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FOREWORD

THE first great step towards a philosophic conception
of the universe is to assert an absolute Unity; the
next task is to explore this idea and unfold its poten-
tialities of significance. Such a unity was affirmed in
Greece by Parmenides and investigated by Plato and
successive generations of thinkers after him. But
many centuries before Parmenides the same affirmation
was made in India by teachers of the Upanisadic
schools, and in unfolding the meaning of this * great
saying ' (mahd-vakyam) Indian thought has flowed
mainly in two great streams. Of these one is that of
uncompromising monism, the protagonist of which is
Sarhkara ; the other comprises a number of schools
associated with both the Vaisnava and the Saiva
churches, which all agree in conceiving that the
Absolute One as Supreme Being contains within itself
divine qualities and creates a world of manifold
experience which in essence is real. Of these latter
schools the most important is the ViSistadvaita
(‘ qualified Unity ), of which the great master is
Riamanuja, whose doctrine of Godhead is ably discussed
in the following pages. These teachings of Viéistad-
vaita, which assign real qualities of infinite goodness
and beauty to a real Supreme Being and ascribe
essential reality to the world of experience, wield
immense influence among the educated classes,
especially in the South of India, and there can be no
greater error than to imagine, as many Europeans
imagine, that all thinking Hindus hold the monistic
doctrine which teaches that the Supreme Being is
really devoid of all qualities and that the universe is
sheer illusion. This m@yd-vada or doctrine of illusion
vii



FOREWORD

is indeed very fashionable in many quarters of India ;
but 1t certamly 1s very far from holding possession of
the whole field of Indian thought. The Vidistadvaita
is an equally significant expression of Hinduism, and
therefore the present work of Mr. Kumarappa is to
be welcomed as an exposition of one of its chief phases.

L. D. BARNETT.
1gth September, 1933
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PREFACE

A GREAT deal has been written in English on the
monism of Sarhkara, whose philosophy has been
regarded as the highest product of the Indian intellect,
and comparatively little on Raméinuja, his philo-
sophical rival, whose views represent the highest
philosophical expression of religious thought in
Hinduism down through the ages. Considering the
philosophy of Sarhkara as typical of Indian thought,
Western critics have accused Hinduism of illusionism,
i.e., of regarding the world of experience, the world
of life and activity, as unreal ; and on this ground,
they have urged that Hinduism can in the end provide
no basis for the living of life in this world. Even if
such a criticism be true of Sarhkara’s philosophy,
it certainly cannot claim to be true of all Hindu
philosophy. Ramanuja, at any rate, repudiates at
every turn the doctrine of the illusoriness of the
material world and the finite self, and postulates that
ultimate Reality is one in which the material world
and the finite self find a necessary place. Nay more,
he claims that the ideals by which we live—the per-
fections of truth, goodness and love—are rooted in
the very heart of the Eternal. Unlike Sarhkara,
who, as a stern metaphysician, follows the dictates
of the intellect, even if it condemns the world of
experience to ultimate unreality, Raémanuja is primarily
a realist, abiding by the data of physical, moral and
religious experience and seeking to systematize them
into a Whole in which they are not ultimately lost,
but gain new meaning and value. To all those who
construct their metaphysics on experience, who are

not willing to dismiss the world of values as illusory,
X



PREFACE

Rimianuja’s conception of ultimate Reality must be
of profound interest, Besides, in Ramanuja Indian
theism of several centuries attains its loftiest philo-
sophical expression, and hence deserves greater atten-
tion than it has hitherto obtained.

The aim of this work is twofold—firstly, to deal
with such conceptions of the Deity as led to
Raminuja’s views (thus excluding other Hindu con-
ceptions such as the Saivite, which had hardly any
influence on him), and secondly, to deal with
Ramanuja’s own conception of the Deity. Accordingly
such important religious works of Hinduism as the
Upanisads, the Bhagavadgita, Vaisnava portions of
the Mahabharata, the Visnu Purdna, the Bhagavata
Purana, and the Hymns of the Alvirs, all of which
directly influenced Ramanuja’s view of the Deity,
are dealt with in Part One, while Part Two gives an
account of Raminuja’s attempt to develop on the
basis of these a systematic and consistent conception
of the Deity. So far as one is aware there is no work
on the subject along the lines of treatment here
followed.

It is generally thought that the Upanisads tend
finally to an abstract monism such as that of Sarhkara.
The view developed in the chapter on the Upanisads
is opposed to this, and attempts to show that while
no one type of thought is consistently adhered to in
the Upanisads, abstract monism represents in the
‘Upanisads an earlier view which gradually obtains
its filling from moral and religious sources till it becomes
transformed in the end into a monism of the type of
Ramanuja’s. As against critics who think that
morality finds no place in the philosophical and
religious thought of India, the treatment of the writings
here included aims to show the place that morality
occupies in them.

Those who are not interested in Ramanuja’s criticism
of Sarhkara’s monism will do well to omit the refuta-
tions of advaitism which are given as introductory

xav
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to each chapter in Part Two of this work. For the
rest, the Outline of Contents and the Index have been
so framed as to guide the reader to select out of the
book what he is most interested in.

In transcribing Sanskrit words T have followed the
system now generally in vogue.

It is not easy to acknowledge my indebtedness to
various scholars, for they are many. References in
footnotes and the bibliography at the end of this
work mention some of them. I am specially indebted
to Dr. L. D. Barnett of the School of Oriental Studies,
London, Keeper of Oriental Manuscripts at the
British Museum, whose help in directing me to the
relevant literature was invaluable. I am grateful
to him for the Foreword he has written to this book.
I must thank also the Library staff of the School of
Oriental Studies, London, and more especially of the
British Museum Reading Room and the Department
of Oriental Manuscripts for the facilities they always
willingly provided for my work.

This thesis was accepted by the Un1vers1ty of
London in June, 1930, under the title “ Ramanuja’s
Conception of the Deity.” I have thought it best
to alter the original title to its present form, as the
latter seems to me more fully to indicate the scope of
the work.

BHARATAN KUMARAPPA.
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PRE-RAMANUJA CONCEPTIONS OF
THE DEITY






CHAPTER I

CONCEPTION OF THE DEITY IN THE UPANISADS:

I. The Nature of the Deity

.THE earliest philosophic view with regard to the
Supreme Being appears to have arisen out of an
attempt to answer the question, Whence this Universe ?
Consequently the Upanisads abound in numerous
creation-theories, each seeking to trace the universe
jto some First Cause, and describing how and why this
{First Cause created the universe. A very early creation-
,theory is to be found in Brhadiranyaka I (4). 1-5,
iwhich says that “In the beginning this world was
:Soul (Atman) alone in the form of a Person (Purusa).
.Looking around, he saw nothing else than himself. . . .
{He desired a second. He was indeed as large as a
twoman and a man closely embraced. He caused that
self to fall (v paf) into two pieces. Therefrom arose a
husband (pati) and a wife (patni). He copulated with
;her. Therefrom human beings were produced.” Such
crude anthropomorphism where the Prime Being is
conceived of on the analogy of a man, and the method
of creation is regarded on the analogy of animal
‘reproduction, stamps the theory as one of the oldest
preserved for us in the Upanisads.

We rise to a distinctly higher level of philosophical
thought when we pass from attempts to explain the
universe in terms of a magnified man to explanations
in terms of natural phenomena, such as Water, or
Food (earth), and again from such obviously visible
and particular elements to elements less visible and

* We limit ourselves to the thirteen chief Upanisads. References are
to Dr. Hume's translation of them. -
3



4 HINDU CONCEPTION OF THE DEITY

more universal, such as air, space, non-being, being and
the Imperishable. Thus with regard to Water as the
First Principle, it is said in the Br. Up. V (5). 1, “In
the beginning this world was just Water. That Water

emitted the Real” . . . and in the Chand. Up. VII
(10). 1, ““ It is just Water solidified that is this earth . ..
atmosphere . . . sky . . . gods and men, beasts and
birds, grass and trees. . . . Reverence Water.” The

reason why Water was regarded as the source of all
things seems to be that life is impossible without water.
Asthe Chiandogya tells us, living beings perishif thereis
no rain (VII (10). 1). In a similar manner, it is argued
that Food (earth)! is the source of all things, for without
Food creatures perish (Taitt. II. r; Mait. VI. 11-13;
Prasna I. 14). Crude as these theories are, they mark
a tremendous advance in philosophical thought, for
here the thinker turns away from the anthropo-
morphism of an earlier day and all explanations in
terms of gods and goddesses, and seeks to interpret
the universe, not in terms of some creation of his
imagination, but in terms of a principle known to him
in everyday experience.

With Water and Food as the ultimate Principle,
however, we still move in the realm of the particular
and the sensible. 'Wind or Breath, being invisible and
less sharply defined, tends to lead the mind away from
attachment to the sensible—which again could not
have been easy for these pioneer thinkers. The reason
for regarding this as ultimate seems to have been
derived chiefly from the observation that an individual
dies when breath ceases, and also from the fact that it
is breath alone which functions untiringly in the
individual while other organs soon become exhausted
and require rest. This is true of Air or Wind, the
counterpart in the inorganic world of Breath in the
living body, for Air never seems to require rest, unlike
Fire, which soon exhausts itself, and the Sun and Moon,

t Riminuga. points out that Food here should be taken to refer to Earth :
$ri-Bhasya, S.B E. Vol. 48, p. 536.



CONCEPTION OF DEITY IN THE UPANISADS 5

which daily set and thus take their rest (Br. Up. I
(5). 21 and 22). Moreover, just as all the other
functions of the body disappear in sleep into Breath,
and Breath alone remains, the elemental forces of
nature such as fire, water, sun and moon are seen to
disappear into Air or Wind. ‘““The Wind (va@yu),
verily, is a snatcher-unto-itself. Verily, when a fire
blows out, it just goes to the Wind. When the sun
sets, it just goes to the Wind. When the moon sets,
it just goes to the Wind. When water dries, goes up,
it just goes to the Wind. For the Wind, truly, snatches
all here to itself. . . . Now with reference to oneself—
Breath (prapa), verﬂy, is a snatcher-unto-itself. When
one sleeps, speech just goes to breath; the eye to
breath, the ear to breath; the mind to breath ; for
the breath, truly, snatches all here to himself. Verily,
these are two snatchers-unto-themselves " (Chand. Up.
IV (3). 1-4). And with regard to the supremacy
of Breath among all the vital elements in the body,
we have the dramatic portrayal of the rivalry among
the five organs of the body, speech, sight, hearing,
mind and breath, and the victory gained by Breath
by its showing that without it none of the others can
function, while without the other organs, it can still
function (Br. VI (1). #-13; Chand. V (1). 6-15;
Kaus. III. 3; Prasna II. 3 and 4). It is primarily
on the basis of the indispensability of Breath for
living beings that it is acclaimed as Supreme. If
so, it is obvious that while the philosopher who re-
garded Breath or Wind as the ultimate Principle
made an advance over those who put forward a sensible
element like Water or Food as ultimate, still he did not,
any more than they, succeed in rising above anthropo-
morphism, if by anthropomorphism we mean the way
of thinking which argues purely on the analogy of
what is true in human experience. Whether the
ultimately Real is conceived of as Water, Food, or
Breath, it is precisely because these are absolutely
essential to human life.
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When, however, we pass to a comparatively universal
and omnipresent element such as Space as the First
Principle, we seem for the first time to pass to the
level of abstract thought which has succeeded in
dissociating itself from the sensible and the anthropo-
morphic. Thus in Chand. I (g). 1, we have the question
asked, “ To what does this world go back ? ”’ and the
answer is, ‘ To space. . . . Verily, all things here arise
out of space. They disappear back into space, for
space alone is greater than these; space is the final
goal.” From this, the transition to such highly
abstract conceptions such as that of Non-being,
Being, or the Imperishable as ultimate was not very
difficult, and we have these three principles put
forward! as the source of all things. That by Non-
being was not meant mere nothingness, but some
form of characterless existence, appears from the
fact that it is definitely asserted that non-being was
“ existent ”',-and “ developed ” (Chand. III (19). 1).
If then by(non-being was meant a primeval existence
where all is™as yet mere potentiality) it is not really
affected by the criticism of a later thinker who
ridicules the idea that the world could have come
out of Non-being, understanding by non-being, as he
does, mere nothingness. In advocating his own view
that Being is ultimate, this critic argues, “ To be sure,
some people say: ‘In the beginning this world was
just non-being (asaf), one only without a second ;
from that non-being, Being (sa#) was produced.’
But verily, my dear, whence could this be? How
from non-being could Being be produced? On the
contrary, my dear, in the beginning this world was
just Being, one only, without a second. It bethought
itself : ‘ Would that I were many! Let me procreate
myself.” It emitted heat. . . . That heat bethought
itself . ..  Would that I were many! Let me procreate

! It must not be thought that these 1deas arose for the first time duning the
period of the Upanisads, for we find many of them expressed in the

plulosoplucal portions of the Rgveda, Bk. x,1n the Brihmanas, and more
especially 1n the Aranyakas.
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myself.” Itemitted water. . . . That water bethought
itself . . . * Would that I were many! Let me pro-
create myself.” It emitted food ”* (Chand. VI. 2 1.);
and we are told that the whole universe, including man,
is nothing but a product of these three elements,
heat, water and food, which have for their animating
principle the Primal Being. It does not seem likely
that this Being was conceived as characterised by
consciousness.! The Thought that is ascribed to this
Being in the passage above cited must not, it would
seem, be taken literally, for the same word here
translated ‘ thought ’ is also used in the case of heat
and water as each of these differentiates itself. Further
the very materialistic account that is given of man and
his conscious faculties, as the product of heat, water
and food, the thrice repeated maxim that * The
mind consists of food,” and the striking illustration
of this truth in the fact that without food for 15 days
Svetaketu is unable to employ his mind, all seem to
point to the view that consciousness was regarded by
this philosopher as the result of non-conscious processes,
and as therefore not ultimate. Then also the view
that in sleep, where there is a total lack of conscious-
ness, or in death, where we are told that the mind
has passed into breath, and breath into heat one
reaches Being, seems to indicate that Being was
conceived as some primeval unconscious substance
which underlies all things and which is best repre-
sented by the three elements of heat, water, and food
(earth). This Being is also described as * finest
essence '’ (VI (6). 6, 8-15), and seems as such to denote
nothing more than some primeval stuff out of which
everything in the universe, whether conscious soul
or unconscious object, is ultimately constituted. .The
human soul ultimately dissolves into it, and so does the
worm. ‘ Whatever they are in this world, whether

* As Max Miiller in his translation suggests. See S.B.E. Vol. 1 p.93
footnote 2 (1879 edition); also Riminuja (Sri Bhisya, S.B.E. Vol 48 pp.
200-206), arguing on the assumption that the Upanisads always mean to
teach that the Supreme Being has personal qualities.
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tiger or lion, or wolf or bear, or worm, or fly, or gnat,
or mosquito, that they become. That which is the
finest essence this whole world has that as its soul.
That is Reality (satya). That is Aiman (Soul).
That art thou, Svetaketu’ (Chand. VI (g). 3 and 4).
If then this ultimate essence which forms the stuff
of all that exists is just the primeval substance out
of which everything has come, it is not unlike that
ultimate existence, called non-being, out of which an
earlier philosopher had conceived the universe to have
developed. Whether as Non-being or Being, then,
ultimate Reality is some abstract potency or essence
'from which the universe has sprung and into which
it will finally return. The reason for describing this
ultimate Reality as merely Non-being or Being appears
to be that, as the ultimate potentiality from which
everything has sprung, it cannot have the qualities
of the latter. It is that which exists prior to the
development of qualities, and therefore cannot be
described in terms of these qualities. It is true that
our philosophers did not consciously argue thus,
but it seems certainly to be implied in their view as
well as in the view of those who taught that ultimate
Reality or Brahman was to be described as the
Imperishable (aksara) and to be defined only negatively.
Thus Yajfiavalkya in answering Géargl’s question,
‘“ Across what, then, pray, is space woven, warp and
woof ? ”’ states, ‘“ That, O Gérgi, Brahmans call the
| Imperishable (aksara). It is not coarse, not fine,
not short, not glowing (like fire), not adhesive (like
water), without shadow and without darkness, without
air and without space, without stickiness (intangible), *
odourless, tasteless, without eye, without ear, without
voice, without wind, without energy, without breath,
without mouth (without personal or family name,
unaging, undying, without fear, immortal, stainless,
not uncovered, not covered),? without measure, without
inside and without outside "’ (Br. III (8). 8).

1 A Miadhyarhdina addition,
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The doctrine of the Imperishable as put forward .
by Yajfiavalkya is not, however, merely the doctrine
of Being, with its negative tendencies coming to fuller
expression. Yajfiavalkya appears as one of the great-
est expounders of the view that Brahman is the
supreme Reality—Brahman, understood not as mere
Being, but as a distinctly conscious principle.? Con-
sequently Yajfiavalkya means more by Brahman
or the Imperishable than mere Being. * Verily,
O Gargi,” he continues in answer to her question,
‘“ that Imperishable is the unseen Seer, the unheard
Hearer, the unthought Thinker, the ununderstood
Understander. Other than It there is naught that
sees. Other than It there is naught that hears.
Other than It there is naught that thinks. Other
than It there is naught that understands. Across
this Imperishable, O Gargi, is space woven, warp
and woof ” (Br. III (8). 1x). In this thought of
Yajfavalkya we reach the idea which is predominant
in the Upa,nisads, that Brahman, the ground of all
things, is a conscious principle.

The word Brahman itself- does not appear always
to have had this lofty meaning. Originally used in
the sense of hymn, prayer, sacred knowledge or magic
formula, it soon came to mean the power inherent
in these, and from this the transition to the idea of
cosmic power or the power that supports the worlds
was not difficult.? But what distinguishes the concept
of Brahman from concepts such as Water, Breath,
or Space, is that, unlike these concepts, Brahman,
as cosmic power came to be thought of primarily as,
we have seen in the case of Yajfiavalkya, as a conscious
principle. It is thus implied that what underlies the
external universe is one with what exists within one’s
own self; nay, more, that as conscious principle It
is more akin to self than to not-self. The seeds of
monistic idealism, which as we shall see characterises

] Ci Br. Up III (4). 1 and 2.
Cf. R. E, Hume—Thiricen Pyincipal Upanisads, pp. 14 and 15.
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the teaching of the Upanisads, as well as much of the
later development of Indian thought, were sown,
-it would appear, by men like Yajfiavalkya with their
philosophic insight that Brahman, the ultimate ground
of all things, is a conscious principle.

The development which we have so far traced in
the view of Supreme Reality as some impersonal
sensible element such as Water and Food (Earth) to
more and more abstract and universal elements such
as breath or air, space, non-Being, Being, the
Imperishable, till finally we reach the view of Brahman
as a conscious principle, represents only one among
numerous lines of thought that came to development
at this time.! Some philosophers, it would appear,
conceived the Supreme Being as Self (Atman) or
Spirit? (Purusa). We have already referred to the
creation-theory which speaks of the First Cause as
Atman, who existed in the form of a Purusa, and
separating himself into male and female brings about
all that exists in the universe. Another very primitive
Atman-theory is preserved for us in the Aitareya
lUpanisad, which begins with the words, “ In the be-
ginning Atman (Self) verily, one only, was here—no
|other blinking thing whatever. He bethought him-
seli: Let me now create worlds.” He accordingly
created the worlds, and deities to guard the worlds.
Then he created man (I (1)-(3)). The method employed
by Aiman in creating the worlds and man is significant.
We are told that At¢man shaped a Purusa and drew
him forth from the waters, and brooded upon him.
From the mouth of this Purusa came Fire; from his
nostrils, @r ; from his eyes, the Sun ; from his ears,
the quarters of heaven; from his skin, plants and
trees ; from his heart, the moon; from his navel,

* Mythological ideas such as that of a giant Purusa, whom the gods

sacrificed, and from whose body the universe came into being, and that of a

\cosmc egg, Hiranyagarbha, from which as it were the universe was hatched,
{come from Rgvedic times, and are also to be found in the Upanisads.

! I.e., as genius or guardian spirit of the universe, each individual and object

of the universe likewise having its own presiding genius. See Dr. Barnett’s

article on ' The Genius ”’ in the J.R.A.g. for October 1929, esp. pp. 742-8.
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death; and from his virile member, water. And
in creating man, we are told that the Deity ordered
those various elements in the external world to enter:
into man, and “ fire became speech and entered the'
mouth. Wind became breath and entered the nostrils.
%e sun became sight and entered the eyes. The

arters of heavenzbecame hearing and entered the
ears. Plants and trees became hairs, and entered the
skin. The moon became mind, and entered the heart.
Death became the out-breath (apdna) and entered
the navel. Waters became semen and entered the
virile member ”’ (I (2). 3 and 4). What is noteworthy
is that both the self and the not-self, which seem so
entirely different from each other, are here regarded
as having a mutual correspondence, since both of them
are permeated by the same forces which emanated
from the Primeval Purusa. Further, the old Rgvedic
idea® of a cosmic Purusa, from the parts of whose
body various elements in the universe are regarded
as emanating—an idea which occurs frequently in the
Upanisads, as well as later Indian writings—is here
assimilated by the Atman-theory. The view that
Ultimate Reality was Purusa or presiding Genius of the
universe appears thus to have developed side by side
with the view that It was Afman. Nay more, as
evidenced by these early Atman-theories, it would
appear that the distinction between Purusa and Atman
was not maintained, the two being freely identified
with each other, and in some cases Purusa being sub-
ordinated to Ad#¢man, when the latter came to be re-
garded as Ultimate Reality.

The idea that Atman or Self created this universe
naturally led philosophers to enquire in what Aiman
or self-hood as known in their own experience consists.
What they asked, is that permanent something which
underlies all the changing experiences of an individual,
and itself unchanging binds together his ever changing
experiences ? This is taught to Indra by Prajapati.?

1 Rg Veda X, go. * Chand, VIII (7)-(12).
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The true self of the individual, he declares, is not
(a) the bodily self, which undergoes changes, sickness
and death, nor (b) the dream-self, which, though
unaffected by the changes of the body (as, e.g., when
the body is ill, the dreamer may be quite unaware
of his illness and be supremely happy) still undergoes
experiences as though it suffered change, sickness and
death, nor (c), even the self in dreamless sleep, which
neither suffers from the imperfection of the body nor
undergoes experiences as though it suffered from these
imperfections, and is thus truly above all change, but
nevertheless suffers from the defect of lacking con-
sciousness, but (d) that self which appears as the
conscious principle in the body. Regarding this
self, Prajapati declares, ‘“ where the eye is directed
thus toward space, that is the seeing person (caksusa
purusa) ; the eye is (the instrument) for seeing.
Now he who knows, ¢ Let me smell this -—that is,
the Self (A#man); the nose is (the instrument) for
smelling. Now he who knows ‘ Let me utter this '—
that is the Self; the voice is (the instrument) for
utterance. Now he who knows ‘ Let me hear this '—
that is the Self ; the ear is (the instrument) for hearing.
Now he who knows ‘ Let me think this "—that is the
Self; the mind (manas) is his divine eye (daiva
caksu). He, verily, with that divine eye the mind,
sees desires here, and experiences enjoyment "’ (Chand.
VIII (12). 4 and 5). The A#man in the body is thus
found to be the principle of consciousness which under-
lies all the experiences of an individual, and when
it was postulated as the ground of the universe, there
was very little to distinguish this from the view that
Brahman as a conscious principle pervades the universe,
and both theories are merged into one, A#man being
\fgeely 1dentified with Brahman, and Brahman with
Atman.* And since, as we have already pointed out,
Atman was also identified with Purusa, all three terms

+ Cf. Br 11 (5); IV, (4}. 25; Chand. I1I (14). 4; VIII (14).1; Ait. (3). 133
(5)- 3; Mund.II (2); Svet.1.16: Majt. II.2; VL 17,
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are freely interchanged. ‘ This, shining, immortal
Person (Purusa) who is in this earth, and, with refer-
ence to oneself, this shining, immortal Person who is
in the body—he indeed, is just this Soul (A¢man),|
this Immortal, this Brahma, this all ”” (Br. II (5). 1 ff.).
By the time of the Svetadvatara, it appears that these
three terms were so generally used to designate one
and the same Being, that the Svetd$vatara uses all
three terms to refer to the Supreme Reality, and passes
from one to the other without the slightest hesitancy.?
Whether, then, the Supreme Being was conceived of
as Brahman, Purusa or Atman, all theories meet in
the end in the view that the ground of all things is an*-
all-pervading conscious principle. What further attri-
butes are ascribed to this Being, we must now enquire.

That Brahman is one without a second may be said
[to be the theme of all the Upanisads. * Verily, in
the beginning this world was Brahman, one only ”
(Br. I (4). x1).2 All the gods and all the powers
hitherto recognised are subordinate to Him. The’
gods Agni and Vayu are unable respectively to burn
or to blow away so much as a piece of straw without
the power given to them by Brahman (Kena 14-23) ;
and Yajfiavalkya systematically reduces the number
of gods from 3,306 to one, and proclaims Him to be
Brahman (Br. III (9). 1-9).

This unitary Being is described as infinite and limit-
less (Br. II (4). 12; Taitt. II. 1). Its infinitude is

1 Cf. Svet. 1II. 7-12. Following this usage, we shall employ the term,
Brahman, generally for the Supreme Being, even if in the text He is referred
to by some other name.

Note.—Of other terms used in the Upanisads to refer to the Supreme Being,
the more important are Prajapati and I§3na. Prajipati rises to importance
in the Brahmanas as the Creator, and that is the significance which the term
primarily has in the Upanisads also. Cf. Br. I (5): VI (4). 2; Chand. II
gr;;). 2 and 3; IV (17). 1-3, etc. In his capacity as the source of all things

japati is often addressed as Father: Cf. Br. I (5). 1and 2; V. 2. The
references to the Supreme Being as Isina occur chiefly in the later Upamsads,
e.g. Mund. III (1). 1-3 ; Svet. L. 8; III. 7-9. The word means Lord, and of
it, Mr. W. D, Hill writes, * the term approaches most nearly of all terms to
the conception of the personal deity of monothgism.” The Bhagavadgiia,
p. 23. The significance of this conception will be considered later.

* Cf, also I (4). 1 and 17.
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such that even if one removes the infinite from it,
it still remains infinite. ‘‘ The yon is fulness ; fulness,
this. From fulness, fulness doth proceed. With-
drawing fulness’s fulness off, e’en fulness then itself
remains ” (Br. V (1)).! Being infinite, temporal and
spatial restrictions do not apply to it, for it transcends
them. It is, therefore, ageless and deathless (Chand.
VIII (1). 5). “ This Brahman is without an earlier
and without a later, without an inside and without an
outside ”’ (Br. II (5). 19) ; unborn and beyond space
(Br. IV (4). 20).

In this its infinite and transcendent form, it appears
to be indescribable in terms of positive qualities, and
hence, as we noted, Yajfiavalkya could describe it
only negatively. Y3&jflavalkya arrives at the same
conclusion regarding the unknowability of the essential
nature of Brahman on the ground that Brahman as
conscious principle, is that whereby all knowing
takes place, and as knower it can never become a known
object. “ You could not see the seer of seeing. You
could not hear the hearer of hearing. You could not
think the thinker of thinking. You could not under-
?tand the understander of understanding ”’ (Br. III

4). 2).

But while in its infinite and transcendent form and
in its nature as knowing principle Brahman cannot
be known, still as revealed in various elements in the
universe, some at least of its attributes may, it would
appear, be divined. Philosophers accordingly set
themselves to this task. It is this epoch in Indian
speculation that seems to be represented by the appear-
ance of Yajflavalkya in the arena of philosophical
discussion. Views similar to the one propounded in
the Honey-Doctrine? seem for Y3jfiavalkya the start-
ing-pomt. —Fhe Honey-Doctrine, which is expounded
in fifteen paragraphs, is unable to say very much
more regarding Brahman than that He is the Soul

1 gf Aﬁha(:.r)va—veda X (8) 29, where this verse occurs with shght vanations.
1 Br. 5).
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(Atman), the Immortal One, who pervades the carth,
the waters, fire, wind, sun, the quarters of heaven,
moon, lightning, thunder, space, law, truth, mankind,
and the soul, and corresponding with these, pervades
also the body, the semen, speech, breath, eye, ear,
mind, heat in the individual, sound, space in the heart,
virtuousness, truthfulness, the human being, and the
soul. Similarly, a philosopher proclaims that Brahman
is in speech, breath, eye, and ear, and corresponding
with these, in Fire, Wind, Sun and the quarters of
heaven. But he is unable to say very much more
about the nature of Brahman, than that he is the
Brilliant One (Chand. IT (18). 2-6).1 Yajfiavalkya
points out that though Brahman is in all these things,
He is different from these, being the ‘‘ unseen Seer,
the unheard Hearer, the unthought Thinker, the
ununderstood Understander ”’ (Br. III (7). 23). It is
in possessing such knowledge of Brahman that
Yajfavalkya considers himself superior to all the
learned men of his day.? His contempt for Sakalya
is precisely because the latter has failed to go beyond
the traditional identifying of Brahman with the Purusa
who abides in earth, desire, eye, space, darkness,
water, semen and their corresponding counterparts
(Br. III (9). 10-18). He declares that it is necessary
to pluck apart and to put together these Purusas and
to pass beyond them (Br. III (9). 26). So far as merely
such identification of Brahman with various Purusas
goes, he shows himself as expert as anyone else of his
day (Br. III (g9). 19-26). But his own distinctive
contribution lies in his penetrating behind the con-
ventional view that Brahman is speech, life, breath,
sight, hearing, mind, and heart, in order to discover
the attributes of the Being who can be regarded in
these various ways.

1 For other similar identifications, see Br. II (1) ; III (7); III (9). 10-17;
IV (1); VI{(1); Chand. III (18); IV (5)-(10); V (12)-(x8); VII; Kaus.
II. 3and 4; IV; and for similar classification of cosmic and corresponding

personal phenomena, see Ait. I. 1 and 2 ; Chand. III (13).
* Cf, Br. 111 (1). r and 2; III (9). 12.



16 HINDU CONCEPTION OF THE DEITY

Thus in his conversation with King Janaka he points
out with great insight that, corresponding to these
six principles, Brahman has the attribute of intelligence,
which expresses itself in speech, the element of dearness
which life has for all beings, the truthfulness of sight,
the unlimitedness of the quarters of heaven (hearing),
the blissfulness of mind, and the quality of being a
steadfast support which is found in the heart (Br. IV
(1). The qualities deduced in each case are note-
worthy, as being qualities which are the most signi-
ficant of the qualities possessed by these objects, and
suggest the view that if Brahman is to be described
in terms of positive qualities, He must be described
in terms of what is most significant in this universe,
i.e., in terms of what makes various things in the world
valuable and precious to us. This last appears, indeed,
to be the gist of his classical eulogy of the Brahman-
Atman, where he declares that everything is dear,
not for what it is in itself, but because of A#man.?
“ Lo, verily, not for love of a husband is a husband
dear, but for love of the soul (A#man) a husband
is dear. Lo, verily, not for love of the wife is a wife
dear, but for the love of the soul, a wife is dear. Lo,
verily, not for love of the sons are sons dear, but for
love of the soul sons are dear. Lo, verily, not for love
of the wealth is wealth dear, but for love of the soul
wealth is dear . . . Lo, verily, not for love of all is all
dear, but for love of the soul all is dear” Br. II (4).
5). The supreme preciousness of Brahman is indicated
by the immeasurable bliss which Yajfiavalkya declares
to belong to one who has attained the Brahma-world.
He says that it is 100 x 100 X I00 X I00 X I00 X I00
times the highest bliss known in the world of men
(Br. IV (3). 33).2 Brahman-Atman is thus more

t The word Atman is here used for the ultimate ground of all things (or
Brahman) cf. “ with the understanding of the soul (d¢man), this world-ail
is known "’ Br. I (4). 5; see also the rest of this section (6)-(14).

2 The same idea occurs in Taitt. II. 8, also in Satapatha Brahmana XIV (7).
1, 31-39. The Taittirlya expounds the view that Brahman consists of four
‘ persons " one inside the other, Food (earth), breath (prapa), mind (mano-
maya), understanding (vijiidna-maya) and bliss (Znanda-maya); bliss
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desirable than home, offspring or wealth (Br. IV (4).
22). He is perfect bliss.

Brahman, then, according to Yajfiavalkya, although
unknown in His own essential nature, is as revealed
in the universe that which gives significance and value
to alIll things—Himself the most supremely valuable
of all.

Yiajilavalkya was not by any means the only one
who sought to deduce the nature of Brahman from the
traditional identifying of Him with various elements
in the cosmos and the finite self. Records of four
similar attempts by other philosophers have come
down to us. Thus the philosopher-king, Ajatadatru,
systematically deduces from Gargya’s conception of
Brahman as the Person (Purusa) in the sun, moon,
lightning, space, wind, fire, water, mirror, sound,
quarters of heaven, shadow, and the body, correspond-
ing attributes in Brahman as the pre-eminent,
white-robed, brilliant, full and non-active, unconquered,
vanquisher, counterpart, the shining One, life, in-
separable companion, death, the embodied and finally
adds that He is the conscious principle within oneself
(Br. II (1).* Here again it is noteworthy that the
attributes deduced are not equally every possible
attribute which these elements may possess, but only
what are most significant of them. Thus His pervading
the sun reveals Him as the *“ pre-eminent, the head and
king of all beings,” His pervading space reveals Him
as the full and non-active,? His pervading the wind
reveals Him as the unconquered, the infinite in power,
and so on with the rest.

So also in the instruction which Satyakama receives,
it is pointed out that Brahman is the shining One in

representing His inmost self (IL. 1-5, III), As Food, He is the source of all
creatures, as Breath He supports them, as Mind He 1s the source of all Vedas,
as Understanding He is the source of Sraddha(f aith), »ta (the night), satya
(the true), yoga (discipline) and mahas (greatness) ; and as Bliss, He is the
source of all delight.

* A simular account occurs in Kaus. IV.

* A sign possibly of perfection, for activity in Indian thought is usually
associated with lack and finitude, and bondage to Karma.

c
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the East, West, South and North, as the Endless or
the infinite in the earth, air, sky, and ocean, as the
Luminous in the fire, sun, moon, and lightning, and as
Possessing a support in breath, eye, ear and mind.
This discourse also ends by adding that above all
Brahman is to be known as the conscious principle
in oneself (Chand. IV (4)-(x5)). At this point the
teacher breaks forth into a praise of Brahman as
“* Loveliness-uniter ’ (samyadvama), for all lovely
things come together unto it . . . ‘ Goods-bringer’
vamani) for it brings all goods. . . . ‘ Light-bringer’
(bhamans), for it shines in all worlds.”

Kaikeya'’s instruction of the six Brahmans who come
to him each with a different notion as to what Brahman
is, viz., that He is heaven, sun, wind, space, water,
and earth, is not only to show that Brahman is all
these, but also to deduce from each of these partial
definitions of Brahman, a corresponding attribute in
Him. Thus, as heaven, He is the brightly shining
One ; as sun, the manifold one; as wind, one who
possesses various paths ; as space, one who is expanded;
as water, one who is all wealth ; as earth, one who is
a support. Here again obviously the philosopher
attempts to describe Brahman in terms of what is
most striking and significant in each of these various
elements with which He is identified, and concludes
by pointing out that Brahman is the Soul which
is within oneself (Chand. V (11)-(18)).

The progressive instruction of Nirada by Sanat-
kumadra,* whereby Narada is led from lower to higher
and higher conceptions of Brahman—ifrom Brahman
as name, speech, mind, conception, thought, medita-
tion, understanding, etc., to Soul (d#man) as the
highest—has for its characteristic the fact that each
category, which is mentioned as descriptive of
Brahman, is mentioned on the ground that it is
important and indispensable ; and if it is transcended
it is only because there is a still higher category,

: 1 Chénd. VIL
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which is also important and indispensable, and which
has the added merit of subsuming under itself the
previous categories. Thus an effort is made to describe
Brahman in terms of qualities, the most significant
and all-inclusive. )

In this way, it would seem, philosophers sought to
go beyond the view that Brahman, the ultimate ground
of all things, is a conscious principle, and to describe
it in terms suggestive of value and pre-eminence.
It is true that they do not tell us very much about the
attributes of Brahman, beyond what has been men-
tioned above. Nevertheless, it is significant that
Brahman, the all-pervading conscious principle, tended
to be regarded as possessed of value.

While some sought thus to deduce the attributes
of Brahman from the fact that He pervades this and
that element in the universe, others, it would appear,
with less discrimination, but greater zeal for the
truth that Brahman is the unity which explains all
this diversity, straightway identified Brahman with
everything in the universe. To them the truth that
nothing can exist without Brahman was all-engrossing,
for was it not such a unitary principle which they so
passionately sought after at this time? Exulting
in their discovery, they therefore proclaim with blind
enthusiasm, Lo, here, all is Brahman. * Verily, this
whole world is Brahman. Tranquil, let one worship
It as that from which he came forth, as that into
which he will be dissolved, as that in which he breathes”’
(Chand. III (24). 1). “ Verily, what is called Brahman
—that is the same as what the space outside of a person
is. Verily, what the space outside of a person is—that
is the same as what the space within a person is.
Verily, what the space within a person is—that is the
same as what the space here within the heart is”
(Chand. III (x2). 7). “ This Self, verily, is a world
of all created beings” (Br. I (4). 16). * Verily, this
whole world is Brahman . . . containing all works,
containing all desires, containing all odours, containing
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all tastes, encompassing this whole world, the unspeak-
ing, the unconcerned—this is the Soul of mine within
the heart, this is Brahman ”’ (Chand. III (14).

But this wholesale predication of everything found
in the universe as being of Brahman, if it was intended
seriously, and not meant merely in an exaggerated
yway to refer to the all-pervading power of Brahman,
could not continue for very long, for a little reflection
-suffices to show that if Brahman is everything all
'over again, He is not the unity which philosophers
were seeking. That which explains everything cannot
be the same as everything. Accordingly philosophers
were not long in perceiving that Brahman must be
very different in character from the universe. Indeed
so different it seemed to them He must be, that on
the one hand, as already noted, they declared that He
is essentially unknown, and on the other, that He is
to be described only in terms of qualities which are
most significant in the elements of this universe.
This twofold tendency comes to fuller development
in the later Upanisads,? as we shall presently see.

What is noticeable as we pass from the earlier
Upanisads to the later is the growing conviction that
Brahman must be very different from the universe,
and therefore essentially unknown. “ Him who is
hard to see, entered into the hidden, set in the secret
\place, dwelling in the depth, primeval ” (Katha II.
12, Svet. VI. 11). ““ Though He is hidden in all things,
that Soul (A¢man) shines not forth. But He is seen
by subtle seers with superior, subtle intellect”’ (Katha
III. 12, Svet. IV. 15). ‘ Not by speech, not by mind,
not by sight can He be apprehended. How can He

1 T assume, what scholars seem unanimously to believe, that the
Brhadaranyaka and Chindogya Upanisads to which I have confined myself
so far, are older than other Upanisads, although it is not precluded that those
two Upanisads have been subject to later interpolations. I have sought to
confine my references to such passages as do not appear to be later
interpolations. Brhadaranyaka, Chindogya, Taittirlya, Aitareya, Kausitaki
and the prose section of Kena are usually regarded as earlier than other
Upanisads, and there seems little reason to question this view. (See, e.g.,
P. Deussen—Philosophy of the Upanisads, pp. 22-26.)
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be comprehended otherwise than by one’s saying
‘Heis’? ” (Mund. I1I (x). 8 ; Kena 3; Katha VI. 12).]
He is declared to have a transcendent nature which}
baffles human thought. ‘ There the eye goes not,i
speech goes not, nor the mind. We know not, we'
understand not how one would teach It. Other,,
indeed, is It than the known, and moreover above
the unknown.—Thus have we heard of the ancients’
who to us have explained It "’ (Kena 3). He possesses
many marvellous and transcendent powers. “‘ Sitting,
He proceeds afar; lying, He goes everywhere . . .
who is the bodiless among bodies, stable among the
unstable, the great, all-pervading Soul ” (Katha II.
21 and 22). ‘“ Unmoving, the One (ekam) is swifter
than the mind. The sense-powers (deva) reached not
It, speeding on before. Past others running, This
goes standing”’ (12 4). ‘ Eternal, all-pervading,
omni-present, exceedingly subtle ” (Mund. I (1). 6);
‘“ Brilliant is It the light of lights ” (Mund. II (2). 9);
“ Vast, heavenly, of unthinkable form ” (Mund. III
(1). 7); “ Having an eye on every side and a face on
every side, having an arm on every side, and a foot
on every side ”’ (gvet. I1X. 3). “ The Person (Purusa)
has a thousand heads, a thousand eyes, a thousand
feet ; He surrounds the earth on all sides, and stands
ten fingers’ breath beyond ”’ (Svet. III. 14).t * With-
out foot or hand, He is swift and a seizer! He sees
without eye ; He hears without ear ” (Svet. III. 19).
“ Not above, not across, nor in the middle has one
grasped Him. There is no likeness of Him, whose
name is Great Glory (mahad yasas) ” (Svet. IV. 19).
Brahman thus in His transcendent aspect has, it
would seem, marvellous qualities beyond all thought
and imagination.

Besides such qualities which make Brahman awful
and incomprehensible, these later philosophers also

t These stanzas of the $vetdévatara are evidently taken from older sources.
zﬂith Svet. I1I 3, cf. Rgyeda X (81). 3, and with Svet. IIL. 14, cf. Rgveda X
90). I,
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ascribe to the Supreme Being numerous perfections
which render Him an object of aspiration, and even
of love. Thus he is described as the “ best,” the
‘“ supreme ”’ (Katha II. 17; Svet. 1. 7; IIL. %;
Mait. V. 2) ; “ greater than the great ” (Katha II. 20 ;
Svet. III. 9) higher than whom there is nothing at
all (Katha IIT. 11; Mund. III (2). 8; Svet. 1. 12;
II1. g); “a light without smoke (i.e., the perfect
One, Katha IV 13) ; * all-knowing, all W1se * (Mund.
I(I) 9; II (2). 7; Svet. VL 2 and 16; IIL 19;
Isa 8); “ lighted by His own intellect ”’ (Svet VI. 18),
the principle of intelligence (Mait. IT. 4) ; *‘ consisting
of mind,” ““ the blissful ’ (Mund. IT (2). 7), ‘“ constant
. . . stable ” (Katha III. 15 Mund. I (2) II);
“ steadfast ” (Mait. II. 4) ; “firm sup ort ”’ Svet
I. 7); * without equal or superlor (Svet. VI 8);
““ whose is this greatness on the earth ” (Mund II (2)
7} ; whom “ all the gods reverence” (Katha V. 3);
“worthy to be worshipped day by day "’ (Katha IV.
8) ; from whom one does not shrink away (Katha IV. 5,
1z and 13); “ who grants desires”’ (Katha V. 13;
Svet. VI. 13); ‘“ the adorable God ” (Svet. VI. 18);
‘““ the object of desire ”’ (Mund. II (2). 1).

While then it may be admitted that numerous
perfections come to be ascribed to the Supreme Being
in the later Upanisads, it remains to ask how far
‘moral perfection is ascribed to Him. In the earlier
Upanisads Brahman is proclaimed to be free from

evil, and an early attempt to teach this occurs at the
begmmng of the Brhadaranyaka, where it is explained
that Brahman is called Purusa ‘° Since before piirva)
all this world, He burned up (+/ s) all evils * (I (4). 1).
It is also asserted that one who becomes Brahman
is freed from evil, for “ Evil, Ver11y, does not go to the
gods” (Br. I (5). 20). Slmlla.rly in the Chandogya
it is said of the Brahma-world, * All evils turn back
therefrom, for that Brahma-world is freed from evil ”
(VIII (4). I and 2) ; and itis asserted that the Brahman-
Atman 1s * free from evil, ageless, deathless, sorrowless,
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hungerless, thirstless ”’ (VII (1). 5). Butin the absence
of much positive teaching? regarding the moral nature
of Brahman, and judging from the fact that being free
from evil is associated with being ageless, deathless,
sorrowless, hungerless and thirstless, one cannot be
|sure that more i1s meant by ‘“ evil ”’ in these passages
than sorrow, pain and death. It may be, therefore,
that allthat-these Upanisdds by saying that He is
free from evil mean to teach is that Brahman is,
as Yajiiavalkya declares, *‘ beyond hunger and thirst,
beyond sorrow and delusion, beyond old age and
death "-(Br. III (5). 1).

When, however, we turn to the later Upanisads,
it seems likely that Brahman was regarded as free
from ‘‘ evil ”” understood also in its moral sense ; for
here, as we have tried to show, we find the thought
emerging that Brahman is not merely the unknown
conscious principle which He was predominantly
conceived to be in the earlier Upanisads, but also One
characterised by many perfections. Further, there is
as we shall now see, also more definite teaching regard-
ing the moral nature of the Supreme Being than is
to be found in the ealier Upanisads. Thus when the
Katha declares, ‘““ As the sun, the eye of the whole
world, is not sullied by the external faults of the eyes,
so the one Inner Soul of all things is not sullied by
evil in the world, being external to it " (V. 11), it is
not unlikely that by evil is meant more than mere
sorrow, pain and death, for in the passage preceding
this it is said that Brahman is *“ pure ” (V. 8), and it
is part of the systematic teaching of the Katha that
only he attains Brahman, who has ceased from bad
conduct (II. 24) and is ever “ pure,” holding his body

* The Honey-Doctrine mentions among other things that Brahman exists
in dharma (virtue) and in satyam (truth), Br. II (5). 11 and 12. The description
of Brahman as salyam occurs frequently. Cf. Br. II (1). zo; (3). 1, 6;
IV(1).4: V (5).1; (14). 4; Chand. VIII (1). 4; (3). 4: (7). 1; Taitt.
II. 1; Kaus. 1. 6, etc. As the source of the Vedas and sacrifices (cf. By.
I(2).5); IL(4). 10; Chand. I (6). 8; II (23). 2; IV. (17); VII (1) and
(2) ; and as the origin of the castes Br. I (4). r1-15; II (4). 6, Brabman may
be regarded as the source of all that is binding on men in the way of duty.
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in control (III. 3-g). Further it describes Brahman
as one who with the soul drinks of righteousness (7?a) in
the world of good deeds and as contrasted with the
soul, which is called ‘““shade,” Brahman is called
‘ light ” (III. 1), which would seem to imply that
Brahman does not “drink” of unrighteousness as
the soul does. Besides it is taught that Brahman
“born in right (z#a) ” (V. 2). The teaching of the
Isa regarding the moral nature of Brahman is even
more definite, for it describes Him as *the pure
(s’uddha) unplerced by evil (a-papa-viddha),” and
adds, ‘“ Appropriately He dlstr1buted objects (artha
through the eternal years” (I 8). The Mundaka
exclaims, *“ pure is He whom the ascetics (yati) with
imperfections done away, behold ” (III (1). 5). In
Him the best of Brahma-knowers delight (III ( ). 4).
From Him are produced ‘ Faith $raddhg), truth,
chastity, and the law (vidhs)” (II (1). #%). The
Maitri likewise declares that Brahman is “ pure,
steadfast and unswerving, stainless . . . an enjoyer
of righteousness”’ (II. 7). He abides in goodness
(sattva) (VI. 38). All these visions of the moral
nature of Brahman seem to reach their culmination
in the Svetdévatara, where it is declared that Brahman
is *“ the instigator of the highest being (saffva) unto
the purest attainment *’ (I1I. 12), bountiful (maghavan),
kindly ($7va) (III. 11), devoid of the quality of the
senses (III. 17), the bringer of right (dharma), the
remover of evil (papa) (VI. 6), *irreproachable,
spotless ’ (VI. 19). It is true that in these Upanisads
the teaching regarding the moral nature of Brahman
appears only in scattered references and even then
mingled with much else which tends to rob it of
clarity and pointedness. Nevertheless it is significant
that it does appear and appears much more definitely
than in the earlier Upanisads.
It would seem, then, that Upanisadic thought
regarding the nature of the Supreme Being passed
from an earlier stage of speculation and investigation
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where the view that was reached was that Brahman
was primanly an ultimate, all-pervading conscious
principle, to a later stage, where Brahman, besides
being conceived thus, came also to be regarded as
possessing many transcendent qualities as well as
several perfections.?

2. The Relation of the Deity to the world.

The earliest theories which we find in the Upanisads
assume, as the cosmogonies already referred to abun-
dantly testify, a naive realistic attitude towards the
world, and regard it when once created by the Deity
as something real and external to Him. Thus most of
these theories begin by saying that in the beginning
the Primal Being alone existed, and desiring to be
many He created the worlds. “In the beginning,
this world was Soul (A4#man) alone in the form of a
person. . . . Verily, He had no delight. He desired
a second,” and He created beings (Br.I (4). r and 3).2
The worlds which He created were external to Himself,
and so He entered into them “ even to the finger-nail
tips * (Br. 1 (4). 7). D

While their realism led them thus to speak of the
Supreme Being as something external to the world,
from the beginning, as this early creation-theory shows,
they also regarded the Deity as completely pervading
the universe. The thought of Divine immanence
is stressed to such an extent that it often leads them
into thorough-going pantheistic utterances. *‘ Having
entered into it, He became both the actual (saf) and the
yon (tya), both the defined (nir1kta) and the undefined,
both the based and the non-based, both the conscious

* The fact that the Svetidvatara shows the greatest development along
these lines, and reveals sectarian tendencies, identifying the Deity Rudra
with the Supreme Being (cf III 1-4), seems to suggest that the development
which we have traced in thought regarding Brahman 1n the later Upamsads
was chiefly due to the influence of religious i1deas. This will become more
evident when we consider the relation in which these thinkers regarded the
Supreme Being as standing to the fimte soul.

s Cf. also Br. I (4). 11 and 17; Chand. VI(2). 1 and 3, Taitt.1I. 6; Prasna

L 4.
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. vijfiana) and the unconscious, both the real (satya)

and the false (anria). As the real, He became whatever

- there is here ”’ (Taitt. II. 6). * This Self, verily, is a

world of created things ” (Br. I 4). 16). Generally,
however, their realism appears to modify their panthe-
ism and to lead them to the view that Brahman is
not Himself the universe, but one who completely
pervades the universe as its Soul. ‘“ He entered
in here, even to the fingernail tips, as a razor would be
hidden in a razor-case, or fire in a fire-holder ”’ (Br. I
(4). #)- Thus when philosophers discussed the nature
of Brahman, the conceptions of Brahman as the
‘Person’ in the sun, moon, lightning, space, wind,
fire, water, earth, body and such like, we saw, were
not denied but accepted (Br. II (x); II (5); III (9);
Kaus. 4). Kaikeya points out to the six Brahmans
who go to him for instruction that the Brahman-Atman
is not to be identified with the heaven, sun, wind,
space, water and earth, for these form only various
parts of His body, while He himself is Soul, similar
to onmeself (Chand. V (18). 1 and 2). Svetaketu is
taught that *that which is the finest essence—this
whole world has that as its Soul ” (Chind. VI (9)-(16),
cf. also Chand. VII (26)). The Honey-Doctrine de-
clares that Brahman has made numerous dwelling-
places for Himself in the world. * * Citadels with
two feet He did make, citadels with four feet He did
make. Into the citadels He, having become a bird—
Into the citadels (puras) the Person (purusa) entered.’
This, verily, is the Person (purusa) dwelling in all
cities (purisaya). There is nothing by which He is not
covered, nothing by which He is not hid ”’ (Br. II (5).
18). Yajiavalkya systematically teaches in Br. III
(7)* that Brahman is “ He, who dwelling in all things,
yet is other than all things, whom all things do not
know, whose body all things are, who controls all

1+ Cf. also By. III (4) and (5) where Yijfiavalkya teaches that Brahman is
* the Soul in all things,”” and (6) where he teaches that on Him everything
is woven warp and woof,
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things from within—He is your Soul, the Inner
Controller (antaryamm) the Immortal ”’ (III (7) %
It is asserted that He ‘‘ has entered this conglomerate‘
abode—He is the maker of everything, for He is the
creator of all ; the world is His ” (Br. IV (4). (
The same view appears also in the later Upamsads
“ By the Lord enveloped must this all be—whatever
moving thing there is in the moving world ” (I$3 1).
“ He who on all things looks as just in the Self (atman),
and on the Self as in all beings—He does not shrink

away from Him” (Is2 6). The Katha (V. 9-13),

proclaims that Brahman exists in the universe as its |

Inner Soul (antaratman). ‘‘As the one fire has
entered the world and becomes corresponding in form
to every form, so the one Inner Soul of all thingsis
corresponding in form to every form, and yet is
outside ” (V. 9). The Mundaka, in la.nguage remini-
scent of the Rgvedic idea of the Primeval Purusa,

from various parts of whose body the universe came

into being, teaches that the universe forms the body

of Brahman : “ Fire is His head ; His eyes, the moon !

and sun; the regions of space, His ears; His voice,
the revealed Vedas; wind, His breath; His heart,
the whole world ; out of His feet, the earth. Truly,
He is the Inner Soul of all.” “ From Him, the seas
and mountains all. From Him roll rivers of every
kind. And from Him all herbs, the essence too,
whereby that Inner Soul dwells in beings ” (II (1).
4 and ). Similarly the Svetadvatara describes
Brahman as “ the Soul which pervades all things as
butter is contained in cream " (I. 16); the * Inner
Soul of all things "’ (VI. 11), and the Maitri asks the
sacrificer to meditate upon the divinity as Him * who
is the bird of golden hue, who dwells in both the heart
and sun ”’ (VI. 34). The predominant thought of the
Upanisads seems therefore to be that Brahman per-
vades the world as its Soul.

As its Soul, it would appear, He is the power which
makes it what it is. Hence it is that in the early
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theories the ultimate Principle was, as we noted, de-
scribed as Breath and as Food, for it is by means of
these that creatures live ; cf. Taitt. II. 2 and 3. So
the Kausitaki observes with regard to Wind as
Brahman, ‘‘ This Brahman, verily, shines when fire
blazes. This Brahman, verily, shines when the sun
is seen "’ (IL. 12). The gods themselves, as we found,
are powerless apart from Brahman, for the power
of Agni to burn and of Vayu to blow are given to
them by Brahman (Kena 14-26). “On It all the
worlds do rest ” (Katha V. 8); “founded on which
the whole world shines radiantly ” (Mund. III (2). 1).
So completely is everything regarded as dependent
on Brahman who resides in them as their inner power,
that the Svetd$vatara even proceeds to speak of
Brahman poetically as Himself these various objects.
“ That surely is Agni (fire). That is Aditya (sun).
That is Vayu (wind), and that is the moon. That
surely is the pure. That is the waters, That is
Prajapati (Lord of creation).” ‘ Thou art woman.
Thou art man. Thou art the youth and the maiden
too. Thou as an old man totterest with a staff.
Being born, thou becomest facing in every direction ”
(IV. 2 and 3).* Similarly the Katha: “ The swan

1 It 1s to be noted that these passages are not original in these Upanisads,
but quotations. Svet. IV. 2 = Vajasaneyi Samhitd 32. 1; Svet. IV 3
= Atharva-Veda X (8). 27; Katha V. 2 = with the omission of the last
word Rg. Veda IV (40). 5, and exactly as here = Vijasineyi Sarmhiti 10. 24 ;
12. 14, Taittinya Samhitd 3. 2. 10. 1; Satapatha Brahmanpa 6. 7. 3. 11
(Hume). )

It would appear that these passages, as they occur in these two Upanisads,
are to be interpreted as suggested above, and not panthcistically, not only
on the ground that the general trend of the Svetiévatara and, the Katha is
to distinguish clearly between Brahman and the world {(cf. Svet. I. 7-12;
IIT.1and z; Il 10,14, 17and 18; IV.1,etc; Kathall.22; IV,9, 12
and 13; V.9-11; V. 13; VI 2 and 3), but also for the reason that the

vetiSvatara adds to the two stanzas quoted above a stanza which ends
‘** Thou dost abide with immanence, wherefrom all beings are born ’—which
seems to imply that Brahman is immanent in these objects rather than identical
with them; and the passage from the Katha definitely, in 1ts latter half,
teaches that Brahman is born in these various objects.

Similarly, it 1s doubtful if many passages which seem to identify Brahman
with the objects of the world are to be understood literally. One must
always seek to understand them, it would appear, in the light of their context.
Thus it is certain that when the Mundaka exclaims, ** The Person Himself
is everything here '’ (IL (x). 10), it means only to say in a forceful way that
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(ie., sun) in the clear, the Vasu in the atmosphere,
the priest by the altar, the guest in the house, in man,
in broad space, in the right (y¢a), in the sky, born in
water, born in cattle, born in the right, born in rock,
is the Right, the Great ”’ (V. 2).

The relation of body to soul, in terms of which
relation, as we noted, these philosophers chiefly
conceive the relation of the universe to Brahman,
does not, however, express all that they teach regarding
the relation of the world to Brahman, for while it has
the merit of revealing the intimate manner in which
Brahman pervades and energises the universe, it does
not make explicit the fact that Brahman is not only’
the operative cause of the universe, but also its material
cause; i.e., that the universe depends on Brahman
not only for its energising power, but also for its very
substance, as they no doubt believe. Thus the early
cosmogonies always proceed, as we saw, by saying
that Brahman, diman or Purusa existed alone at the
beginning, and then created the world out of Himself.*
They do not recognise a second principle existing
side by side with the Creator and providing Him with
the materials necessary for creation. Accordingly
they picture creation predominantly as an emanation
rather than as a construction out of given elements.
‘“ As a spider might come out with his thread, as small
sparks come forth from the fire, even so from this
Soul come forth all vital energies (prana) all worlds,
everything 1s completely dependent on Brahman, not that Brahman 1s Himself
everything, for the passage occurs at the end of nine stanzas which portray
dramatically how everything in the umverse comes from Brahman as its
Supreme Source. Cf. also Ait. V. 3, where after 1dentifying Brahman with the
gods, the five gross elements, the creatures born from the four origins—viz.,
egg, womb, sweat and sprout—horses, cows, etc., all creatures moving and
stationary, it is concluded that ‘* all this is guided by Intelligence, is based
on Intelugence. Brahman 1s Intelligence.”

Scientific precision in the use of language being yet unknown, it would
appear that by means of such exaggerated statements these men were seeking
merely to teach in a striking manner the great truth that they had discovered,
that Brahman is 1n all things as that which makes them what they are. It
is too much to expect these early thinkers to observe strictly the sharp dis-
tinction which we make with centuries of philosophical thinking behind us,

between pantheism and non-pantheism.
Cf, e.g., Taitt. IL. 6; Br. (4). 1, 11, 17,
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all gods, all beings” (Br. IT (1). 20). The Creator
declares, ‘“ I, indeed, am this creation for I emitted it
all from myself 7 (Br. I (4). 5), and the created world
is said to be the result of what originally was un-
differentiated becoming differentiated by pame and
form (Br. I (4). 7; Chand. VI (2)). Creation therefore
i5—the sending forth by Brahman of the worlds out
of Himself. The universe with all its diversity depends
for its matter?® as well as its form on Him.

As knowledge of the material universe advanced in
‘“ Sarhkhyan > fashion, as especially in the Svetas-
vatara and the Maitri, the tendency is to distinguish
Brahman very sharply from the material universe,
and to declare that He does not share in its nature,
although he pervades it. ‘ Seeming to possess the
quality (guna) of all the senses, it is devoid of all the
senses! The Lord (prabhu) the Ruler of all” (Svet
III. 17). “ Higher and other than the world-tree,
time, and forms is He from whom this expanse
proceeds ”’ (Svet. VI. 6).2 So different is the material
world conceived to be from the nature of Brahman that
it is said to be like a veil hiding His nature. “ The one
God . . . covers Himself, like a spider with threads
produced from Primary Matter (pradhana)” (Svet.
VI. 10)* “This whole world the illusion-maker
(Mayin) projects out of this. And in it by illusion

1 The later Upanisads, notably the Svetidvatara and the Maitri, envisage
the material universe in Samkhyan fashion as composed of Matter and its
Qualities. There is no explicit reference in the earlier Upanisads to any such
matenal principle The Chindogya (vi (4)) explains all objects as composed
of three elements—a procedure suggestive of the Samkhyan account of all
material objects as composed of the three gusas. But besides this in the
Svetasvatara and the Maitri, we meet with an enumeration of principles
similar to those found in Sirhkhya philosophy only in Xatha III. 10-13,VI.7-8,
and Prasna IV. 8. The Svetasvatara makes use of the doctrine of the three
gupas (cf. 14) and the Maitri refers to the gupas by name and enumerates
their efiects, as in Sarmkhyan philosophy. {Cf. I1I. 5). But the Sarakhyan
system as we know it from the Karikas of 1§vara Krsna (date about 4th or
5th cent. A.D.), with 1ts atheism and unqualified dualism, 1s not found in
the Upanisads, for Matter with its gupas, when it is recognised, is always
regarded as existing in Brahman and as entirely subordinate to Him: cf,,
e.g., Svet. I. 3; Mait. V., 2,

s Cf, Katha III. 10 and 11 ; VI, 8.

* Cf. Katha IIL 12.
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(maya) the other (individual soul) is confined ” (IV. g).
Similarly the Maitri, in speaking of Brahman as abiding
in the body, declares “ As an enjoyer of righteousness,
He covers Himself (@tmanam) with a veil made of
qualities ”’ (II. 7).

Thus the view is maintained that though Brahman
exists in the material world, His own tirue nature
is not that of the material world. And if the world
is thus different from Him and yet exists only in and
through Him, Brahman cannot be a pure unity.
The Svetasvatara declares that Brahman is a triad
(I. 7 and 12). Symbolically the wheel which holds
together diverse parts within its unity, or a river com-
posed of several tributaries, best represents the nature
of Brahman in relation to the universe (Svet. 1. 4and 5 ;
VL 1).

This idea that Brahman in relation to the diversity
of this universe must be conceived as a unity-in-
diversity, or a One which holds together the many
is not by any means peculiar to the Svetasvatara.
On the other hand, the conception which we have
indicated as predominant in the Upanisads, that
Brahman is the all-pervading soul of the universe,
is only another way of stating the truth that the
multiplicity of this universe is held together in, and
energised by, the Supreme Being. Even the thought
that Brahman as pervading principle, remains hidden
in all things, and that He is ultimately to be conceived
as a triad, is not unknown in early Upanisadic philo-
sophy. Thus in Br. IT (6) it is declared that the world
is a triad of name, form, and work, and it is said
‘““ Although it is that triad, this Soul (@man) is one.
Although it is one, it is that triad. That is the
Immortal, veiled by the real (satya). Life (prana)
verily is_ the Jmrmortal.” Name and form are the real.
By them this life 15 veiled.”” The “ real ” by which
the ‘“ Immortal ” is veiled is obviously the world
of multiplicity (or ‘“‘ name and form " as the passage
explains).
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Similarly the thought that Brahman is to be _con-
@‘%iweel holding diverse parts withifi itself
occurs frequently in the Upanisads.?

Thus it would appear that the instinctive rea]ism
of earlier thinkers and possibly the “ Sarhkhyan ”
tendencies of later philosophers prevented them in
the main from reducing the diversity of the world
to the characterless unity of a distinctionless Brahman.
But it would be too much to claim that this was
always done. The thought that Brahman is the
Supreme Real could easily lead to the thought that
He is the only real. This, as we shall see, is very
* often the position they adopt in regard to Brahman
in relation to the finite soul. But the material world
was too sensibly real to be dismissed as unreal, although
with the development of abstract thought it would
appear that some of them even succeeded in over-
coming the assumptions of common-sense, and pro-
claimed that Brahman alone as Pure Thought is real,
and all else, including the material world, is unreal.
“ Verily in the beginning this world was Brahman,
the limitless One. Incomprehensible is that Supreme
Soul, unlimited, unborn, not to be reasoned about,
unthinkable. He assuredly awakes this world which
is a mass of thought. It is thought by Him, and in
Him it disappears ~’ (Mait. VI. 17). With even greater
definiteness, it is said, * Samisara is just one’s own
thought ; with effort he should cleanse it then ”
(Mait. VI. 34).

Nevertheless, we may conclude that the predominant
thought of the Upamsads regarding the relation of
Brahman to the material universe is that the latter
in all its diversity is real and exists in Him. He is
its soul, it is His body. He is both its material and

perative Cause. He is different from it in nature,
and controls it from within.

1Cf Br I(5) 15, Br II(5) 15, “ As all the spokes are held together 1n the
hub and felly of a wheel, just s0 1n this Soul all th1 s, all gods, all worlds, all

breathxv_f things, all selves are held together;’ 11%so Kaus. III 8, Praéna
II. 6
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3. The Relation of the Deity to the finite self.

As in the case of the material world, the earliest
accounts found in the Upanisads regard the finite
self when first created by the Deity, as something
external to Him. But, it is said, He was not pleased
that man should exist independently of Him. So
‘“ He bethought Himself,  How now could this thing
exist without me ? . . . If with speech there is uttered,
if with breath there is breathed, if with sight there is
seen . . . then who am I?’ So, cleaving asunder
this very hair-part (siman), by that door He entered ”
(Ait. III. 11-12). .

So completely is He conceived as having entered’
into the finite self, that very early the view appears!
that Brahman Himself underlies all the activities of
the individual. ‘‘ When breathing, He becomes breath
prana) by name; when speaking, voice; when
seeing, the eye ; when hearing, the ear ; when thinking,
the mind ; these are merely the names of His acts.
. . . One should worship with the thought that He
is just one’s self (@fman), for therein all these become
one ”’ (Br. I (4). ).

The reason for regarding Brahman as Him who
performs these various functions in the body is sug-
gested in the last sentence of the passage just quoted,
viz., that it is in Brahman that these functions become
one, as for example in sleep. The fact that in sleep,
quite unknown to oneself and hence involuntarily,
one loses consciousness, and then again, unknown to
the self and as not willed by it, one returns to con-
sciousness after sleep, seems early to have impressed
these thinkers. They could not account for it except
by thinking that there must be something other than
the self which performs these conscious functions in
the body. Thus in the instruction of Gargya by
Ajatasatru, Ajatasatru declares that Brahman is best.
known as that into which one passes in sleep, and from
which one returns in waking (Br. II (1). 14-20). He
conducts Gargya to a sleeping man, in order to demon-

D
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‘strate this tcaching with regard to Brahman, and
waking the man, asks, *“ When this man fell asleep
thus, where then was the person who consists of
intelligence (vijfiana) ? Whence did he thus come
back ? ” Girgya being unable to reply, Ajitasatru
declares, ‘“ When this man has fallen asleep thus, then
the person who consists of intelligence, having by his
intelligence taken to himself the intelligence of these
senses (prana), rests in that place which is the space
within the heart. When that person restrains the
senses, that person is said to be asleep. Then the
breath is restrained. The voice is restrained. The
eye is restrained. The ear is restrained. The mind
is restrained. The mystic meaning (#panisad) thereof
is ‘ the Real of the real’ (satyasya satya). Breathing
creatures, verily, are the real. He is their Real.”
Thus it is proclaimed on the basis of the phenomenon
of sleep, that Brahman in His own nature exists in
the heart of the individual, and as a conscious principle
pervades the body and the sense-organs; sleep is
the withdrawing of consciousness from the sense-
organs by Brahman into Himself, and awaking from
sleep is this conscious principle returning to the
sense-organs, from where it rested.

In the light of such analysis of sleep, we are able to
understand the passage, in the Chandogya, which
declares that it is That which lies in the small space
of the heart that one should seek to know. ‘° Now,
what is here in this city of Brahman,® is an abode,
a small lotus-flower.2 Within that is a small space.
What is within that, should be searched out; that,
assuredly. is what one should desire to understand.
. . . As far, verily, as this world-space extends, so
far extends the space within the heart. Within it
are contained both heaven and earth, both fire and
wind, both sun and moon, lightning and the stars,
both what one possesses here and what one does not
possess ; everything here is contained within it. . . .

! Explained by Samkara as body. * Explained by Sarmkara as heart.
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That is the Soul (atman), free from evil, ageless, death-
less, sorrowless, hungerless, thirstless, whose desire is
the Real, whose conception is the Real” (Chéand.
VIII (6). 5). That soul is Brahman and accordingly
it is declared that daily in sleep one goes into the
“ Brahman-world ”’ without realising it, “ just as those
who do not know the spot might go over a hid treasure

of gold again and again, but not find it ” (Chand. VIII |

(3). 2). Similar teaching with regard to Brahman
as resident in the body and as withdrawing all its
vital energies into Himself during sleep is to be found
in Kaus. III. 3, Prasna IV, and Mand. 3-7, Thus
arises the view, which is predominant in the Upanisads,
that Brahman is the conscious principle in the body.
Nay more, it is advocated, as already pointed out,
that it is Brahman who performs the functions of the
finite self in the body. * He who breathes in with
your breathing in is the Soul of yours, which is in all
things. He who breathes out with your breathing
out is the Soul of yours, which is in all things * (Br.
ITIT (4). ). He controls the breath, the speech, the
eye, the ear, the mind, the skin, the understanding
and the semen from within, and He is the one in the
body who sees, hears, thinks and wunderstands.”
“ Other than He there is no seer . .. no hearer,
no thinker . . . no understander. He is your Soul ”
(Br. III (7). 16-23).* ' In the space within the heart
lies the Ruler of all ” (Br. IV (4). 22) ; * this soul of
mine within the heart is greater than the earth, greater
than the atmosphere, greater than the sky, greater
than these worlds, containing all works, containing
all odours, containing all tastes, encompassing this
whole world, the unspeaking, the unconcerned—this
is the Soul of mine within the heart, this is Brahman
(Chand. III (x4). 3-4).2? And Prajapati teaches Indra,
“now, when the eye is directed thus toward space,
that is the seeing person ; the eye is (the instrument)

t Cf, also Ait V. 1, Kaus IIL
* Words to this effect are found 1n Cha.nd VIII (1). 3-5.

——
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for seeing. Now, he who knows ‘ Let me smell this’
—that is the Self; the nose is (the instrument) for
smelling. Now he who knows, ‘ Let me utter this’—
that is the Self ; the voice is (the instrument) for utter-
ance. Now he who knows, ‘Let me hear this’—
that is the Self ; the ear is (the instrument) for hearing.
Now he who knows, ‘Let me think this '—that is
the Self, the mind (manas) is his divine eye. He,
verily, with that divine eye the mind, sees desires
here, and experiences enjoyment ”’ (Chand. VIII (12).
4 and 5). It is thus taught that when the individual
sees, hears, thinks, desires, or enjoys himself, it is
not he that does it, but Brahman, the all-pervading
One.

When Brahman was thus identified with the self
of the individual, it was only natural that the usual
distinctions of father, mother, husband, wife, Brahman,
Stdra, thief and sage should cease, for ultimately
all individuals are Brahman, * a unity without duality,”
such as exists, for example, in dreamless sleep, where
‘“a father becomes not a father; a mother, not a
mother ; the worlds, not the worlds; the gods, not
the gods; the Vedas, not the Vedas; a thief, not a
thief. There the destroyer of an embryo becomes not
the destroyer of an embryo; a Canpdala! is not a
Candala, a Paulkasa® is not a Paulkasa; a mendicant
is not a mendicant; an ascetic is not an ascetic”’
(Br. IV (3). 22).®

But from this, it must not be thought that these
thinkers carried their views to its logical consequences,
and declared that the individual is unreal, Brahman
alone being real. Their instinctive realism coupled
with their monism leads them often as in the Honey
Doctrine* to think that Brahman exists as a plurality
of individuals.

* The son of a $adra father and 2 Brahman mother.

* The son of a Sadra father and a Ksatr ya mother

* Accordingly ethical distinctions cease to have meaning. Cf, Br. IV (4).
22 and 23, Kaus. II1. 1, 8.
¢« See p. 26 ahove.
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Since the individual is therefore nothing but Brahman
Himself in the body, what is necessary is to realise
this fact, and the individual becomes Brahman, for
Brahman verily He is, although He does not realise
it, when in the body. Consequently the departure
from embodied existence of one who knows himself
to be Brahman is described thus. “ As a heavily
loaded cart goes creaking, just so this bodily self,
mounted by the intelligent Self, goes groaning when
one is breathing one’s last. When he comes to weak-
ness—whether he comes to weakness through old age
or through disease—this person frees himself from these
limbs just as a mango, or a fig, or a berry releases
itself from its bond. . . . As noblemen, policemen,
chariot-drivers, village heads wait with food, drink
and lodgings for a king who is coming, and cry:
‘ Here he comes! Here he comes!’ so indeed do all
things wait for him who has this knowledge and cry :
‘ Here is Brahman coming! Here is Brahman com-
ing!” (Br. IV (3). 35-38). But the individual who
does not know himself to be Brahman passes from
birth to birth according to his deeds, although even
he), we are assured, is really Brahman (Br. IV
4). 5).

( Cor)15equently what is all-important, and what is
insisted upon throughout the Upanisads, as necessary
for realising Brahman, is knowledge. In the period
of the Brahmanas knowledge of rituals was regarded
as supremely important for it conferred extraordinary
powers. The Upanisads substitute ‘Brahman’ in
the place of ‘rituals.” “ Whoever thus knows ‘I am
Brahma ’ becomes this All; even the Gods have not
power to prevent his becoming thus, for he becomes
their self ” (Br. I (4). 10). So naively is this theory
held at first that it is asserted that the gods who
desire men as sacrificial animals, do not wish men
to know this doctrine, for men by knowing that they
are Brahman cease to be men, and become Brahman
(Br. I (4). 10). The supreme value of this knowledge
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is the theme of many a passage. ‘' If a person knew
the Soul (@#man) with the thought I am He,” with what
desire, for love of what would he cling to the body ? ”
“He who has found and has awakened to the Soul
that has entered this conglomerate abode—He is the
maker of everything, for he is the creator of all. The
world is his : indeed, he is the world itself.” * Verily,
while we are here we may know this. If you have
known it not, great is the destruction. Those who
know this become immortal, but others go only to
sorrow " (Br. IV (4). 12, 13 and 14). Yajfavalkya
_teaches that works, however arduously performed,
" have very little effect, for it is knowledge that is all-
important. “ Verily, O Gargi, if one performs sacri-
fices and worship, and undergoes austerity in this world
for many thousands of years, but without knowing
that Imperishable, limited indeed is that (work) of his.
Verily, O Gargi, he who departs from this world
without knowing that Imperishable is pitiable. But
O Gargi, he who departs from this world knowing that
Imperishable is a Brahman” (Br. III (8). 10).
Yajfiavalkya, however, does not appear to have held
that mere intellectual apprehension of the fact that one
is Brahman suffices to produce release, for desires play
an important part in producing the sense of individu-
ality. He accordingly recommends that desires should
be renounced. “ For desire for sons is desire for
wealth, and desire for wealth, is desire for worlds,
for both these are merely desires. Therefore let a
Brahman become disgusted with learning and desire
to live as a child. When he has become disgusted
both with the state of childhood and with learning,
then he becomes an ascetic (muni). When he has
become disgusted both with the non-ascetic state and
the ascetic state, then he becomes a Brihman”
(Br. III (5). 1). ““ When are liberated all the desires
that lodge in one’s heart, then a mortal becomes
immortal. Therein he reaches Brahman” (Br. IV

(4). 7)-
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Besides knowledge, yogic® discipline is therefore
also recommended for the individual who would become
Brahman, and when by these means he has overcome
the sense of individuality, the consciousness of self
ceases and he becomes one with Brahman in a unity
without duality. ““ An ocean, a seer alone without
duality becomes he whose world is Brahman ” (Br.
IV (3). 32). ** For where there is a duality, as it were,
there one sees another; there one smells another ;
there one tastes another ; there one speaks to another ;
there one hears another ; there one thinks of another ;
there one touches another; there one understands
another. But where everything has become just one’s
own self, then whereby and whom would one see
...smell. .. taste...speak to...hear...think...
touch . . . understand ? ” (Br. IV (5). 15).

What is significant is that although these philo--
sophers in the main regarded Brahman as Himself
the self in the body their realism not only led them to
believe in the plurality of individuals, but also to
think that these individuals have, as we have just seen,
still to become Brahman. In spite of the alleged
identity of Brahman with the individual, a surreptitious
distinction between the two is thus maintained. The
more discerning among them tended, it would appear,
to make this distinction very clear. Thus the instruc-
tion of Indra by Prajapati was precisely that Brahman
cannot be identified with either the embodied self
or the dream-self, for the reason that these experience
change and imperfection, while Brahman is above all
such experience (Chand. VIII (9) and (10)). Nay
more, Prajapati held that Brahman was different
even from self in dreamless sleep, for in dreamless
sleep there is complete absence of consciousness, while
Brahman is a conscious principle. This was also the
teaching of Yajiiavalkya, who after identifying

1 I do not mean that the Yoga system attributed to Pataiijali was known
at this time, but I employ the word here and elsewhere merely to refer generally
to the method of repressing normal mental activity.
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Brahman with the self in dreamless sleep, where all
distinctions are lost, and there is complete cessation
of consciousness of anything * within or without ”
goes on to add that Brahman is not to be mistaken
for mere unconsciousness, such as we find in dreamless
sleep, for He is in essence a conscious principle, and
therefore remains conscious even when this self is
unconscious in dreamless sleep. * Verily, while he
does not there see [with the eyes]?, he is verily seeing,
though he does not see (what is [usually] to be seen) ;
for there is no cessation of seeing of a seer, because
of his imperishability [as a seer]. It is not, however,
a second thing, other than himself and separate, that
he may see ” (Br. IV (3). 23). Thus, it is evident that
if philosophers identified Brahman with the self, some
of them came to think that He cannot be identified
with the self, even in dreamless sleep, and the theory
is formulated that He cannot be identified with any
of the three usually recognised states of the self—
viz., waking consciousness, dream, and dreamless
sleep—but with a fourth state, specially invented
for the purpose, and which because of its difference
from anything known in the experience of the self
is declared to be incomprehensible. “ Not inwardly
cognitive, not outwardly cognitive . . . not non-
cognitive, unseen, with which there can be no dealing,
ungraspable, having no distinctive mark, non-thinkable,
that cannot be designated, the essence of the assurance
of which is the state of being one with the Self, the
cessation of development, tranquil, benign, without a
second—[such] they think is the fourth. He is the
Self (atman). He should be discerned ”’ (Mand. 7).
Similarly the Maitri, in referring to these four states,
proclaims, “ He who sees with the eye, and he who
moves in dreams, He who is deep sleep, and he who is
beyond the deep sleeper—These are a person’s four
distinct conditions. Of these the fourth is greater

* The words in [ ] are Dr, Hume's words, and those in ( ) are an addition
1 the Madhyardina text.
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[than the rest]. In the three a quarter Brahman
moves ; a three-quarter in the last” (VIL. 1 (7)
and (8)).

Thus it is certain that, although in the main the
sages of the Upanisads tended to identify Brahman
with the self in the body, some of them also tended
to distinguish Him very clearly from the embodied
self, as we know it in waking life, dream and dreamless
sleep, and came to the conclusion that He is not to be
identitied with any of the known states of the embodied
self. While their realism led them in this direction,
their monistic bias was, it would appear, so strong that
they could not imagine how a self can exist in the body
beyond the One Brahman. Accordingly, as we have
seen, they believe that though Brahman is very differ-
ent in nature from the embodied self, nevertheless
it 1s He who 1s undergoing experiences in the body.

While this appears to be the predominant view of
the Upamisads, hints as to another view, whereby the
individuality of the finite self 1s recognised and dis-
tinguished irom the Universal Self, are not lacking.
Significantly enough, the view appears definitely only
in the later Upanisads, and seems to point to the direc-
tion in which the realstic distinction between the
characteristics of the embodied self and those of
Brahman finally led.* It was easy enough to maintain
the doctrine of the identity of Brahman with the finite
self, when only some stnking phases of the self were
considered, such as its capacity to speak, see, smell
hear, think and understand. But as the darker
charactenistics of the embodied self such as wnp-r-
fection, sorrow, pain, death and bondage m :ewm @a)
came 1o be considered more {nly, it became less poezible
it would seem, to identify the hnite seit with Bratman,
and it is declared that Brahman and the tonite self
are not one and the same >elt but two.

The view occurs explicitly, wor the first wime? in

* Religitns infiuences may al-o Eaave tonimbates o i =12

* heaoon- for thinking that this i thye sarloest exoree 02 27 the vew m
the Upansads are given W
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the Upanisads in Katha III. 1. “ There are two that
drink of righteousness (z¢z) in the world of good deeds ;
both are entered into the secret place (of the heart),
and in the highest upper sphere. Brahma-knowers
speak of them as ‘light’ and ‘shade.”” The reason
for distinguishing between them and speaking ofthem
as two is that while both “ drink of righteousness,”
one is characterised by evil, and is therefore said to
be ‘shade’ in contrast to the other, which is ‘light.’
The view as it occurs in the Mundaka shows a greater
development, for while the passage in the Katha
regards both selves as enjoying good deeds, the
Mundaka quotes a stanza from the Rg Veda,® wherein
it is declared that only one of the two partakes of
deeds, while the other merely looks on. * Two birds,
fastbound companions, clasp close the self-same tree.
Of these two, the one eats sweet fruit, the other looks
on without eating” (Mund. III (1). 1). Thus the
Mundaka goes further than the Katha not only in
separating the two selves, but also in setting off the
greatness of the One against the weakness of the other.
“ On the self-same tree a person, sunken, grieves for
his impotence, deluded; when he sees the Other,
the Lord (Is), contented, and His greatness, he be-
comes freed from sorrow’ (III (x). 2).2 It is
noteworthy that in the stanza which is taken from
the Rg Veda there is no reference to the disagreeable
qualities of the finite self, and that those receive
special mention in the stanza which is added in the
Mundaka. Brahman is powerful and great, the finite
self is sunken, grieving, impotent and deluded. It is
small wonder, then, that they should be distinguished
as two distinct principles.

In a section of the Maitri, we find this theory in
the process of making. The evil qualities of the

2 Rg Veda I (164). zo.

' Both these stanzas of Mundaka are repeated in S$vet. IV. 6 and 7. The
$vetasvatara, with the advanced knowledge it reveals of several metaphysical

theories regarding the ultimate Principle (cf. I, 1-3) its Sarhkhyanism (L. 4-6)
and its sectarianism (I1I. 1-6), is obviously later than the Mupdaka.
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embodied self are set sharply in the foreground, and
starting with the assumption that Brahman is the
self in the body it progressively shows that He cannot
be identical with the embodied individual. Thus it
starts by describing the body as * ill-smelling, unsub-
stantial, a conglomerate of bone, skin, muscle, marrow,
flesh, semen, blood, mucus, tears, rheum, feces, urine,
wind, bile, and phlegm . . . afflicted with desire,
anger, covetousness, delusion, fear, despondency, envy,
separation from the desirable, union with the undesir-
able, hunger, thirst, senility, death, disease, sorrow
and the like ”’ (I. 3), and repeatedly asks itself “ Who
is its driver ? ”’ (II. 3). It begins by accepting the
view that Brahman is the self (II. 1), but is careful to
add that if He is the self, He does not share the evﬂ
nature of the body. ‘ He assuredly, indeed .

reputed as standing aloof, like those among quahtles
abstain from intercourse with them—He, verily, is
pure, clean . . . eternal, unborn, independent. He
abides in his own greatness. By him this body is set
up in possession of intelligence; or in other words,
this very ome, verily, is its driver ” (II. 4). This,
however, does not satisfy the sage who has come to
see the real nature of the finite individual, and the
question is asked, ‘ How is this one its driver?’
In reply, the view that Brahman is the self is further
modified, and it is said that if He is the self, He abides
here with only a “part” of Himself; and the
philosopher, as though wishing that not even this part
should be confounded with the evil nature of the em-
bodied self, adds that this part is to be identified
only with what appears as intelligence in the finite
self (II. 5). Further, our sage goes on to say that
Brahman, though existing in the body, is not bound
by the deeds of the embodied individual, for with
regard to them, He is not the agent (III. 7). And
with the doctrine that Brahman is not the agent in
the body, we have already reached the view that
Brahman is not the same as the self which activates
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the body, and the philosopher who began with the
conventional doctrme of Brahman as the self in the
body, now declares “ There is indeed another different
soul, called the elemental soul (bAdwiztman)—he who
bemg overcome by the bright or dark fruits of
action, enters a good or an evil womb .. . he,
assuredly, 1ndeed who is said to be in the body is
said to be °the elementa.l soul.” Now, its immortal
soul is like ‘the drop of water on the lotus leaf.’
This (elemental soul) verily is overcome by nature’s
(prakrti) qualities (gumas). Now because of being
overcome he goes on to confusedness; because of
confusedness, he sees not the blessed Lord (prabhu)

. . who stands within oneself (III. 2). Thus
systematlcally in the light of the evil which character-
ises the embodied individual, the doctrine that Brahman
is the self in the body is examined and progressively
modified, till at last it is concluded that Brahman
is not the self in the body, but resides within this
self as an Other, unaffected by its imperfections and
the deeds which bind it to earthly existence. Our
philosopher, however, does not wish his teaching
to be understood in a way which is disruptive of
monism, and accordingly, in seeking to reconcile the
individuality of the self with the all-pervadingness
and all-powerfulness of Brahman, he declares what is
undoubtedly baffling, and appears to reflect the diffi-
culty he had in conceiving of their relationship—that
the finite self is the doer of action while Brahman is
the causer of action (II. 3). He means by this to make
the “doer” in the body ultimately subservient to
Brahman who pervades it, and who drives it as a potter
drives the wheel, and he assumes also the individuality
of the soul, for he declares that the soul is in the miser-
able state in which it is because of its attachment to
the Qualities (I1I. 3). It shows how difficult it was for
some of these thinkers, who ever more clearly dis-
tinguished the finite self from Brahman, and yet also

1 That is, it is unaffected (Hume).
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believed with others at this time that Brahman is
the supreme all-pervading principle, to reconcile the
individuality of the self with the unity and supremacy
of Brahman.

The Svetadvatara seems to reflect the furthest
development which the theory of those who distin-
guished the embodied self from Brahman reached in
Upanisadic philosophy ; for while, like the Mundaka,
it regards the finite self and the Universal Self as two
(IV. 6 and %), it postulates the theory that Brahman,
the ultimate One which philosophers had proclaimed,
is a many-in-One. It is not that the One Brahman
has become many and goes about in many forms—
the view which, we have tried to show, is predominant
in the Upanisads, and which seems to be disruptive
of the ultimate reality of the individual—but that He
always is a many-in-one, a view which suggests that
the individual is always preserved and held together
in the unity of the Absolute. “ This has been sung
as the supreme Brahman. In it there is a triad.”
““ There are two unborn ones; the knowing (Lord)
and the unknowing (individual soul), the Omnipotent
and the impotent. She (i.e., Nature, Prakrii), too,
is unborn, who is connected with the enjoyer and
objects of enjoyment. Now, the soul (@fman) is
infinite, universal, inactive. When one finds out this
triad, that is Brahman.” ‘ That Eternal should be
known as present in the self (@tmasamstha). Truly
there is nothing higher than that to be known. When
one recognises the enjoyer, the object of enjoyment,
and the universal Actuator, all has been said. This
is the threefold Brahman "’ (I. 7, 9 and 12). In this
way, the finite self, which, as we have tried to show,
was growingly distinguished by some philosophers
from the Universal Self, came finally, it would seem,
to be regarded as an eternally distinct element held
within the unity of the Supreme Being.

A point which must be noted in connection with
the view of those who tended to distinguish the finite
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self more and more from Brahman who pervades it,
is the tendency to describe Brahman as having glorious
qualities as compared with the imperfections of the
embodied self. Since the embodied self is distin-
guished from Brahman chiefly because of its imper-
fections, Brahman by contrast appears as the all-
powerful and all-glorious One. Thus Ya&jfiavalkya,
who as we saw regarded Brahman as identifiable
only with the conscious principle in the body and not
with the individual as we know him in waking life,
dream or dreamless sleep, says of Him, “ In the space
within the heart lies the Ruler of all, the Lord of all,
the King of all. He does not become greater by good
action nor inferior by bad action. He is the Lord of
all, the Overlord of beings, the Protector of beings ”’
(Br. IV (4). 22). The greatness of the Supreme Being,
His transcendent powers and His perfections are, as
we have seen, described much more in the later
Upanisads than in the earlier ones ; and, what is even
more significant, the term I$§ (Lord) together with its
compounds comes to be applied systematically to the
Supreme Being only in the Sveta$vatara Upanisad,
while, with one or two exceptions ! it is not to be found
in the earlier Upanisads, and occurs only in scattered
references in the other Upanisads.2 The reason for
this is not far to seek. The term ‘Lord’ implies
among other things the essential distinctness of the
Supreme Being from the finite soul, and in so far as
this was only imperfectly conceived earlier, and was
clearly conceived only in the Svetdévatara, it could
be used freely of the Supreme Being only by the
author of the Svetdsvatara.

The term is essentially religious in significance
and points to an unmistakable religious influence in
the Svetasvatara. “The One who rules over every
single source, in whom this whole world comes together

+ E.g., The Brhadaranyaka passage cited above, which recurs with some
additional words in Kaus. III. 8 ; see also Br. V (6).

» Cf. Katha VI 5, 12, 13; 153 I; Mund. III (1). 2 and 3; Praéna II.
9 and 11.
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and dissolves, The Lord (7§ama), the blessing-giver,,
God (deva) adorable ” (IV. 11). ‘ He who is the source
and origin of the gods, the Ruler of all, Rudra, the
great Seer . . . Who is the Overlord of the gods, on
whom the worlds do rest, who is Lord of biped and
quadruped here—To what God will we give reverence
with oblations? ” (IV. 12 and 13). ““Him who is
the supreme Mighty Lord (mahesvara) of lords, the
Supreme Divinity of divinities, the Supreme Ruler
of rulers, paramount, Him let us know as the Ador-
able God, the Lord (7§) of the world” (VI. #).
With the conception of Him as Lord, we thus seem
finally to arrive at a religious view of the Supreme
Being.

According to this view, the Deity is different from
the finite soul, and at the same time pervades it without
by this means losing His supreme and perfect nature.
““The one God, hidden in all things, all-pervading,
the Inner Soul of all things, the Overseer of deeds
(karman), in all things abiding, the Witness, the sole
Observer (cetd), devoid of qualities (ni7-guna), the one
Controller of the inactive many, who makes the one
seed manifold. The wise who perceive Him as standing
in one’s self—They, and no others, have eternal
happiness ”’ (VI. 11 and 12). The view is thus main-
tained, in line with early Upanisadic speculation, !
that though Brahman exists in the individual, He
does mnot share in the latter’s imperfections. He
exists merely as Witness and is not responsible for the
deeds which bind the individual to samsara (worldly
existence).

Besides, the religious world-view of the author of
the Svetdévatara leads to the doctrine that the
Supreme Being is related to the individual soul not
only as the Perfect and adorable Lord who exists
within the individual without destroying its individu-
ality on the one hand, or His own essential greatness

1 In so far as it held that Brahman exists in the individual merely as
conscious Principle.
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on the other, but also as the ‘“ Kindly One” who
sh()>ws grace to the finite individual (Svet. I. 6; III.
20).
The doctrine of grace in the Upanisads does not
appear for the first time in the Svetasvatara. It
occurs in Katha II. 20, where it is declared that one
becomes freed from sorrow, “ when through the grace
(prasada) of the Creator (dhdty)* he beholds the great-
ness of the Soul (atman).” It is also said, ‘‘ This
Soul (Atman)is not to be obtained by instruction,
nor by intellect, nor by much learning. He is to be
obtained only by the one whom He chooses ; to such
a one that Soul (4iman) reveals His own person
(taniim svam): Katha II. 23. This verse is found
also in Mund. IIT" (2). 3. It is significant that the
doctrine that the Supreme Being shows favour to the
individual soul should be found precisely in these
three Upanisads, which, as we saw, were the ones
explicitly to express the view that Brahman and
the individual are not one but two, for it seems to
indicate in these Upanisads a tendency to conceive
the Supreme Being and His relation to the finite soul
in definitely religious terms. According to this, it
would seem that the Supreme Being stands in personal
relationship to finite souls—a view which is quite
impossible so long as Brahman is not sufficiently
distinguished from the individual soul.

Further, it must be noted that as the individuality
of the soul is recognised, and as the Supreme Being
tends to be thought of in personal and religious terms,
ethical conditions are specially? emphasised as neces-
sary to be fulfilled by one who wishes to attain
Brahman. So long as Brahman was regarded as

* Le., if we take the words here to be dhatulh prasadat (‘ by the grace of
the Creator ). There 1s a variant reading, viz. dhatu prasadat (' by the
clearness of the natural elements *’).

* Ethical teaching is not altogether absent in earlier Upanisads; cf., e.g.,
Chand. VII (26). 2; VIII (4). 3; VIIL (5); VIII (15). 1; Taitt. I (9)
and (11). Although ethical distinctions are meaningless on the basis of a

pure monism, many of these thinkers, as we noted, tacitly assume a distinction
between Brahman and the embodied individual. ’
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Himself the individual in the body, all that was chiefly
thought to be necessary was, as we have noted, to
realise this fact, and to suppress one’s individuality,
till one passes into the distinctionless unity of Brahman.
But with the recognition of the individuality of the
finite soul, and with the inflow of religious ideas re-
garding the Supreme Being, ethical requirements are
specially emphasized, for obtaining release. ‘‘ Not he
who has not ceased from bad conduct . .. can
obtain Him by intelligence ” (Katha II. 24). “ He

. . who has not understanding, who is unmindful
and ever impure, reaches not the goal, but goes on to
transmigration (samsara) Katha III. 1). *“ This Soul
is obtainable by truth, by austerity ({apas), by proper
knowledge (j7idna), by the student’s life of chastity
(brakmacarya) constantly (practised). . . . Consisting
of light, pure is He whom the ascetics (yati) with
imperfections done away behold” (Mund. IIT (x). 5).
The Svetd$vatara teaches that it is ““ by knowing God,
one is released from all fetters *’ (I. 8 ; II. 15; IV. 16;
V. 13, etc.), but knowledge of God, according to it,
is impossible apart from ‘‘ highest devotion (bhakts)
for God’ and for teacher, and apart from Yogic
practice whereby the individual becomes cleansed
(II. 14). Similarly in the section of the Maitri above
dealt with, it is asked, what the method for attaining
release is, and it is replied, *“ The antidote, assuredly,
indeed, for this elemental soul is this: study of the
knowledge of the Veda, and pursuit of one’s regular
duty. Pursuit of one’s regular duty, in one’s own
stage of the religious life—that, verily, is the rule!
. . . If one does not practise austerity, there is no
success in the knowledge of the Soul, nor perfection
of works. For thus has it been said : ‘ 'Tis goodness
(sattva) from austerity (fapas), and mind from goodness
that is won ; and from the mind the soul is won, on
winning whom no one returns.””” It is by knowledge,
by austerity whereby one ‘“ becomes free from evil,”
and by meditation that Brahman is apprekended and

E
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release is obtained (IV. 3 and 4). Thus in addition
to knowledge which in the Upanisads is well nigh
universally held to be necessary for obtaining release,
ethical requirements come to be emphasized in these
later Upanisads.

In addition to all this, what reveals the essentially
religious view which those philosophers came to hold
regarding the Supreme Being, is the doctrine, which
we have already noted, that the knowledge which
saves the soul from sanisara is not so much the product
of one’s own efforts as the gift of God’s grace. If
originally redeeming knowledge was something purely
philosophical and intellectual, it is thus transformed
in these Upanisads, into something religious, for which,
as we have noted, according to the Svetdsvatara,
religious devotion (bhakti), and, according to the
Maitri, performance of religious duty are necessary,
and which in the last analysis must be conferred on
the individual by the Deity Himself.

For these reasons, we may conclude that some
of the later philosophers of the Upanisads tended
to conceive of the Supreme Being as not identical
with the self in the body, but as distinct from
it though pervading it, as not sharing in its imper-
fections or in its deeds, and as standing to it in
that personal relationship which religious experience
demands.

One more point remains to be dealt with, and that
is regarding the relation of the Supreme Being to the
soul which has found Release. We have already
seen that philosophers like Yajfiavalkya, who held that
Brahman is in the end identical with the individual
self, regarded Release as becoming Brahman, in such
a way that all consciousness disappears, and one has
become a unity without duality (Br. IV (5). 13-15).
‘“ Being very Brahman, he goes to Brahman ” (Br. IV
(4). 6). * Whoever thus knows ‘I am Brahman'’
becomes this all ” (Br. I (4). 10).

This doctrine is not by any means limited to early
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thought, for throughout the Upanisads passages occur?
capable of being interpreted to teach this doctrine,
and it is clearly formulated in some sections of the
Maitri. Thus, in the Maitri it is taught that by means
of Yoga one should suppress individuality and con-
sciousness and pass into the distinctionless unity of
Brahman. ‘ The precept for effecting this (unity) is
this : restraint of the breath, withdrawal of the senses,
meditation, concentration, contemplation, absorption
(samddhi). Such is said to be the sixfold Yoga. By
this means, when a seer sees the brilliant Maker,
Lord, Person, the Brahma-source, then, being a
knower, shaking off good and evil, he reduces everything
to unity in the supreme Imperishable” (VI. 18).
“ When through self, by the suppressing of the mind,
one sees the brilliant Self which is more subtle than
the subtle, then having seen the Self through one’s
self, one becomes self-less (nir-atman). Because of
being self-less, he is to be regarded as incalculable
(a-samkhya) without origin—the mark of liberation
(moksa). This is the supreme secret doctrine (rakasya).
. . . Because of selfishness, one becomes a mnon-
experiencer of pleasure and pain; he obtains the
absolute unity (kevalatva).” “‘ Passing beyond this
variously characterised, men disappear in the supreme,
the non-sound, the unmanifest Brahma. There they
are unqualified, indistinguishable, like the various
juices which have reached the condition of honey ”
(VI. 20, 21 and 22). Where Release thus means the
complete loss of individuality, it is obvious that the
problem of the relation of the Supreme Being to the
individual soul ceases to exist.

Side by side with, and indeed much more frequently
than, this view which considers Release to be the pass-
ing of the soul into the characterless unity of Brahman

1 (i, e.g., Kena 2, 12 and 13; Katha IL. 12; IIlL 13; IV, 10 and 11,
15; VI. 10 and 11, 14; 188 7; Mund. II (1). 10; (2). 4; III (1). 3, (2)
4 f.; Prasna IV. 10 and 11; VL 5; Mind. 12; Svet. IL 14 and 15;
III. 10, etc.
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is to be found what no doubt is an older view?, that
the released soul continues to exist and enjoys personal
immortality. Thus in the Chandogya, besides this
world, two other worlds are recognised, the world of
the gods and the world of the fathers, and it is said
that those who by Brahma-knowledge are qualified
to go to the world of the gods “ pass over into a flame ;
from a flame, into the day ; from the day into the half-
month of the waxing moon; from the half-month
of the waxing moon, into the six months during which
the sun moves northwards ; from the months into the
year ; from the year into the sun; from the sun into
the moon; from the moon, into lightning. There
there is a Person (purusa) who is non-human
(a-manava). He leads them on to Brahma. This
is the way to the gods, the way to Brahma. They
who proceed by it return not to the human condition
—yea, they return not ” (IV (x5). 5 and 6, cf. also
V (10). 1-2).? Those who are not qualified to enter
this world pass, we are told, into the world of the fathers
and ““ after having remained in it as long as there is
a residue (of their good works), then by that course
by which they came they return again to be born in
the world of men and animals according to their
conduct (V (10). 5-7). The Brahma-world to which
the soul which has found ultimate release goes, is
described ,very realistically in Kausitaki I. 3-7 as
having rivers, trees, lake, mountains, nymphs with
fruits and garlands, and a hall where Brahma is seated
on a throne. The soul is catechised as to who he is,
and is required to say that he is Brahma Himself.
Thereupon Brahma confers on him whatever belongs
to His world. Similarly in Chand. VIII. (1)-(5) it is
declared that those who reach the Brahma-world
come into possession of unlimited freedom,® obtain

* In Vedic times, the good soul was believed to dwell in bliss in heaven, and
the bad soul to suffer punishment in hell. See article, Vedic Religion,
A. A. Macdonell in E.R.E.

* Cf. also Br. VI (2) 15 and 16.
s Cf. also Chiand. VII (x)-(14), (25).
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whatever they desire, and even meet departed loved
ones, as in dream-life, which is here taken as a foretaste
of the Brahma-world.

Prajapati teaches that those who reach the Brahma-
world become like the gods who exist in the Brahma-
world with reverence for Brahman and by this means
obtain all worlds and all desires (Chand. VIII (12). 6).
They appear in their own form, and enjoy perfect
freedom (VIII (12). 2 and 3). The Taittiriya says
that he who reaches the Brahma-world goes about
‘““eating what he desires, assuming what form he
desires ”’ (III (10). 5). It is said that as long as Indra
understood not this Self, so long the Asuras (demons)
overcame him. When he understood, then, striking
down and conquering the Asuras, he compassed the
supremacy (Sraisthya), independent sovereignty (svir-
ajya), and overlordship (@dhipatya) of all gods and of
all beings. Likewise also, he who knows this, striking
of all evils (pa@pman), compasses the supremacy,
independent sovereignty, and overlordship of all
beings ”’ (Kaus. IV. 20). The Kena declares in verse
34, “ He verily, who knows it thus, striking off evil
(papman), becomes established in the most excellent
(7veye), endless, heavenly world—yea, he becomes
established.” From all this, it is clear that although
some philosophers regarded Release as becoming
Brahman in such a way that consciousness and
individuality were entirely lost, others from the begin-
ning held that Release is the enjoyment by the soul
of perfect power, freedom and bliss in the Brahma-
world.

This view is also taught in later Upanisads such as
the Katha, Mundaka, Svetasvatara and Maitri. In
the Katha it is said, “ In the heavenly world is no fear
whatsoever. Not there art thou (i.e., Yama or Death).
Not from old age does one fear. Over both (i.e.,

+ This seems to suggest that, although some of these philosophers spoke
as though Brahman and the self in the body were one and the same, they
meant only to teach that Brahman exists in the body and not that He is
completely identical with the self in the body.
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Death and old age) having crossed—hunger and thirst
too—gone beyond sorrow, one rejoices in the heaven
world ” (I. 12). ‘ Heaven-world people partake of
immortality ”’ (I. 13). Similarly it is asserted that,
casting off the bonds of death, with sorrow over-
passed, one rejoices in the heaven-world (I. 18).
“ Whatever one desires is his” (II. 16). “ One
becomes happy in the Brahma-world ” (II. 17). Itis
spoken of as “the fearless farther shore” (III. 2),
‘“ the highest place of Visnu ™ (III. 9). He who hears
and declares the true doctrine is said to become
“ magnified in the Brahma-world ” (IV. 16); the true
knower is said to become immortal (VI. 2, 8, g, 14, 15,
18), and it is related of Naciketas that by means of
this knowledge he ‘ attained Brahma and became
free from passion, free from death ”’ (VI. 18).

The Mundaka teaches the doctrine of the two
worlds—one to which those who rely on good works
go, and from which they return to earthly life when
their merit is exhausted, and the other to which the
Brahma-knowers go, ‘“to where is that Immortal
Person (Purusa) even the imperishable Spirit (A¢man)
(I (2). 10 and 11), and where is the highest repository
of truth (I1I (1). 6). This Upanisad, however, possibly
owing to religious influences, regards the soul which
reaches the Brahma-world as attaining mystic union
with Brahma ; ‘“as the flowing rivers in the ocean
disappear, quitting name and form, so the knower,
being liberated from name and form, goes unto the
heavenly Person, higher than the high. He, verily
. . . becomes very Brahma” (III (z). 8 and g).
And it is said of such a one that he becomes immortal
—a characterisation which seems to imply that the
released soul does not completely cease to exist inthe
state of unification with Brahman (III (2). g).

The same doctrine of union, but with much greater
emphasis on the distinctness of the released soul from
Brahman, is taught by the Svetagvatara. It declares
that * Brahma-knowers become merged in Brahma



CONCEPTION OF DEITY IN THE UPANISADS 53

(I. 7), that with Him “ the seers of Brahma and the
divinities are joined in union” (IV. 15). ‘‘By medita-
tion upon Him, by union with Him, and by entering
into His being more and more, there is finally cessation
from every illusion "’ (II. 10). But it is said that the
final stage which the soul reaches on release is ““ even
universal lordship ; being absolute (kevala), his desire
is satisfied” (I. 11), which certainly suggests the
older view of the released soul as enjoying perfect
freedom, power and happiness. It is repeatedly said
that the released soul attains immortality (1. 6;
II1. 7, 8, 10, 13; IV. 17, 20; V. 6, etc.). The wise
are said to have * eternal happiness ’ (VI. 12), to be
“ released from all fetters” (I. 8; II. 15; IV. 16;
V. 13; VI. 13), to be freed from sorrow (II. 14 ; IIIL.
20 ; IV. %), to enjoy “ peace for ever ”’ (IV. 14).

The Maitri, in the section which teaches that the
individual is distinct from Brahman, declares in answer
to the question how one may achieve complete union
(sa@yujya) with Brahman, “ He becomes one who goes
beyond Brahman, even to the state of supreme divinity
above the gods; he obtains a happiness undecaying,
unmeasured, free from sickness ’’ (IV. 4).

Thus it is obvious that the view that the soul con-
tinues to exist after it has won release, is not infrequent
in the Upanisads. Of those who believed this, the
earlier seem to have thought of the released soul as
existing in a heavenly world enjoying unlimited freedom
and bliss. The relation of the Supreme Being to the
soul at this stage is not discussed. The later, although
sharing the view that the soul on release does not cease
to exist but passes on to immortality, and enjoys
fulness of power and happiness, appear to regard it
as attaining a union with Brahman, such as does not
exist so long as it is in the body.

We may conclude, then, that the predominant
thought of the Upanisads regarding the relation of the
Supreme Being to the self, is that He exists in the
embodied individual as its principle of consciousness.
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Some of the Upanisadic thinkers are so impressed
by this fact that they tend to identify Brahman
completely with the individual, although even while
so doing, many of them tacitly assume that the migrat-
ing soul is not in all respects the same as Brahman,
but has still to become Him. In some of the later
Upanisads the thought appears, which is fully developed
only in the Svetagvatara, that Brahman and the
finite self are two, that the Supreme Being pervades
the finite self as something distinct from it, that He
does not share in its imperfections and that He seeks
by His grace to grant to the finite self that knowledge
which it requires for obtaining Release.



CHAPTER 1II

CONCEPTION OF THE DEITY IN THE BHAGAVADGITA

1. The Nature of the Deity

WE have seen how the pure monism of early Upanisadic

thinkers, according to whom the Supreme Being is

an unknown all-pervading conscious principle, was’
gradually developed till in the later Upanisads, :
notably the Svetadvatara, the Supreme Being came to"
be thought of in moral and religious terms. The

same process, whereby religion steps in to clothe the

Absolute of the philosophers with flesh and blood,

is observable, but to an immeasurably greater extent

in the Bhagavadgitdi. Here an intensely ardent

religion, whose history we shall seek to trace briefly

later, ! seeks to attach itself to, and to find support in,

the speculation of Upanisadic sages. The more ardent

the religion, the greater would be, it would seem, the

difficulty of reconciling it with the pure monism of

some of the Upanisads. It is this almost impossible

task which the Gitd attempts in its teaching regarding

the Deity.

In speaking of the Supreme Being, the Gita uses
terms such as Brahman, the Imperishable, the Unmani-
fest, Atman and Purusa—terms already familiar toli
us in the Upanisads. Its own distinctive name for:
the Deity is Vasudeva Krsna, and it is under this.
name ? that we must look for ideas distinctive of the
Gita.

1 Pages 86-92 below.

* Krsna 1s spoken of as Visnu in three passages in the Gitd. Once at
X, 21 where Krsna claims to be Visnu among the Adityas (1.e., chief of a class),

and twice (XI. 24 and 30) he is called Visnu by Arjuna, when apparently His
brilliant form reminded Arjuna of the sun. The macec and disc which are

57
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While terms such as Brahman, the Imperishable,
the Unmanifest, A¢man and Purusa, seem, as usual
in the Gita to imply very little about the nature of the
Supreme Being beyond the fact that He is the ultimate
conscious principle which pervades all things, and
which in its difference from anything known in experi-
ence must be declared to be indefinable, the name
Vasudeva Krsna reveals Him, as we shall see, as a
God undoubtedly personal in character.

The Gitd’s unique contribution lies in the thought
that the Supreme Being of the Upanisads, the all-
pervading unknowable One whom the philosophers
proclaimed has assumed the form of Krsna, Arjuna’s
charioteer. The Unknown, the Incomprehensible,
That which cannot be described except in negatives,
That indeed appears in human form, speaks through
human lips, is concerned about human affairs. Revolu-
tion in the thought of the Divine can hardly be more
complete. This is the wonder of wonders, the *“ Royal
Mystery,” hidden from the great philosophers of old,
but revealed to the unphilosophic Arjuna by one
who appears as his human friend and comrade, but is
in truth Very God of very gods.

What attributes the Deity as thus revealed is found
to possess, we shall now enquire. Krsna, it would
appear, has all the attributes hitherto ascribed to the
Supreme Being. Hence He is spoken of as Supreme

ornaments of Vispu are mentioned among the ornaments worn by the Deity
in the glorious form in which He appeared to Arjuna (XI.17). Krsna at
VIII. 4 calls Himself Adhiyajfia—the Principle of Sacrifice—and with sacrifice,
Vispu was early identified (see e.g., Tait. Sam. 1. 74).

Twice Sarhjaya refers to Krspa as Hari (X1, 9 ; XVIIL. 77), which 1s another
name for Visnu. But Krsna does not anywhere in the Gita make an explicit
claim to be Visnu 1n preference to any of the other gods. Nevertheless the
identification of Krsna with Visnu—a fundamental tenet of all the Bhigavata
churches—appears to be in the background of the Gita also.

The name, Nardyana, does not occur at all in the Gitd nor is there any
reference to Krsna as Cowherd. The name Govinda occurs at I. 32, but as
Bhandarkar points out (Vaispavism, Saivism, etc., IX) it may be explained
erther as in the Adiparvan and the Santiparvan by reference to a legend of
Krspa’'s finding the earth (go), or more probably as a later form of Govid,
which is a name used in the Rgveda of Indra in the sense of the ** finder of the
i:;ws." Govinda might also be a Prakrit form for Sanskrit Gopenda, lord of

erdsmen.
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Brahman (parambrahma) (X. 12), Highest Person |
(purusottama) (X. 15 ; XI. 3) ; Great Lord (mahesvara)
(IX. 11) ; the “ Imperishable Being, Not-being, That
Supreme ! (XI. 37); Great Self (mahatman) (XI. ;
12, 20, 37, 50). As Supreme Being, He is incompre-
hensible (XI. 17, 42), infinite of form, having no end,
middle or beginning (XI. 16), boundless (X. 19g), from
everlasting (XI. 18), primal (XI. 31), unborn (X. 3),
changeless (XI. 18) and immutable (IX. 13). He is
all-marvellous (XI. 11), terrible (XI. 20), facing every
way (XI. 11), possessed of boundless strength and
infinite might (XI. 40), resplendent and filled with
glory (XI. 17, 30).

Besides such transcendent qualities which compel
fear, awe and reverence (XI. 20-31), He has also numer-
ous perfections which render Him the object of man’s
highest aspiration and love. He is the light of lights
(XIII. 17), the discernment of the discerning, the
brilliance of the brilliant (VII. 10), the source of
memory and knowledge (XV. 15), the dispeller of
doubt (XV. 15), the maker of the Vedanta (XV. 135).
omniscient and unrivalled in knowledge (VII. 26), the
source of the seven Great Seers, the four Ancients
and the Manus (X. 6), identifiable only with the prime
and most significant of every species of existence
(X. 20-38) ; the perfections of this universe are only
a fraction of the perfections which belong to His
nature (X. 41).

Not among the least of the Deity’s attributes is
His ethical perfection. At His sight the Great Seers
and Perfect ones (siddha) in hosts praise Him with
hymns of praise abounding (XI. 21), the monsters
(v@ksas) fear and run to every quarter (XI. 36). Heis’
without fault (V. 19), and is strictly impartial (IX. 29).
To meditate on Him has the effect of freeing the soul
from its passion (V. 21; VI. 25-27). He always sets
the standard for men to follow (III. 23). He has
instituted the eternal laws of duty (S@$vatadharmam)

* Quotations are taken throughout from Mr. Hill's translation.
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(XIV. 27), and is their unchanging Guardian (XI. 18).
His chief purpose with Arjuna is to urge him to do his
duty, for duty must never be neglected (IIL. 19).
So important it seems to the Deity that the laws of
duty must not be violated that, as in the present case,
He even incarnates Himself in order to establish
righteousness. ‘“ Whenever right (dkarma) declines,
O Bharata, and wrong uprises, then I create myself.
To guard the good and to destroy the wicked and to
confirm the right, I come into being in this age and
that ”’ (IV. # and 8).

The thought that Righteousness is so all-important
that the Deity considers even His infinitude of little
account when righteousness needs to be established is
a remarkable contribution which'the Gita makes to
the conception of the Divine. Instead of Thought
or Consciousness, which was the chief attribute of the
Supreme Being in the Upanisads, Righteousness seems
here to become His essential attribute.* The author
of the Gitd was evidently too much of an eclectic to

. set this view in opposition to the view of the Upanisads,

and accordingly, the new thought of the Deity here
implied does not gain the pointedness and clarity of
expression? which it deserves. Nevertheless it is
clearly a contribution of very great significance.

Besides rightecusness, another attribute which the
Gita ascribes to the Deity is love. He is * the friend
of every being ”’ (V. 29). We noticed in some of the
later Upanisads the thought that the Supreme Being
in His grace leads men to salvation. That thought
is further developed in the Git3, as we shall soon see.
As Krsna the Deity appears as Arjuna’s comrade

1 Thus illustrating our view that as speculation advanced, the tendency
was to move away irom pure momism, and to make room for moral and
religious 1deas.

2 Passages occur which appear to teach that the Deity is beyond good and
evil. These will be considered in the sequel (see pp. 76-80 below). It
would, of course, be easy to explain them as Upanisadic teaching retained
inconsistently by the author of the Gitd. But such a method of interpretation
:s:lﬁouldf n;)t, it seems to us, be adopted except when other ways of explaining

em fail.
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(XI. 41). Nay more, He even stoops to be Arjuna’s
charioteer. So intimate and human is the Deity
Krsna’s {friendship that Arjuna is afraid that in
negligence or love, he has not shown the reverence
that is due to Krspa (XI. 41 and 42), and asks that
Krsna should bear with him “* as father with his son,
as comrade with his comrade, as lover with his
beloved ” (XI. 44). Krsna in His turn declares that
Arjuna is exceedingly beloved of Him (XVIII. 64),
and because of His love, He reveals Himself to Arjuna
in a form in which no eyes had ever seen Him (XI. 4%) ;
and when Arjuna is filled with terror and awe at this
His glorious form, He assumes a shape more pleasant
to Arjuna and consoles the latter (XI. 49 and 50).
The unmanifest and the Incomprehensible reveals
indeed a heart of love and compassion, and Arjuna
bursts forth in adoration at this wonderful revelation
(XI. 43-45). _ _

The Deity which the Gitd discloses is one who,
although in His universal and transcendent nature
He is unknown and has powers which far exceed human
thought and imagination, is yet possessed of knowledge
as well as other perfections, chief among these being!
righteousness and love. So excellent are His attributes,
that Arjuna declares, “ There is none equal unto-
Thee ; how could there be a greater in the three-fold
world ? ” (XI. 43). “It is meet that Thy praise
should move the universe to joy and love ”’ (XI. 36).

2. The Relation of the Deity to the world.

Assuming that the world is real,* the Gita teaches
like most of the Upanisads that it forms a part of the
Supreme, being created, supported and dissolved by
Him. ‘ Of the whole universe am I the origin and
dissolution too ”* (VIL. 6). ““I am the father of this
universe, the mother, the creator, the grandsire ”

* The word, maya (llusion) occurs in the Gitd, not as applicable to the

material world as such, but as a power which the Supremc Being has of
employing matter (praketi) to produce illusion (cf. IV. 6 ; VIL. 13-15).
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(IX. 17). “ That also which is the Soul of every being
am I, O Arjuna; nor without me can any being
exist that moves or does not move ” (X. 39). “In
water, I am savour ; in moon and sun I am the light
. . . pure scent in earth ; in fire I am the brilliance ;
life in all beings am I. . ..” (VII. 8 and g). While
thus accepting the general position of the Upanisads
that the world constitutes a part of the Supreme
Being, who is its creator, sustainer and dissolver,
in short, the very life-principle or Soul on which it
entirely depends the Gitd goes further than the
Upanisads in the direction of describing the process
of creation and dissolution, and enumeratmg the
various elements involved.

The process of creation and dissolution is explained
.as taking place thus. ‘“ All beings . . . come to my
Nature (prakris) when a Period ends; when a Period
begins, I send them forth again. Resorting to Nature,
ywhich is my own, I send forth again and again this
‘whole company of beings, powerless, by the power
of Nature "’ (IX. 7 and 8). Prakrti, then, is a principle
with which the material world is always connected.
‘It is that from which the world springs and that into
which it returns. It is accordingly eternal, for while
the world evolves from it and dissolves into it in periodic
cycles, it remains as the material basis of the world
through all time. It is accordingly said to be “ without
beginning ”’ (XIII. 19). It is a principle which the
Supreme Being employs in creation. It is the womb
in which He lays the germ (XIV. 3). He is therefore
’alwa.ys the ultimate cause of creation, although
Iprakyts is also always involved. Prakyii, however,
1s not an independent principle which exists outside
'of, or side by side with, the Deity, for as the verse
above cited clearly declares it belongs to the Supreme
Being. It is His own. In what sense it belongs to
Him we are told in the 7th Adhyadya “ Earth, Water,
Fire, Wind, Ether, Mind (manas), and Reason (bmidhz)
and Individuation (ahamkdra)—thus eightfold is my
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Nature (prakyti) divided. This is the lower; but
know my higher Nature to be other than this—
Very Life (jivabhita), by which . . . this universe
is upheld "’ (VII. 4 and 5). Brahman, then, in relation
to the world is found to display a double nature.
In one of His natures, He is prakréi; in the other,
He is the all pervading life-principle, i.e., on the one
hand He is the material cause of the world, and on
the other its instrumental cause. When therefore
He creates out of prakyti, He is really only creating
out of Himself.

The Supreme Being, however, is not to be identified
with merely these two aspects which are concerned
with the universe, for His nature is said to transcend
what is involved in the existence of the universe.
While the universe constitutes the ‘‘ Perishable,”
and the life-principle which pervades it is the ! Im-
perishable,” He Himself as the Supreme Person
transcends both. ‘ There are these two Persons
(purusa) in the world, the Perishable (ksara) and the
Imperishable (@¢ksara). . . . But there is another, a
Highest Person ; He is called the Supreme Self. . . .
Because I transcend the Perishable, and am also
higher than the Imperishable, therefore am I known
in the world and in the Veda as the Person Supreme *’
(XV. 16-18). The world, composed as it is, on the
one hand, of prakrti, and, on the other, of the world-
soul or all pervading life-principle (j7vabhiita), con-
stitutes then only one portion of His unconditioned
Self. He is the Absolute, not to be equated with the
universe, which exists in Him, even as the wind
dwells in space (IX. 6).

Not only in this way does the Gita seek to preserve
the infinitude and absoluteness of the Supreme Being)
but also by pointing out that the active relationship
in which He stands to the universe as its creator,
sustainer and dissolver does not indicate any limitation
or lack on His part. Activity or work, it seems to
suggest, is a sign of finitude and imperfection only
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when it is carried on out of a desire for personal
profit, but the Supreme Being in relation to the
yuniverse is active without any motive of self-interest
(II1. 22), and hence His activity is not one which
contradicts His absoluteness and infinitude. On the
other hand, the ceaseless activity of the Deity in
relation to the universe should, the Gita argucs, be
understood as the standard which the Supreme Being
sets for all beings to follow, of wholly disinterested
activity. “ For me, O son of Prthi, is no work at
all in the three worlds, that I must do; nor aught
ungained that I must gain; yet I abide in work.
For if T were not, tireless, to abide ever in work—my
path men follow altogether, son of Prtha—Did I not
work my work, these worlds would fall in ruin, and
I should be the worker of confusion, and should
destroy these creatures. Just as, to work attached,
the ignorant work, O Bhirata, so too, but unattached,
should the wise work, wishing to effect the guidance
of the world ”’ (III. 22-25). In this way, the Gita
does not hesitate to regard the Supreme Being as
actively related to His universe.

Creation of the universe proceeds, according to
the Gita, much as in Sarhkhyan philosophy, except
that praksti is regarded by the Gitd as a part of the
Deity, as already described, and as controlled by Him
in all its developments. Prakrti or avyakia (un-
manifest) at the time of creation, divides into numerous
elements. These as enumerated in Sarhkhyan philo-
sophy are buddhi (consciousness) ahamkdra (egoism),
manas (mind), the five buddhindriya (organs of)
sensation), the five karmendriya (organs of action),
and corresponding with these, five fanmatra (subtle
elements) and five mahabhiita (gross elements). The
Gitd, obviously uninterested in such cosmological
questions, does not trouble to mention each of these
elements individually, nor does it observe any consis-
tent order in enumerating them. Much less does it
seek to trace them step by step through the evolu-
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tionary process. The list at XIII. 5 mentions the
mahabhita (the five gross elements), ahamkara (egoism)
buddhi (consciousness), avyakta (the unmanifest), the
ten indriya (five organs of sensation and five of
action), and the one (manas or mind) and the five indri-
yagocara (the five subtle elements). The list at
VIIL. 4 mentions Earth, Water, Fire, Wind and Ether
(which may stand for both the subtle and gross elements
mentioned above), manas (mind—which may have
been intended here to stand also for the ten indriya),
buddhi (consciousness) and ahamkara (egoism).

While the Samkhyan doctrine of these principles
is thus very inadequately dealt with by the Gita, the
doctrine of the three gumasi—sattva, rajas and tamas
—or the three ultimate constituents of prakyis, in
their bearing on conduct is very fully developed by it,
as we shall see in the next section. Regarding them,
it is declared that although they ultimately exist,
as everything must exist, in the Deity, He does not
partake of their nature. “ Know thou that those
states of Purity (sattva), of Energy (rajas), and of
Darkness (famas) are from me alone ; but I am not
in them ; they are in me” (VIL. 12).2 In this way
the Deity is sharply distinguished from prakyts and
its gunas, but not, it must be noted, to the point of
destroying the reality of prakrts and dismissing it as
illusion, on the one hand ; or to the point of splitting
up reality into an unbridgeable dualism between
Spirit and Matter, on the other. Prakyis with its
gunas forms an eternal part of the Divine Being. It

* In Sarmkhyan philosophy, evolution is accounted for as due to the activity
of the three gupas. The purusas in the Simkyyan system are each distinct
and naturally are inactive, but when they come near to prakyti the gunas of
which prakyti is composed lose their equilibrium, and becoming active in
various proportions account for the diversity of the evolved universe. This
cosmic side of the doctrine of gupas 1s not found in the Gitd, which fixes manly
on the psychological and ethical implications of the doctrine (cf. XVII.
I-XVIII. 41).

: In all other relevant passages, the Gita teaches that the gunas spring
from prakris (I1L. 5, XIII. 19, XIV. 5, XV. 2, XVIII. 40) and that the Supreme
Being 1s without gupas (XIIIL. 14, 31). The guras may, however, as in the
passage quoted above, be said to be from the Supreme Being in the sense
that He is the ultimate ground of prakyss from which they spring.

F
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is hence real, and at the same time entirely de-
pendent on Him. Nevertheless the Deity does not
share in its nature nor, as its pervading principle,
is He ‘ polluted ” by contact with it. “ Immutable
is this Highest Self ; for He has no beginning, and no
strands (gunas). . . . As ether everywhere present is
not polluted, so subtle it is, even so Self abiding
everywhere is not polluted in the body "’ (XIII. 31 and
32). The nature of the Supreme Being is so different
from that of the material constituents of the world
that he who fails to go beyond the material world to
discover the Deity who is higher than it is, the Gita
declares, befooled, and under delusion (VII. 13 and 14).

The world, then, we may conclude, is according to
the Gitd, a conditioned aspect of the Divine Being.
He is both its material and its operative cause, for
prakyti, the material basis of the universe, forms one
part of Him, while by another aspect of Himself He
pervades it. He repeatedly brings it into existence,
sustains it and dissolves it into Himself. But this
active relationship which He bears to the world does
not negate His infinitude, for His activity is not
prompted by a desire to overcome any lack or imper-
fection in His nature. He Himself is “higher” than
the world and transcends it, for although the latter
is a part of Him and is pervaded by Him, its character-
istics derived from Matter are not to be found in
Him.?

3. The Relation of the Deity to the finite self.

The topic of the relation of the Supreme Being to
the individual self is not dealt with in the Gitid in a
manner free from ambiguity. When the author is
thinking in terms of concepts borrowed from philo-

! Samkarsana, Pradyumna, and Aniruddha, who with Visudeva, are in
Pificardtra philosophy (see pp. 99-102, below) {our vy#has or emanations from
the Supreme Being, as He evolves the universe out of Himself, are not
mentioned in the Gita. Nor is the doctrine of $ri or Laksmi as the $akti or
creative aspect of the Supreme Being to be found in it.
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sophical schools, the selfhood of the individual as
distinct from the Universal Self does not gain recog-
nition ; but when his thought is guided by religious
experience, he appears to recognise a self in the
body different from the Supreme Self. Thus in
II. 11-30, where the self is described in Upanisadic
language,! it seems to be taught that the permanent
and essential element in all individuals is the one
Universal Self. “ Know verily that cannot be de-
stroyed whereby all this is pervaded ; of this immutable
none can work destruction. They have an end,
’tis said, these bodies of the embodied soul; but
permanent is he and indestructible, incomprehen-
sible ”’ (I1. 17 and 18). The self in the body is declared
to be ‘‘ all-pervading (sarvagata), stable, unmoved,
from everlasting "’ (II. 24), and employing the imagery
of the Field (ksetra) and the Knower of the Field
(ksetrajiia), the Field representing the body, and the
Knower of the Field representing the self, Krsna
declares without hesitation that He is Himself the
knower in all fields. ‘ This body, O son of Kunti,
is called the Field, Him who knows it knowers of these
call Knower of the Field. Know also me to be in all
Fields Knower of the Field ” (XIII. 1 and 2). Heis
therefore the conscious being which inhabits all
bodies. There is none other, and it is said in imitation
of the Rgvedic idea of the Primal Purusa that the Self
is that which * everywhere possessing hands and feet,
and everywhere possessing eyes and heads and mouths,
and everywhere possessing hearing, abides all-enveloping
in the world ” (XIII. 13).2 Besides such a Universal
Self which exists in all bodies as their principle of
consciousness, no other self is spoken of in the thirteenth
Adhyaya, which purports to discuss the Knower of
the Field and the Field, or the self and the body.
It would therefore seem that what we call individual

I (1 )Cf. verses 19 and 20 with Katha I (2). 18 and 19 ; and verse 29 with Katha
2). 7.
3 Cf. Rgveda X go. I; also Svet. 111, 11-21.
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self is nothing but the Universal Self which has assumed
a particular body (cf. XV. 7-10). It exists in all bodies
alike, and therefore the distinction of one self from
another, or the belief in a plurality of souls, is false.
“ Undivided yet in beings seeming to dwell divided

. . is That 7" (XIII. 16).

When it is believed that no self exists in the body
beyond the One Universal Self, the experience of in-
dividuality, change, activity, pain and suffering, which
seem to demand the existence of an individual self
different from the permanent and changeless Supreme
Self, is' explained as due to the body. *‘ Know that
changes and Strands (gumas) are born of Nature
(prakrti). In the production of effects and causes,
Nature is said to be the cause. . . . The Supreme
Person in this body is called the spectator ” (XIII.
19, 20, 22). The Supreme Self therefore exists in the
body as an inactive conscious principle, all activity
being due to the body. * Who sees that it is by
Nature (prakrti) that works are altogether done, and
that Self works not, he sees indeed ” (XIII. 29). The
Self, however, while in the body, becomes attached
to the body, and hence passes from birth to birth,
experiencing the good and evil consequences which
inevitably follow the good and evil deeds of the body.”
In the experience of pleasure and pain, the Person
(purusa) is said to be the cause. For the Person,
abiding in Nature (prakrit), experiences the Strands
(gunas) born of Nature; his attachment to the
Strands is the cause of his birth in good and evil
wombs ’ (XIII. 21). Since attachment to the body is
what causes His birth in worldly existence (samsara),
what is necessary is for Him to realise His pure non-
bodily nature as Universal Self, and to renounce all
attachment to the body. Knowledge and control are
therefore the prime means of winning release from
the bonds of the body (II. 49-72). When this is done,
the Self, knowing its own true Self, draws itself from
its sense-organs even as a tortoise draws back its
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limbs and becomes the Supreme unconditioned
Brahman (II. 58).

Such according to one tendency of thought in the
Gitd would appear to be the relation of the Supreme
Being to the existence which we call individual selves.
Samsara (worldly existence) with its various centres
of experience is real, but it is the Supreme Being
who has entered numerous bodies and exists as the
Experiencer in them all. When He gives up attach-
ment to the body which He at any one time inhabits
and realises His own true nature, His birth in samisara
ceases, and He once more becomes the unconditioned
Brahman.

But to state this view thus sharply is in itself
to transcend it, and to pass to the other view which,
we said, is also to be found in the Gitd, and which
admits of the existence of an individual self distinct
from the Universal. For if existence in samisara is
real, as the Gitd always assumes, then it would seem
that the Universal Self in assuming various bodies
has really become differentiated into numerous in-
dividual existences; for however much it may be
emphasized that it is the same Self which exists in
various bodies, still so long as it is declared that each
embodied being has, as it were, to work out its own
release, it is clear that each in some sense is assumed
to have an individuality of its own, which prevents
it from becoming Brahman when some other attains
Brahman, and which makes it necessary for each
individually by cultivation of knowledge and control
to become the Supreme Self. Thus it is obvious that
the Gita, even while advocating the purely monistic
view that the Universal Self exists in all beings as
their Self, assumes that somehow finite conscious
beings have a certain element of individuality in them.
This assumption becomes quite explicit when our
author is not speaking the language of Philosophy
but that of Religion. Thus in the ninth Adhyaya,
where the author expounds the ‘‘ Royal Mystery,”
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or the religious view of Krsna as the Deity incarnate
—a doctrine not taught in the philosophies which he
has hitherto been expounding—the distinction of the
Supreme Being from the individual existence whom
He pervades is so forcibly expressed that were it not
for the author’s general position that the Universal
Self pervades all existences, we should have to conclude
that the author was a deist, and taught that the Deity
was quite external to the finite self. ‘‘ Behold my
Power as Lord! Sustainer of all beings, yet not
dwelling in beings, is my Self, that brings beings to
existence ’ (IX. 5). This sharp distinction between
the Supreme Being and individual existences is main-
tained throughout this Adhyaya, and it now appears
that there is a plurality of beings, who are sent by the
Deity into worldly existence, nay more, that it is the
same individuals who are sent by Him from time to
time. “ All beings, O son of Kunti, come to my
Nature (prakyti), when a Period ends ; when a Period
begins, I send them forth again. Resorting to Nature,
which is my own, I send forth again and again this
whole company of beings ”’ (IX. # and 8).

That the distinctness of finite selves from the Deity
and their plurality is not purely verbal, arising from
the employment of the language of common experi-
ence, but that it represents the point of view here
a.dvocated is seen from the fact that it is now asserted
that the way to obtain release from sassara (worldly
existence) is not to realise that one is after all the
Supreme Self, but to worship the Deity with undivided
heart. “If one worship (bkaj) me with undivided
devotion, even though he be of very evil life . . .
quickly he becomes righteous and goes to everlasting
peace ’ (IX. 30 and 31). ‘ Whatever work thou
doest, whatever thou dost eat, whatever thou dost
sacrifice or give, whatever be thine austere practices,
do all, O son of Kunti, as an offering tome. Thus from
the bonds of work, from fruits both good and ill shalt
thou be released "’ (IX. 27 and 28). And such devotion
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not only seems to require the distinction in samsdra
of the individual soul from the Supreme, but also to
demand the continuance of that distinction even
after release.! Accordingly it is asserted that just
as those who worship the Lords of Heaven go to
their world (svargaloka) and ‘‘ taste the heavenly
joys of Heaven’s Lords” (IX. 2o, 25), so those
who worship Krspa will come to Him (IX. 25), and
find everlasting peace (IX. 31). They do not perish
(IX. 31).

If finite selves are thus distinct from the Deity,
being sent into worldly existence, sustained and
finally withdrawn by Him at the end of each world-
cycle (IX. 5-11), it is necessary to enquire what attitude
He bears to them. It would appear that primarily
the attitude of the Deity to finite selves is one of love.
He is jealous of any other besides Himself occupying
their affection, and consequently wishes all to worship
Him wholeheartedly, without allegiance to any other
god (IX. 23 and 24). The body and senses produce
attachment to the finite and the sensual, and are to be
held in control (XIV. 21-7, II. 55-71). Whatever work
is done—and work must be done—is to be done as unto
Him, without attachment to anything besides Himself
(XVIII. 2-6; IX. 27; III. 17-19). One’s thought,
one’s remembrance, one’s meditation are to be centred
on Him, and on no other (III. 39-43; VI. 7; 14-27).
Thus every method of directing oneself to the Deity,
whether it be through devotion, control, work or know-
ledge, or all of these together, is advocated by the
Gita. “ On me thy mind, to me be thy devotion, for
me thy sacrifice, to me do reverence; thus holding
thyself in control, and making me thine aim, even to
me shalt thou come " (IX. 34). This new ethic taught
by Krsna to Arjuna discloses the new view which is
now to be taken regarding the Deity’s attitude to
individuals. He is not the impersonal Absolute, for
whom the individual counts for Iittle. He is a personal

t This topic will be dealt with more fully later. See pp. 83-84 below.
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God who loves the individual and wishes to possess
him completely.

Since He thus loves, He plays an active part in
redeeming the soul from samsdra (worldly existence).
The soul is not left to work out its own salvation, by
knowledge, control, work and devotion, but may obtain
release by the grace of the Deity. Thus in the last
,Adhyaya, in declaring how the soul may obtain release,
‘all the conditions previously formulated are enumer-
ated, viz., control of sense and body, work, devotion
and calm meditation leading to knowledge, and it is
declared that when this culminating knowledge is
reached, the soul enters into final union with the
Deity (XVIIL. 55). But immediately, in the very
next stanza, it is added, that however unworthy a soul
may be, still if it rely on the Deity, it also will obtain
release. ““ Though he do every work at every time,
yet if he rely on me, he by my grace wins to the realm
eternal and immutable ” (XVIII, 56). It is not
asserted, however, that the soul has no part to play in
salvation, everything being done by grace, for it is
said, ““ Cast off in thought all works on me ; make me
thy goal; turn to the practice of discernment
(buddhiyoga) ; fix thy thought ever on me. Fixing
thy thought on me, thou shalt by my grace surmount
all difficulties ”’ (57 and 58). And yet it would appear
that the loving Deity is not unwilling to extend His
grace to the most undeserving, even apart from all
qualifying conditions, if the latter comes to Him for
refuge. Accordingly Krsna declares, ‘“ Abandoning
every duty (dharma) come to me alone for refuge.
I will release thee from all sins, sorrow not’ (66).
But fearing that this doctrine of totally unmerited
grace may lead to misunderstanding and a life of sin,
Krsna adds at once, “ Never should this, thus taught
to thee, be told to one whose life is not austere, to one
without devotion, to one who does no service, nor
yet to one who murmurs against me " (67). God is
loving, it would appear; but He is also righteous,
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and does not wish His all-forgiving love to lead to
unrighteousness.* That leads us to the question of
the relation of the Deity to the evil which characterises
the finite self.

The Deity, whether regarded as the self of the in-
dividual or as distinct from him, is always said to be
not responsible for the evil of the individual. Thus
we noticed that when He is regarded as the Self in all
bodies, it is proclaimed that He exists in them merely
as Spectator, and not as worker (XIIL. 22, 29, 31),
i.e., whatever evil the embodied being does or suffers
is not due to the indwelling Divine principle. Similarly
when the finite self is regarded as distinct from the
Deity, we noticed that the tendency is to separate
it so much from the Divine that it is declared that the
Deity creates and sustains it, but does not dwell within
it. Under both assumptions, then, the Deity is freed
from responsibility for the evil of souls.

If then it is asked, from where this evil arises, the
answer seems to be that evil is due primarily to the
gunas of the body. It is the gumas which incite the
embodied self to activity, and it is therefore they that
are chiefly responsible for the good and evil deeds
which bind the soul to sawisara.  Purity (sattva)
Energy (rajas), Darkness (famas)—these are the
Strands (gumas) that spring from Nature (prakyti);
they bind . . . in the body the embodied soul im-
mutable. Of these Purity is luminous and knows
not sickness, for it is stainless ; it binds with the
attachment of pleasure and with the attachment of
knowledge (j#igna).® . . . Energy, know thou, is
passionate, sprung from thirst, and attachment ;
it binds the embodied soul . . . with the attachment
of work. Darkness, know thou, is born of ignorance,
and deludes all embodied souls ; it binds with heedless-
ness and indolence and sleep ”’ (XIV. 5-8). Further,

' The relation of God'’s grace to the law of karma 1s not discussed. It is
assumed throughout that grace can wipe out all past sin and its effects.
* yfigna 1s here a faculty of buddhi, part of prakyii (Hill).
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it is declared that the gunas of the body determine
one’s nature (XIV. 5-13), one’s life hereafter (14-20),
the kind of faith one has (XVII. 2), one’s worship (4),
one’s diet (8-10), one’s sacrifice (1x-13), the nature of
one’s austerities (14-19), one’s acts of charity (20-22),
one’s renunciation (XVIIL. 7-g), one’s character as
agent (26-28), one’s moral perception (30-32), one’s
steadiness of purpose (33-35), one’s pleasures (37-39),
and one’s duty in society (4I-44). And it is not
surprising that in Sarhkhyan fashion, the Gita declares
that the self is inactive, all work being done by the
body (XIII. 29).

Though the Gitd seems thus to accept the view
‘that the self is entirely powerless, while the body
idetermines all its acts, its assumption throughout
is that the self has the power of controlling the body.
It is noteworthy that not one chapter is to be found in
the whole of the Gita—except, of course, the first,
+which is merely a preface to the rest—in which Krsna
does not either command Arjuna to control sense and
desire, or extol the virtue of control. Thus it would
seem that the Gitd tacity assumes the power and the
freedom of the self to control and overcome the body.
In this connection we cannot pass unnoticed the text
which says that if Arjuna decides not to fight, vain
is his resolve, for even against his will Nature
(prakrti), will constrain him to do what he himself
does not desire (XVIII. 59 and 60). Here we seem
definitely to be told that the individual has no power
over the prakrti-constituted body, which will have its
way whether he will or no. But when we regard these
words in the light of their context, it appears that
Krsna is seeking, by this exaggerated emphasis on
the powerlessness of human will, to urge Arjuna not to
use his freedom to oppose the will of the Divine.
Verses 58 and 61 declare that if through thought of
““I” Arjuna hearkens not, he will perish, and the
Deity will have His way. He will employ prakyis,
it would seem, to constrain Arjuna to do what He wishes
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done. Futile, therefore, it is to oppose the will of the
Divine. But that at the same time the individual

does have a will of his own appears in verse 63, where"

Krsna concludes—This have I taught thee; * Fully

consider this ; then, as thou wilt, so act.”” Inthisway,"
the freedom of the self seems to be assumed, ! although :

on the one hand, it is declared that the body is all-;
determining, and on the other, that the Deity is all-;

supreme. If this be so, then it would seem that ulti-
mately the responsibility for evil is to be traced to the
free agency of the moral individual. At any rate,
it is certain that the Deity is clearly freed from any
touch of evil. Evil is to be traced either to the gunas
of the body or to the self, but not to the Deity. Stated
positively, the Deity is altogether good.

If He is essentially good and free from evil, then
it would appear that the soul who would please Him
and ultimately win release, may do so only by pursuing
the good and fleeing from evil. Several virtues are
accordingly mentioned as leading to the “ Divine
Estate,” and likewise several vices which lead to the
“ Devilish Estate.” ‘ Fearlessness, purity of heart,
steadfastness in devotion to knowledge, liberality,
self-restraint, sacrifice, sacred study, austerity, up-
rightness, harmlessness, truth, an even temper, aban-
donment, quietude, an unmalicious tongue, tenderness
towards beings, a soul unruffled by desire, gentleness,
modesty, constancy, ardour, long-suffering, fortitude,
cleanness, freedom from hatred and arrogance—these
are his born to Divine Estate, O Bharata. Hypocrisy,
pride, and self-conceit, wrath, insolence and ignorance
—these are his . . . who is born to Devilish estate.
The Divine estate is deemed to lead to release, the
Devilish to bondage ” (XVI. 1-5).2 And throughout
the Gita Krsna urges upon Arjuna the necessity to

t The problem of the freedom of the will or individuality is not faced by the
Giti. Hence the unsatisfactory way in which it is leff. We have sought
merely to bring together the salient points,

* Cf. also the rest of this Adhyaya.
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((::?Igcrol sense and desire, and to do one’s duty as unto
od.!

Unfortunately, however, the author of the Gits,
in seeking to express himself in the language of the
philosophers, uses words which imply that the Deity
is beyond good and evil; and since on the basis of
these it is possible to maintain a view quite opposed
to the one which we have expounded, it is necessary
to consider them in some detail, and to show that in
spite of them the main position of the Gita is to uphold
the ethical nature of the Deity.? Krsna declares,

“ Now that man whose delight is but in Self, whose
pleasure is in Self, whose satisfaction is in Self alone,
has no work that he must do. For him there is no
purpose here in work dome or left undone” (III.
17 and 18). This seems to teach that he who is
devoted to the Deity has no concern with duty. He
transcends both good and evil. Similarly it 1s said,
“ He who hopes for nothing . . . abandoning every
enterprise—that man is dear to me. ... He who
does not rejoice, nor hate, nor grieve, nor crave,
abandoning good and ill-——that man is dear to me, my
worshipper devout. He who regards alike both foe
and friend, honour and dishonour . . . blame and
praise . . . that man is dear to me, my worshipper
devout ” (XII. 16-1g9). ‘ Excellent is he whose
judgement holds as equal the lover . . . the enemy
. . . the hateful . . . the good too and the sinful ”
(VI. 9). In these passages it seems to be taught that
he who has definitely abandoned good and ill, and has
lost all sense of value such as that of friend and foe,
honour and dishonour, praise and blame, the good and
the sinful, is dear to the Deity. Further Krsna declares,

r Cf. 11, 55-71; IIL 7-9; IV.17-24; V. 7-10; VI 1, 26-32, etc.

* It would, of course, be easy to dismiss the problem by saying that the
author of the Gitd was such an inconsistent thinker that he retained side by
side teaching utterly contradictory of each other. It may be he was; but
it 1s clearly not legitimate to prejudge the issue, for it may also be that in
seeking to placate philosophical schools of thought he used their language,

but gave 1t a meaning of his own, which is to be gathered from the context
in which they appear, and in general from his own distinctive position.
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“do all . .. as an offering to me. Thus from the
bonds of work, from fruits both good and ill, shalt
thou be released ” (IX. 27 and 28). It is not only
from evil that the devotee is redeemed, but also, it
would appear, from good. Then again passages are
not lacking which seem to imply that it is knowledge
alone which is necessary for release, and knowledge
cancels all good and evil works. * Though thou art
of all sinners the most sinful by the boat of knowledge,
alone shalt thou pass over all crookedness. Just as
a burning fire makes ashes of its fuel, Arjuna, so does
the fire of knowledge make ashes of all works " (IV.
36 and 37). All these passages appear to teach that
ultimately good and evil are transcended by the
individual and that the one who reaches Brahman
has no further use for ethical distinctions. In this
way, indirectly, it seems to be implied that the Deity
Himself is non-ethical. Not only is this implied,
but it appears definitely to be taught in a passage
which seems to mean that for the Deity the good and
evil deeds of men have no meaning, for He neither
approves of them, nor rejects them. * He takes
not to Himself, that all-pervading Lord, sin or good
deed of any man ” (V. 15). That the good man and
the bad are both alike to the Deity seems to be taught
by Krsna in the following words: ‘“ All beings I
regard alike, not one is hateful to me or beloved ”
(IX. 29).

Although these passages when torn from their
context can be interpreted as we have done above,
when regarded in the light of their context they appear
to necessitate a very different interpretation. Taking
them in order, the passage which declares that he whose
satisfaction is in the Self has no work which he must
do or must not do, appears in a chapter which, far
from teaching that duty need not be performed, urges
Arjuna to do his duty (cf. III. 4-9), and it is only
necessary to refer to the verse immediately following
the one in question, to be convinced that the Gita
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without doubt teaches that one’s duties must be
performed. The verse runs thus : * Therefore without
attachment ever perform the work that thou must do :
for if without attachment a man works, he gains the
Highest 7’ (III. 1xg). What the passage means there-
fore seems to be that ultimately the soul’s sole duty
is attachment to the Deity, and that the various duties
incumbent on the embodied soul, being determined
as they are by impermanent bodily relationships
(e.g., by the gunas, XVIII. 41-44), are binding on the
soul only while in the body. These must be done
without attachment to bodily relationships, remember-
ing that ultimately the only duty permanently binding
on the soul is attachment to the Deity. The soul,
then, in release, need not be understood as altogether
transcending the Good. What it transcends would
appear to be the impermanent form of the Good which
is binding on it in its embodied life. Similarly, the
passage which declares that the one who abandons
good and evil is dear to the Deity, occurs in a chapter
which is concerned with pointing out the merits of
whole-hearted devotion to the Deity—a devotion
which, abandoning all other things, finds its sole
happiness in the Deity, abandoning even what men
usually consider to be good. Everything pales into
insignificance for the devotee who has found the pearl
of great price, and the verses which follow and declare
that he who is dear to the Deity regards alike both
friend and foe, honour and dishonour, praise and blame,
are, it would seem, to be interpreted in this light.
Nothing is to stand as a rival to the Deity in the
affections of His devotee. But that by this the Gita
does not intend to teach that the individual who is
attached to the Deity should be entirely indifferent
to the world, cold and deprived of all sense of value,
appears from a preceding verse which declares, “ He
who hates not any being, he who is friendly and
compassionate, without a thought of mine or I . . .
with mind and reason dedicated to me—that man
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is dear to me” (XII. 13). The verse above cited,
which teaches that he is excellent who holds as equal
the lover, the enemy, the hateful, the good and the
sinful, appears in its context to bear the same meaning
as the above (cf. verses 4-8), together with the additional
meaning which is developed in the succeeding verses
(cf. especially verses 29-32) that for the sage all beings
are in the end alike, since the Deity pervades them all.
This is not, it would seem, to be understood, in the
sense that the sage loses all sense of value, but that
he isimpartial. He does not attach himself to some and
despise others. ‘“ The man whose spirit is controlled,
who looks on all impartially, sees Self abiding in all
beings, and all beings in Self. Who sees me everywhere
and everything in me, I am not lost to him nor is he lost
tome " (VI. 29 and 30). The devotee is to be impartial
even as the Deity is impartial (V. 18 and 19). Re-
garding the passage in which Krsna declares that the
soul which is devoted to Him will be released from
fruits both good and evil, it need only be remarked
that ‘“ fruits both good and evil ”’ refers to the reaping
of the consequences of one’s deeds in samsara (worldly
existence), and not to good and evil in general, for the
verse obviously aims to teach that he who has devotion
to the Deity finds release from birth in this world.
If further evidence were necessary, it need only be
pointed out that the chapter in which it occurs is
concerned with expounding the ‘‘ Royal Mystery ”
by means of which release from samsira may Dbe
obtained (cf. 1-3; 20 f.). It would seem, then, that
these passages, which appear to teach that ultimately
the individual transcends the Good, have a very
different meaning in the light of their context.

With regard to knowledge as the way of salvation,
the Gita, as though fearing that knowledge may be
interpreted to exclude moral practice, adds immedi-
ately after the two verses which we have quoted above,
‘“ here is naught that purifies like knowledge ; he that
is perfected in control himself in due time finds that
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in his self. The single-hearted man of faith, with
senses held in check, gains knowledge "’ (IV. 38 and 39).
The knowledge that cancelsall one’s works, and redeems
the soul from sawisara, is not one, then, which excludes
morality, but one which is the ripe fruit of morality.
It is the man who is “ perfected in control,” the one
who has his senses in check, that gains this redeeming
knowledge.

It is thus possible not only to uphold the view that
in spite of the passages above cited the Gitd does not
regard the individual as transcending ethical dis-
tinctions, but also to maintain that the two passages
which seem to teach that good and evil have no meaning
for the Deity have as a matter of fact a very different
meaning. The one, for example, which declares that
although all-pervading He takes not to Himself sin
or good deed of any man, may be taken as either
signifying that although the Deity pervades the
individual self, He is not responsible for the latter’s
good or evil deeds—in which case, it cannot be used
to prove that the Deity has no use for good or evil;
or as not referring to the Deity at all, but to the
individual self, which has been the topic of discussion
in the chapter so far, in which case again it cannot
be used to prove that the Deity has no use for good
and evil. The other passage which we cited and which
declares that the Deity regards all beings alike, none
being either hateful to Him or beloved, appears to
teach nothing more than that He is impartial (cf.
V. 19). That it does not imply that the Deity does not
appreciate the love of those who worship Him in spirit
and in truth is evident in the second part of the verse
which we cited, and which reads,  those who with
devotion worship me abide in me, and I also in them "’
(IX. 29), implying that though the Deity abides in all
beings alike, He becomes united in a special sense
with His devotee. Thus it would appear that in spite
of passages which seem to imply the contrary, the
Gita’s main position is that the Deity is an ethical
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Being, and that the individual who would realise Him
must therefore also be ethical.

The earnest desire of the Deity that righteousness
should prevail was, as we saw, the chief motive given
by the Gita for His incarnating Himself from time to
time. We have already noted the general significance
of this idea. A few points of particular interest with
regard to the Gitd’s theory of incarnation must here
be mentioned. Firstly, Krsna being identified with
Visnu it would follow that he is an incarnation of the
latter. Besides, he regards himself as an incarnation
of the Supreme Being (cf. IV. 6 ; XV. 17-19). Secondly,
it is asserted that the Deity incarnates Himself re-
peatedly, and that He has already appeared several
times in incarnate form (IV. 5). but no details are given,
as in the Nardyaniya and other Vaispava literature
(see pp. 110 and 111 below), as to what exactly these
forms are in which He appeared. Thirdly, the work
which the Deity achieves in His incarnate form is
said in the Gita generally to be ‘““to guard the good
and to destroy the wicked and to confirm the right ”
(IV.8); also, it would appear, to teach the true doctrine
(IV. 1 and 3). Specific works, crude and mythological
are ascribed to the Deity in His incarnate forms in
other Vaisnava writings (see p. 11X below). Of these
the Gita knows nothing or if it knows them it completely
ignores them. Fourthly, the relation in which Krsna
stands to the Supreme Being is not considered in the
Gita. Krsna undoubtedly identifies Himself with the
Supreme Being when He declares that all beings dwell
within Him and that He sends them out into bodied
existence from time to time (IX. 4-10), and also when
He declares that those who win Release, even those
who win it by contemplating the imperishable and
unmanifest Brahman, come ultimately to Him (XII.
1 f.). But at times, even after He has disclosed His
supreme nature to Arjuna, Krsna speaks of the
Supreme Being in the third person, as though He were
not entirely identical with, but only a partial mani-
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festation of, the Supreme One (cf. V. 19-26 ; VIIT. §,
10, 22; XVIII. 61 and 62). The later Vaisnava
view, as expressed in the Bhigavata Purana (I. 3,
P- 9), is that unlike other incarnations which are
partial manifestations of the Supreme Being, the
Krsna incarnation is a complete manifestation of the
Deity. Such problems as these do not exist for the
Gita, which in all these ways shows itself to reflect an
early stage in the theory of incarnation among the
Vaisnpavas.

One more topic remains to be dealt with, and that
is, the relation of the Deity to the soul which has
departed from this life. We have seen thus far that
generally in regard to the soul the Deity is taught by
the Gita to be loving and gracious as well as righteous
and good. Such being His Nature, He decrees one
of two ends for the soul as it passes from this life.
His righteousness demands that good deeds should
be rewarded, and evil deeds punished. Accordingly
the soul which has given itself to such deeds is reborn
to reap their fruits. This may be either in a temporary
heaven, where it dwells till the results of its good deeds
have been enjoyed, and then returns to earth, or
directly, on this earth, in the world of men or of
sub-human beings according to its deserts ; the reason
for such rebirth being that the soul may thus be gradu-
ally led to perfection.! ‘“He that has fallen from
control attains the worlds of those that do deeds of
merit, and after dwelling there for endless years is
born again in the house of the pure and the wealthy.
There he obtains that union with discernment which
he had in the former body ; and thence . . . he strives
once more for perfection ”’ (VI. 41 and 43). ‘' If when
purity (saffva) has increased, the body-bearing soul
comes to dissolution, then he proceeds to the spotless

1 Although the eschatological ideas here expressed are, in essentials, the
same as what we found in the Chindogya and Brhadaranyaka, they are, it
must be noted, given special significance in the Gitd, by its doctrine that

re-birth is for the perfecting of the soul. (Ci. especially VIII, 23-26 with
Chand. XV (15). 5f.; Br.VI(2).15() ’
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worlds of the most wise. If when energy (rajas) has
increased, he goes to dissolution, he is born among
men attached to work ; and if dissolved when darkness
(tamas) has increased, he is born in the wombs of the
witless ”’ (XIV. 14 and 15).

But the love of the Deity leads Him, it would appear,
to wish to be united with the soul, and accordingly,
as already noticed, He seeks by His grace to wean
the soul away from attachment to the finite, till when
it has succeeded in directing its entire mind, will and
devotion to Him, He does not send it once more into
rebirth, but takes it to Himself, never again to be
separated from it by samsdra. ‘° With thought con-
trolled by constant practice, and seeking no other
resort, one goes to the Supreme Celestial Person.”
“To that ascetic, ceaselessly controlled, who ever
ceaselessly with individual thought remembers me,
easy am I of access, son of Prtha. When they have
come to me, great souls win not rebirth, abode of pain,
unduring ; to highest perfection have they gone.
The worlds, even to the realm of Brahma are subject
to return, O Arjuna ; but for him who comes to me
. . . there is no rebirth ”* (VIII. 4 ; 14-16).

In what relation the soul which has reached its
final goal stands to the Deity, we are told in scattered
references. The desire of the Gita to placate philo-
sophical thought of the advaitic type, and possibly
also the difficulty of describing a state which is beyond
present experience, appear to prevent it from giving
us very definite teaching. But considering all relevant
passages, one is inclined to think that the view which
the Gita generally favours is that the released soul
enters into the being of the Deity! (IV. 10; XIV. 19;
XVIILI. 55), the eternal and immutable abode (VIII. 28 ;
XV. 5; XVIII. 56, 62), which is beyond death (II. 15 ;
XIII. 12, 25; XIV. 18, 27), and where no sickness is
(IL. 51). Though it thus enters into the Deity, it does

1 Possibly, a metaphorical way of saying that it becomes closely united with
the Deity.



84 HINDU CONCEPTION OF THE DEITY

not become merged in Him, losing its individuality
completely ; for it abides in Him (V. 19, 20), enjoying
contact with Him (VI. 28), filled with calm and peace
(II. #2; IV. 39; V. 12, 24-26; VI. 15, etc.), having
attained highest bliss (V. 2 ; VI. 28), highest perfection
(VIIL 15; XIV. 1), and a nature similar sadharmya)
to that of the Deity (XIV. 2). At a creation it does
not come into birth, nor at a dissolution is it disturbed
(XIV. 2). In this way the Gitd teaches that in
Release the soul becomes closely united with the Deity,
enjoying communion with Him and sharing in His
peace, bliss and perfection.

Although, then, as already noticed, the Gita often
speaks as though the Supreme Being were one without
difference with the individual self, its own distinctive
position, as indicated by its predominantly moral and
religious character, is that the Supreme Being is distinct
from the individual whom He pervades and controls.

In conclusion, we may say that the Deity as revealed
in the Gitd appears to be one who, though in His
transcendent aspect He is essentially unknown, is
revealed in His relation to the universe as Supreme
Self or Person, possessed of wonderful powers and
excellences. All that exists, matter and souls, form
a part of Him; and He in one aspect of Himself
brings them into existence, pervades, governs and
withdraws them into Himself. Though containing,
supporting and pervading all things, He does not share
in their evil nature, nor is He polluted by His relation-
ship to them. He is the principle of Consciousness
which exists in all individuals, but He is not responsible
for their actions. He is characterised by righteousness
and incarnates Himself from time to time to establish
it. He institutes the rule that righteousness should
be rewarded and evil punished, whether in this birth
or in others. He is also characterised by grace.
He loves all beings alike, whether good, bad or indiffer-
ent but more especially His devotees, whom He
wishes to possess completely. Nothing therefore de-
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lights Him so much as their whole-hearted devotion.
He is pleased with those who with mind centred on
Him seek to gain Him by strenuous discipline, unselfish
work, knowledge or simple devotion. He gives of
His grace to even the most undeserving, so that they
may come to Him quickly, and freeing them from sin,
He finally takes them to Himself, to eternal peace,
bliss and perfection, never again to return to the weary
cycle of births and deaths.



CHAPTER III

CONCEPTION OF THE DEITY IN PANCARATRA AND PURANIC
LITERATURE*

Historical Introduction.

Vaispavism appears to have had a long history,
going back to very remote times. Its origin and early
history are not known with any great degree of cer-
tainty. For our purpose it must suffice barely to
note certain main stages in its historical development.

Vaisnavism, as its name suggests, is a religion
centering round the worship of Visnu. The deity
of this cult bears also the sectarian names, Vasudeva-
Krspa, Nardyana and Krspa Gopéla. These names
indicate the four main streams which mingled into
one through a period of several centuries to form the
religion which Ramianuja inherited. We shall briefly
lay down what seem to us to have been its probable
development, although from the evidence so far
available, it must be admitted that no certainty can
be claimed for our conclusions.

As a sectarian movement, it would seem that the
cult must be traced to Vasudeva Krsna, a Ksatriya
warrior who fought at Kuruksetra. He belonged to
the Vrsni or Satvata clan.

His father’s name was Vasudeva, his mother’s
Devaki. He had an elder brother, Balarima or’
Sarmmkarsapa. He lived at a time when, as in the
period of the Brahmanas, religion became lost in
meaningless ritual. His religious instructor, however,
sought to preserve the theism of an older day.? Ghora

1 Under this general heading we propose to deal with works which we
enumerate on p. 92 below.

3 Asis evidenced by hus closing his discourse with verses from the Rg Veda.
86



IN PANCARATRA AND PURANIC LITERATURE 8&;

Angirasa was the teacher’sname. He was a worshipper
of a deity manifested in the form of the Sun, and pre-
sumably identical with Vispu in his post-Vedic char-
acter, and instructed Krsna (a) that one’s whole life
must be regarded as a continual sacrifice; (b) that
virtues such as austerity, almsgiving, uprightness,
harmlessness, and truthfulness, are as effective as one’s
gifts to the priests; (c¢) that at the hour of death
one should turn one’s thoughts to the Imperishable,
the Unfailing and the very Essence of Life; and (d)
that the highest goal is to attain Sfirya (the Sun),
the God of gods (Chand. IIT (17). 6). What is note-
worthy in this teaching is the heretic belittling of
Brahminic titualismgand the implied throwing of the
way 1o Ged to all, the emphasis on the practice of
certain virtues, and on the directing of one’s mind to
the Deily. "It 1s easy to see how this doctrine of
catholicity, of living one’s life as an offering to God,
of the practice of virtue, and of having one’s devotion
fixed on the Deity, is to be heard now loudly, now
dimly in the chequered history of Vaisnavism. ) How
much of this teaching Krsna accepted, or how much
he added to it, we cannot say. But it seems to be
fairly well preserved in the Bhagavadgitd, which
(@) teaches that everything is to be done as a sacrifice
to the Deity (IX. 27); (b) mentions the virtues?
taught by Ghora, along with others (XVI. 1-3);
(¢) emphasizes the importance of last thoughts (VIII.
5, 10), and generally, as we have seen, teaches that
one’s mind should be fixed on the Deity ; and (d) also
associates its doctrine with the Sun-god, here called
Vivasvan (IV. 1 f.). Consequently, we may believe
that doctrines similar to what he learnt from Ghora,
were what Krspa also taught. His teaching was
singularly successful, for he became the centre of a
theistic movement, which in the course of time began
to worship him along with his friend Arjuna. Reference

2 Of these, it must be noted, one 1s ‘* harmlessness,’”” a characteristically
Vaisnava virtue.
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to this fact is found in Panini’s (400 B.C.)! grammar
(IV. 3 08). His being coupled with Arjuna would seem
to indicate that Krspa was at this time revered only
as a demi-god. We have definite evidence, however,
of his having attained the rank of Supreme God in
the Besnagar inscription? (180 B.C.), which records
the erection of a Garuda column to Vasudeva, the God
of gods (devadeva). & This inscription is also significant
for the fact that Garuda, a bird sacred to Visnu, is
here associated wit Visudeva, and the inscription
adds that “ three in¥mortal steps . . . when practised
lead to heaven . . . self-control, chanty and dili-
gence "’ 3—which seems very much like an effort to
moralise the three strides associated with Visnu, even
as Ghora moralised every state of a man’s life. At
any rate, this inscription clearly shows that by about
200 B.C., Vasudeva-Krsna was fully identified with
Vispu. This brings us to the second current which
flowed into the making of Vaisnavism. Of it we must
now seek to give a brief account.

Vispu is a Vedic god, and therefore much more
ancient than Vasudeva-Krspa. Although in the
Rg-Veda the powerful personality of Indra seems to
put Visnu rather in the shade, he gradually rises to
importance, till in the Brahmanas* he is spoken of
as the highest god. Once having attained supremacy,
Visnu would in the course of time be thought by the
worshippers of Viasudeva-Krsna to be the same as
their * God of gods,” especially because of some
winsome qualities in Visnu’s character. He is, for
example, in the Rg-Veda, predominantly the friend
and helper of Indra. This quality of helpfulness un-
doubtedly impressed the early worshippers, who began,
it would seem, to think of Visnu not only as a helper
of Indra, but also as a helper of mankind. He is

* E. W. Hopkins, Great Epic of India p. 391. A. A. Macdonell, His?,
of Sanshrit Literature, p. 17.

: Epigraphia Indica Vol. X, inscription No. 669.

3 Dr. Barnett's translation, Hindu Gods and Hevoes, p. 88.
« Cf, Ait. Br. I 1; S$at. Br. XIV. (1). 1.
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accordingly said to have thrice traversed the earthly
spaces for man in distress (R.V. VI. 49. 13), and in
order to bestow it on man for a dwelling (R.V. VII.
100. 4; VI. 69. 5 and 6). He is spoken of as a pro-
tector of embryos (R.V. VII. 36. 9). In the.
Brahmanas, he is said to have assumed the form of a
Dwarf in order to gain dominion over the earth for the
gods (Sat. Br. I. 2. 5), and in the Mahdbharata numerous
stories are told of Vispu’s acts of grace and helpfulness,
his assuming various incarnations in order to aid gods
and men in distress.* It is not surprising that this|
god of helpfulness was gradually appropriated by theI
followers of Vasudeva Krsnd, who according to the
Bhagavadgita also taught a God of grace, who re-
peatedly incarnates Himself.

V| Further, Visnu was, if not earlier, certainly in the
period of the Brahmanas,? regarded by some as the
Spirit of the Sun, and he has that characteristic in the
Bhagavadgita (cf. X. 21; XI. 30}y When Visnu was
regarded as the Sun, it would be natural for the
spiritual descendants of Ghora Afgirasa, a priest of
the Sun, to worship him as their god. Indeed, it is
possible that Ghora was himself a worshipper of"
Visnu as the Sun, and consequently that the Vasudeva-
Krsna cult was a sect which grew up within
Visnu-worship, and when it deified its leader Vasudeva
Krsna identified him with the god whom he had
preached.

.-~ In the period of the Brihmanas, Visnu was very
definitely identified with the Sacrifice (Sat. Br.
XIV.1.1,1ff,alsol.2. 5, 1ff.). Inthe Bhagavadgits,
Krsnpa identifies himself with the Principle of Sacrifice
(adhiyajfia) (VIII. 4), thus again showing the close
affinity between the Vispu-cult and the Vasudeva-cultl
If they were two, it is not surprising therefore that
before long they became one. In the Anugitd, which

1 E.g., Mah. Bh, III, 102, 8756 fI.

1 Cf. the story about Aditya (sun) being Visnu's head, Sat. Br. XIV
(1). 1, 0. Visnu 1s mentioned along with the Adityas in A.V. XI (6). 2 but
never in the Rgveda. See Bohtlingk Roth’s Lexicon under Aditya.
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claims to repeat! the message delivered by Krsna to
Arjuna in the Bhagavadgita, and is hence later than
the Bhagavadgita, the identification, which we noted
as first mentioned in the Bhagavadgita, of Vasudeva
with Visnu is complete, for the name most often
used in the Anugitd for the Deity is Visnu.

The third element which contributed to the
development of Vaispavism was, it would appear,
the worship of Narayana. Narayapa with Nara is
mentioned in some passages of the Mahibharata?
as an ascetic saint, and tradition alleges® that a certain
sage, Nardyana, composed the famous Purusa Sikta
of Rg-Veda X. go. Purusa Nariyana is said in
{Satapatha Brahmana XII. 3. 4 to have sacrificed
himself and become the whole world. Here it would
seem that the followers of the sage Narayana had
begun to deify him and to identify him with the
Universal Purusa, from whose body he had taunght
that the universe sprang. Narayana thus became the
Universal Spirit, and when the old stories of his
great attachment to Nara were remembered and
narrated, the parallelism of the friendship of Krsna
for Arjuna was striking, and it is repeatedly declared
in the Mahabharata that the Universal Spirit Narayana
is the same as the Supreme Being Vasudeva Krsna,
and his comrade Nara is the same as Arjuna.t

Once this identification of Vasudeva with Narayana
was made, ideas peculiar to the Narayana cult would
influence the further development of the Vasudeva
sect. And this is what we find. Purusa Nardyana
is said in Satapatha Brihmana XIII. 61 to have
planned a Paficaritra Sattra or continued sacrifice
for five days, and it is quite possible, as Dr. Schrader
suggests,® that the central dogma of one section of the

A t Cf. A§vamedba Parva XVI. vs, 2-13, which are an introduction to the
nugitd,

* Cf. Mah. Bh. 1. 230, 18; IIIl. 12, 45; 47, 10; V. 48, 15, etc.

» Bhandarkar— Vasspanism, Saivism, etc. p. 31.

¢« Cf also Taitt. Ar. X. II.

s Cf, eg., VI (23). 818; VI (66). 3004 ; (68). 3053, etc., etc.

¢ Introduction to the Paficaraiva, etc., p. 25.
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Vasudeva, cult, that God manifests ITimself in a. five-fold
form, viz., in His para (supreme) vy#ha (emanation),
vibhava (incarnation), anfaryamin (inner self) and
arc@ (idol) forms, arose out of an effort to interpret
philosophically the Paficaratra Sattra of Narayana ;
and that when this doctrine had been established
those who upheld it came to be known as the
Paficaratrins. It shows how the identification of
Vasudeva with Narayana was the means of producing
quite a distinctive theology within one section of the
community.

Regarding the date when Visudeva was identified
with Narayana and Visnu, if we may judge from the
passage in Taitt. Ar. X. 1. 6, in which hymns are
addressed to Visnu, Narayana and Vasudeva as three
phases of one God, it would seem that such identi-
fication was being made about the third century B.C.,
which is regarded as the probable date of the passage.?!

While ideas connected with Vispu, Vasudeva and
Nardyapa thus mingle together to form the religion
of the Vaisnavas up to about the opening of the
Christian era, soon after the beginning of this era?
an entirely new element is observable, which speaks
of Krsna as a cowherd, and dwells with great devotion
on his birth, childhood, youth, amorous dalliances
and feats of strength. It is possible that, as Bhan-
darkar thinks,®? as Vaispavism spread, it came _info
contact with a pastoral tribe, the Abhiras; who wor-
shipped a cow-herd deity, whom now they identified
with Viasudeva-Krsna. Stories connected with this
deity accordingly flowed in and played a great part
in the future development of Vaispavism, expressing
itself in Purinic literature, and in an intensely emotional
‘feligions which dwells on incidents connected with

t Berriedale Keith, J R.A.S. 1915, p. 840; also Garbe, Indien undMas
Christentum, pp. 213, 265

* Bhandarkar, Vaispavism, Sawvism, etc., pp. 35-38.

3 Such, e g., as the religion of the Alvirs, of whom we shall give an account
later, and who were not charactenised by the eroticism of some of the later
sects.
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the life of the cowherd, Krspa Gopala, and is at times
led into eroticism by dwelling on his sport with the
herdswomen.

Having thus traced briefly the main elements which
during the centuries contributed to the distinctive
features of Vaispavism, we may proceed to examine
some typical Vaispava literature prior to Ramanuja
in order to elicit from it some characteristic views|
which it developed regarding the Deity. We shal}:’
confine ourselves to the Nardyaniya and the Anugita
sections of the Mahadbharata, the early Paficaritra
Sarhhitas, and the Vispu and Bhagavata Purinas.
Their theology is developed in the light of the prevalent
philosophies of the day, and these are, in the main,
the advaitism of some Upanisads and the Samkhya-
Yoga. Our aim will be to focus on ideas distinctive
of this literature rather than to give an exhaustive
account which would not only involve repeating
ideas already mentioned in connection with the
Upanisads and the Bhagavadgita, but would clearly
also carry us too far afield.

1. The Nature of the Deity.

The qualities which are predicated of the Divine
Being in these writings are essentially the same as
those mentioned in the Bhagavadgita ; this is only to
be expected, for these writings are the work of men
who belonged to the same religious cult as the author
of the Gita, and like him were seeking to express their
view of the Deity in the language of the then prevailing
philosophical schools.

Like the Gita, they regard the Supreme Being as
having a transcendent nature which must be declared
to be incomprehensible and past human understanding.

1. Nardyaniya and Anugitd probably belong to a period between 200 B.C.
and A.D. 200, according to Farquhar (O.R.L.I., p. 45). The older Samhitas,
according to Dr. Schrader, must have been earlier than the 8th cent. A.D.
(Introd. o the Paficaratra p. 19); Farquhar assigns them to A.p. 600-800
(O.R.L.I, p. 182). The Visnu Purina 1s dated by Farquhar as not later
than A.D. 400, and the Bhigavata Puripa as not later than A.p. goo (O.R.L.L.,
P. 143 and p. 232). ——
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The Narayaniya says of Him that He is one whose
motions are infinite, whose bodies are infinite, who
is without end and without beginning, and without
middle, whose middle is unmanifest, whose end is
unmanifest . . . who is beyond the ken of logic or
argument, who is unknowable ” (339. 4).* He is
described at times in terms which recall the language
of the Upanisads : ““ He that cannot be seen with the-
eye, touched with the sense of touch, smelt with the
sense of scent, and that is beyond the ken of the sense
of taste ” (340. 21). Similarly the Anugita declares
that ‘“ He is without symbols and qualities ’ (34. 5),2
and that it is only those who lack proper understanding
who ‘‘ regard that entity, through their own ignorance,
as invested with the properties of knowledge and
others ”’ (34. 6). The Sambhitas, likewise, recognise the
transcendent aspect of the Deity, but just because
it is transcendent and unknowable, they quite con-
sistently make little effort to describe it, but deal only,
and, in general, very fully, as we shall see, with the
Supreme Being as He stands in relation to the
universe—His transcendent nature remaining always
in the background. The Visnu and Bhagavata
Puranas also are not lacking in passages which describe
the Deity as beyond human thought.?

While recognising thus the transcendent and un-
knowable aspect of the Deity, emphasized so much
by philosophers, their own distinctive view seems to
be that the Deity may be known by his devotees.
Thus most of the passages above cited occur in contexts
which reveal a great deal of knowledge of the nature
of the Deity—this fuller knowledge being regarded in

! Quotations from the Narayaniya are taken throughout from P. C. Ray's
translation of the Mahabharata Vo?' 12 Santi Parva.

* Quotations from the Anugitd are also taken from the same author’s
translation, Vol. 14 4jvamedha Parva.

3 Visnu Purdapa I. 2; 1.9, p. 40; L 14, pp. 71 and 72; I.20, p. 101,
Bhig. P. IV. 9, p. 44; II. p. 54; LV. 24, pp. 108, 11T, elc. Quotanons
which follow are taken from M. N. Dutt's translation of these two Puranas *
in the Wealth of India, Volumes I, II and 1II, and the pages cited refer to
pages in this work.
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these writings as directly bequeathed to the devotee
by the Supreme Being Himself. It is true that He
may not be known by the natural processes of sense
and understanding as the passages above cited declare ;
but what is hidden from the cold reasonings of philo-
sophers is revealed, it would appear, to devout
worshippers. This truth that the Deity reveals
Himself to those who are devoted to Him is taught
by means of many illustrative instances in the
Narayaniya. The Deity “incapable of being seen
by anyone else . . . showed Himself to His wor-
shipper,” king Uparichara (337. 12);* but He was
invisible to the priest Brhaspati; who performed
the great Aévamedha Sacrifice. On the priest becoming
indignant at this, he was told that *‘ He (God) is
incapable of being seen either by ourselves or by thee,
O Brhaspati’! Only he can see Him to whom He
becomes gracious ”’ (337. 19). Ekata, Dvita and Trita
practised austerities for four thousand years : but were
sent away without a vision of the Deity, with the
message : ‘‘ That Great Deity is incapable of ever
being seen by one that is destitute of devotion. (He)
can be seen only by those persons that . . . succeed
in devoting themselves wholly and solely to Him ”
(337. 52 and 53). The Deity, then, though tran-
scendent, is not past human grasp.

These writers, however, are so eager to identify
their Deity with the Supreme One of the philosophers,
that the Deity when He reveals Himself is made to say,
““] am known as Purusa. Without acts, I am the
Twenty-fifth. Transcending attributes, I am entire
and indivisible. I am above all pairs of attributes
and freed from all attachments ” (340. 42 ff.). They
are eager to identify Him with everything which
symbolises greatness and perfection; for example,
with the Lords of creation with the four-headed

* This is a reference to the Nardyaniya which forms sections 336 ff. of the
Sinti Parva of the Mahabhirata. n what follows, references to the
Narsyaniya, will not be indicated by name, but may be recognised by the fact
that the number of its sections always falls between 336 and 360.
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Brahman, with the Sun, with the Emperor or the king,
with Indra and Varuna, with the sacrifices and Vedic
studies, with the Samkhya-Yoga, with the syllable
Om, with Yogic perfections and such like (339).t
But merely to regard the Deity as thus identical with
what is high and significant does not throw light on
the individual perfections which constitute Hisnature.
It is these that we shall now seek to discover.

Besides what we might call “ natural ”’ perfections
such as infinitude, eternity, unchangeability, omnipo-
tence, and omnipresence, which the Deity may be
expected to have as the Supreme Being of the philo-
sophers, He has also, it would seem, “ spiritual ”’
perfections which may be classified as knowledge,
beauty and goodness.

That Brahman is Thought or the principle of
Intelligence was, as we saw, one of the main doctrines
of Upanisadic philosophy. That is always retained.
He is spoken of as *“ only mind,” as ““ Lord of Speech,”
as ‘“the embodiment of correctness of judgment or
reasoning,”’ as identifiable with the wisdom of the
Sarhkhya-Yoga (339. 4), as ‘‘the Preceptor of the
universe ”’ (340. 43),% ‘““the highest Intelligence ”
(Anugita 52. 12). In the Samhitas, j7dgna or wisdom
is spoken of as not merely an attribute of the Supreme
Being, but as constituting His very essence,® and the
Nirayaniya. declares that when all things have
perished, knowledge remains as the sole companion
of the Deity (340. 69).

The beauty of the Deity is indescribable and can
be suggested only by means of inadequate analogies.
“ He resembled in some respects the feathers of a
parrot, and in some a mass of pure crystal. He
resembled in some respects a hill of antimony and in
some a mass of pure gold. His complexion somewhat

1 Cf. also Anugitd 54 (7). 10; Visnu Puriina I. 8. pp. 35 and 36; 9. p. 42
Bhagavata Purdna II. 5. p. 17, XI 16 pp 62 and 63.

3 Cf. also Bhagavata Purdna VIIL 7. p 26.

» Schrader Iniroduciion io the Paicardtrea p 33; cf. also Visnu Purdpa
1. 20, p. 101.
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resembled the coral when first formed. In some re-
spects it resembled the hue of the blue lapis lazuls
and in some that of sapphire. In some respects it
resembled the hue ot the peacock’s neck, and in some
that of a string of pearls. He had a thousand eyes
and was possessed of great beauty ™ (340. 3-6). The
Anugita declares, ““ The stainless lunar light is thy
smile. O thou of eyes like the (petals of the) lotus ™
(52. 11 and 14), and adds that the beauty of creatures
is really the beauty of the Deity Himself (52. 13).
The Puranas abound in passages which describe the
incomparable beauty of the Lord.?

The.ethical perfection of the Deity is proclaimed
in no less mistakable terms. If earthly morality
consists in performance of vows and ceremonies and
in Yogic restraint, the Deity is perfect in these for
He ‘““has completed all the vows and ceremonies
mentioned in the Vedas” (339. 4). He practises
the ‘“severe and flawless vow of Brahmacarya”
(Bhagavata Purana I. 3, p. #). He is “ the embodi-
ment of one who has not fallen away from Yoga ”
(339. 4). Dharma is His ‘‘ eldest born offspring ”
(Anugita 54. 11). He establishes laws, and in order
to set the standard for men, conforms to them Himself.
“ The ordinances I set are followed by all the worlds.
Those ordinances should always be adored, and it is
therefore, that I adore them "’ (342. 25). The Anugita
declares, ““ Purusa is dependent on goodness . . . the
wise believe in the identity of Purusa and goodness.
There is no doubt in this ’ (48. 7 and 9.2 Even the
very names of the Deity have a sanctifying and
cleansing power (342. 2). The Deity Himself declares,
“1 have never uttered anything base or anything
that is obscene. The divine Sarasvati who is Truth’s
self, and is otherwise called by the name of Rta,
represents my speech and always dwells in my tongue ”’

+ Cf. Visnu P. VI p. 457; Bhigavata P. III. 8, pp. 38 and 39; 15.pp.
78 and 79 ; III. 28 pp. 134-136, etc.
+ Cf. also Bhagavata P. IV. 3, p. 12; Visnu P.IIL 7, p, 189 ; 8, pp. 191-3.
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(343- 73). ““I have never swerved from the aliribute
of Sattva (goodness) ”’ (343. 75). “1 always hear
words that are pure and holy, O Dhanamjaya, and
never catch anything that is sinful. Hence I am called
by the name of Suciéravas ” (343. 89). The discourse
of the Deity being ended the narrator exclaims,
‘“ there is nothing holier on earth or in heaven, and
nothing higher than Narayana. Having listened to
this discourse, we feel that we have been cleansed
of all our sins and sanctificd entirely ’ (344. 16 and
17).t

7)1‘he perfection of the Deity consists, it would
appear, not merely in such Righteousness which
expresses itself in moral laws and institutions, and is
strongly opposed to sin, but in Love which shows
infinite tenderness and grace to the sinner. The quality
of friendly helpfulness was, as we saw, the character-
istic of Vispu, even in Rg Vedic times, where he
appears as a friend of Indra, helping him in his battles.
So also in the Mahabharata, as we noted, as Krsna
he appears as the special friend of Arjuna, and as
Narayana, the special friend of Nara. This quality
of the Deity as a friend and companion, helping whom
He will, becomes ever more prominent in the writings
of the Vaisnavas, till, as we shall see, it forms theone
theme on which the Alvars love to dwell. In the
Nardyaniya and in the Purdnas the grace and pro-
tecting care of the Deity are the theme of many a
passage. “‘ Through Nariyana's grace” king Vasu
ascended to heaven, “to a spot that is even higher
than the region of Brahman himself " (337. 61, 62),
and by His grace the king was rescued when cast
from heaven by a curse of the Rsis (339). The Deity
is the ** grantor of every wish "’ (339. 4).2 His “ troops
go everywhere for protecting His worshippers ' (339.
4).* He is “kind to all His worshippers,” * fond

+ Cf also Bhigavata P. I 16, p. 69, Visnu P, I1I. 7, pp. 188 and 189.
* Cf also Visnu P. I 12, p 61.
* Bhag. P. II. 9, p. 38; Visnu P. I. 22, p. 107.
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of them,” ‘‘ ever affectionatc towards them " (339. 4;
344. 53 and 54).* Heis ‘‘ the greatest friend "’ (339. 4),2
and ‘‘the one sole Refuge of all men” (342. 39).2
‘ He dispels the fears of all persons ” (347. 17). From
Him “ springs the attribute of forgiveness ”’ (345. 6).¢
He removes the misery of the humble (Vispu P. I. g,
p.- 39). He is “the abode of wonderful grace™
(Visnu P. 1. 9, p. 43). He is “running over with
mercy *’ (Bhag. VIII. 3, p. g).®

The Deity that is disclosed in these writings, if one
pierces behind the veil of philosophical language
which is used to describe His nature, is an Infinite
and transcendent Being who is characterised by
knowledge, and even more especially, by beauty,
goodness and love.

2. The Relation of the Deity to the world.

In the writings with which we are here concerned
the universe, with all the celestial and terrestrial
beings of which it consists, is not regarded as an
illusion arising from ignorance, as the Advaitins hold,
but as a real something which needs to be explained
in relation to the Divine Being.®* Consequently numer-
ous theories are put forward to show how the universe
came from the Deity. We shall not attempt to deal
with them all for most of them either adopt the
Sarhkhyan cosmology,” to which we have already
referred in connection with the Bhagavadgiti, and

* Cf. Bhag. P. IIL o, p. 43. * Bhag. P. L 2, p. 5.

3 Vispu P. I. 22, p. 111. ¢ Bhig. P. V1. 3, p. 15.

# Visnu P, L, 20, p. 102,

* No effort is made in these writings either to assert or refute the doctrine
of Maya (illusion), but throughout a realistic attitude to the universe is
maintained. Regarding the Samhitas, Dr. Schrader remarks that * illusionism
(mayd-vada) is altogether absent from them."” (Inivoduction to the Paficaratra,

. 93.) In the Bhagavata Purina the Universe is regarded as a
manifestation of the illusory power of the Supreme Being, but not as itself
an illusion. The Deity is said sportively to assume the diverse shapes of the
univers;a by virtue of His illusory power. (See II. 5; 1o; IIL 5; IV.
17, etc.

* For Sarmmkhyan accounts, see Nirdyaniya 340. 24. 3z ; Anugita. 18.
24-27; 35. 19-23, 40; 42. 2; 50. 34-56. Vispu P. 1. 2.; Bhig P.
Il.5; 1II.5; 26and27; XI.24.
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regard he universe as emanating principle by principle
as in the Sarhkhya, from Prakytis, which, however,
they regard as contained in the Supreme Being and
controlled by Him ; or they adopt fanciful mythological
accounts of creation.! To gain some idea of the
cosmology distinctive of this cult, we must turn to the
Pificaratra section of the Vaispavas. Its doctrines
are found in germ in the theory of Vy#ihas (emana-
tions) mentioned in the Narayaniya, and come to be
very fully elaborated in the Paficardtra Sarhhitas.
In the Narayaniya (340. 33-41) we are told that the
Supreme Being exists as Vasudeva, and in creating
the Universe enters into union with earth, wind, space,
water, and light, the five primal elements, and in
combination with these appears as Jiva (embodied
soul) and is called Sesa or Sarhkarsana. By Sarmhkar-
sapa’s spontaneous act, there evolves irom him
whom all creatures merge at a dissolution. From
Him again arises Aniruddha, who is consciousness.
He is the creator whio creates all things in the universe.
Thus the Supreme Being does not Himself create,
but goes through a series of emanations till Aniruddha
the creator appears. Aniruddha creates but the
Supreme Being underlies the whole process (340. 41).2
The doctrine of the Sarhhitas is much more elaborate.
Here® Narayana is regarded as dwelling for timeless

' For mythological accounts, see Nardyaniya 34I. 72-10t; 350. 16-61.
Visnu P. L. 4; L. 5-7. Bhdgavata P. Il. 10; III 12.

¢ It must be noted that the four forms here enumerated, Vasudeva,
Sarhkarsapa Pradyumna and Aniruddha, were not always recognised in this
cult. The Niardyaniya itself says so (349 57), and this is attested also by
inscriptions. Thus the Ghosundi inscriplion (about 150 B.c. Epigraphia
Indica XVI p. 25) and the Nanaghat inscription (about 100 B.c., Archaeological
Survey of Western India, pp. 60 f) mention only two forms, Visudeva and
Sarhkarsana. This fact suggests that originally only Visudeva (Krspa) and
Samkarsana (Baladeva, Krsna’s brother) were recognised, and afterwards
when, as Dr. Schrader suggests, * this original, {non-Brahmanic Paficariitra
was to be brought into agreement with the Veda and¥He famous saying of the
Purusa Siikta (fourth stanza) about the four quarters of God, one of which
only had become the world, two more members of the family of Krsna,
namely his son and grandson were deified, that is, made aspects of God,”
and we thus obtain the four uyithas. Inirod. lo Paiicaralra, pp. 144 and 1435.

s 1 give a summary of the very able account given by Dr. Scbrader in his
Introduction to the Paiicardira. .
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ages in His transcendent form, till the creative aspect
of Himself, His Sakti, spoken of figuratively as His
consort Laksmi, awakens, as it were by His command,
and with an infinitely small part of herself appears
in her dual aspect of kriya (acting) and bh#ts becom-
ing), that is, as formal and material cause. At this
stage, Narayana passes from His transcendent and un-
differentiated form and comes to be characterised by
six gumas or attributes, which are necessary for
creation. These attributes are jiigna (knowledge),
ai$varya (lordship), $ak#i (ability), bala (strength),
virya (virility), and fejas (splendour). As possessed
of these attributes and as distinct from His Sakti,
the Supreme Being is called Vasudeva. This may be
called the first Vyitha or emanation from the Supreme
Being.

From Visudeva, characterised thus by six attributes,
emanates Sarhkarsana. Two only of the six attributes
are manifest at this stage, although the Supreme
Being Himself is present with His six attributes in
this as in all the other stages of evolution. The two
attributes which are manifest in this stage are jiigna
and bala, and “ non-pure ! creation becomes dimly
manifest in an embryonic condition. From Sarkar-
sana comes Pradyumna, where the duality of Purusa
and Prakyti makes its appearance, i.e., the Group-Soul
called Kiitastha Purusa, which is the primordial
form of all finite souls in the mass, and Maya Sakti
or Primordial matter. The two attributesthat function
at this stage are ai$varya and virya. The Kitastha
Purusa begins now to have within itself the sources
of the four orders of man (i.e., the four castes), and
Maya Sakti now manifests itself in two forms, the
Guna-body (usually recognised as Prakyts in Sarmkhya
philosophy), consisting of the three gumas, sativa,
rajas and tamas, and the Time-body, consisting of

* Non-pure creation is the creation of the universe as we know it. Pure
creation consists of Visudeva and His Sakti, the Vyiihas, the Avatiras
(igcam;:\.tions) and Vaikunptha (Heaven with all the heavenly beings and
objects).
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Kala (Time) and its subtle cause, Niyats (Restriction).
These, viz., the Kitastha Purusa and the threefold
Maya Sakti, are now transferred by Pradyumna to
the last Vyitha, Aniruddha. The two attributes which
appertain to Aniruddha are v#rya and fejas. At this
stage the Kitastha Purusa enters into the material
elements, one by one, as they emerge from Aniruddha
in succession; first Maya Sakti, from Maya Sakti
Niyati, from Niyate Kala, from Kala Sattva, from
Sattva Rajas, and from Rajas Tamas. In the process
of entering into each of these Taffvas (elements), the
Manus, of which the Kdtastha Purusa is composed,
appropriate successively the individual faculty which
each of these Tattvas is capable of bestowing. When
the Katastha Purusa has entered the last of the material
principles, viz., Tamas, the three gunas unite to form
an undifferentiated mass called Avyakta (unmanifest)
or Malaprakyts ; and after that, evolution proceeds
much as in Sarhkhyan philosophy by the mutual
relation of Purusa and Prakyti, with this difference,
however, that in the Sarhhitas the process is regarded\
as being influenced by a third principle, viz., Time,?
and only one Purusa is recognised at this stage.
From Avyakia proceeds Mahat, and from Mahat
Ahamkara, which endows the Manus of which the
Kagastha Purusa is composed with individuality
(ahamkdra), mind (manas) and the ten organs (five
of sense, and five of action), and corresponding with
these the ten elements of the material universe. Once
these various existences have come about, they are
massed together into a Cosmic Egg, from which
Brahma the creator is born, and from him descend all
things movable and stationary.
There are many divergences in detail in different

Sarhhitds, but the main stages in the evolution of the
universe from the Supreme Being seem to be as

1 In the Vignu and Bhagavata Purinas also, Time always occurs as a third
principle besides Purusa and Prakrie; cf. Vis: P. I. 2; Bhig. P. IL 5;
IIL. 5; 26; 27; XL 24.
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described above, and serve to indicate how complicated
the doctrine of the four Vyihas,* mentioned in the
Narayaniya, became in this section of the Vaisnava
community.

Full of suggestion and interest as are the details
in this theory of the evolution of the universe from the
Supreme Being, we must now pass on to consider what
significance this and other theories of creation found
in the writings with which we are here concerned, have
for a view regarding the relationship in which the
Deity stands to the Universe.

All our writings agree, we noticed, in regarding
creation as an evolution or development from one stage
to another, either according to the Sammkhyan enumera-
tion of principles, or according to the Paficaratra
doctrine of Vyahas. The chief merit of this theory,
and hence its primary significance, is that according

1to it creation is ‘‘ a process which, while bringing the
\product into existence, leaves the source of the product
tunchanged.”2 The Deity is thus regarded as being
quite-unaffected by the changes which are necessary
to bring about the universe. He is the unchanging
One, who though unchanging is the explanation of
all change. Further, the many stages which are postu-
lated between God and the universe seem to make
less difficult the transition from God to a universe,
which is so different from Him in character. In this
way, an effort is made to relate to the Deity a world
which appears far removed from Him in nature,
and we seem able to understand how “‘ as the light and

1 As already said, the doctrine of the Vyihas does not occur in the
Bhagavadgitd, norinthe Anugiti. Inthe Visnu Purina, the names of the four
Vyithas appear only as the names of Krsna and members of his family (cf.
Vis. P. V). They occur in the same way also in the Bhigavata Purina
Book X. But often in this Purdna the Deity is greeted as having the four
forms of Viasudeva, Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha; but what
the Deity is or does under these forms is not elaborated (cf. I. 5, p. 18; VL
16, p. 69; X. 40, p. 182; XI. 5, p. 20; XII. 11) except in one passage,
IV. 24, p. 108, where Vasudeva is equated with the trancendent, Sathkargana
with the subtle, Pradyumna with the understanding and Aniruddha with

mind.
s J. C. Chatterji—Kashmir Saivism, p. 59.
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heat are stronger or feebler proportionate to the
distance of the spot, so the energy of Brahman is more
or less manifest in beings as they are more or less
remote from Him ” (Visnu Purana I. 22, p. 110).
The same desire to preserve the purity and unchar.czd
nature of the Supreme Being in relation to the changing
universe gives rise to the view in the Sarhhitas that
it is not the Supreme Being who is responsible for
creation, sustenance and absorption of the universe,.
but His Sakti. Sakti thus, in the Sarhhitas, practically
usurps the place of the Deity in relation to the universe,
being in one aspect of Herself, as we saw, both the
material (bh#ts) as well as the instrumental (Ariya)
cause of the universe. But she is prevented from
becoming the Deity by the fact that she is always
regarded as subordinate to the Supreme Being.?!
What exactly her relation to the Transcendent One is,
is not very clear, for although she is personified as Sri
or Laksmi, the wife of Visnu, she seems to be under-
stood only as an aspect of the Supreme One, and not
as a distinct person, for she is said to be related to the
Deity as a quality (dharma) is to its subject (dharmin)
or as sunshine is to sun, that is, as attribute to sub-
stance (cf. Ahirbudhnya Sarhhitd IV and Laksmi
Tantra II. 2 ff.). And yet, in order to preserve the
transcendent character of Vispu, Laksmi is also
regarded as a principle eternally distinct from the
Deity. As Dr. Schrader remarks, “in spite of fre-
quent assurances as to the real identity of Laksmi
and Visnu, the two are actually regarded as distinct :
even in Pralaya they do not completely coalesce but
become only ‘as it were’ a single principle (Ahir.
Sarh. IV. 48), the Laksmi eventually emerging from the
Great Night being the old Laksmi, not a new one.”
“ Still,” he concludes, “ the dualism is, strictly speak-
ing, a makeshift for preserving the transcendent
character of Visnu : Laksmi alone acts, but everything
she does is the mere expression ot the Lord’s wishes
* Cf. Introduction to the Pasicaratra, pp. 29 and 30—Schrader.
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(Introd. to the Pdjicardtra, p. 30). Thus it would seem
that the Supreme Being is related to the universe
through one aspect of Himself, viz., His Sakti, which,
however, is so eternally distinct from His own Supreme
nature that, though engaged in creating, sustaining
and absorbing the universe, it leaves His essential
nature unchanged.?

A similar desire to preserve the Divine transcendence
and perfection which seem incompatible with His
being an active agent in relation to the universe, gives
rise to the mythological account, in the Nardyaniya
and in the Puranas, that the Deity Himself does not
do this work, but commissions Brahma, who spon-
taneously rises out of Him, 2 to create and superintend
the wuniverse. To preserve the supremacy of the
Deity, Brahmi is regarded as obtaining from the
Divine Being the intelligence necessary for his task,3
as well as his great commission which is dramatically
expressed in the Nardyaniya thus: “Do thou, O
Brahman, duly think of the courses of acts which
creatures are to follow. Thou art the great ordainer
of all created beings. Thou art the master and lord
of the universe. Placing this burden on thee, I shall
be free ifrom anxiety "' (Nardy. 341. 89 ; Bhag. P. 8,
PP- 44-46). And we are told that ““ Having unveiled
to the Creator of the cosmos the objects that had to
be evolved, that Prime Person furnished with a lotus-
navel vanished in His native form *’ (Bhag. P. 8, p. 46),
and adopted the course of actionless Nuwytts (Naray.
340, 64 and 65), or Yogic sleep (348, 45 and 46).

1 In the Visnu Purina, Sri1s invoked as ** the Mother of all beings” and
as ““ the bestower of the fruit of emancipation *’ (cf. I. 9, p. 46) which seem
to suggest the Sarmhitd doctrine of Sri as the creative principle, and also the
later Vaisnava docirine of Sri as an intermediary in the matter of salvation.
But generally both in this Purapa as well as in the Bhigavata Puripa, Sri
is not a philosophical principle, but only the consort of Visnu. See Vis. P.
I.8and g, Bhag. P.11.2,p. 6; 9, p.37; VIIL 8,

* Mythologically Brahmi 1s said to arise from a lotus which springs out of
the navel of Vispu as He reposes on a serpent on the primeval waters. Bhag.
P.III. 8, pp. 36 and 37; cf. also, Visnu P. 1. 2, p. 11.

(;éif. Narayaniya, 350. 16-27 ; Bhag. P. 11I. 8, pp. 36 and 37, also II. 5
and 6.
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However, this way of overcoming the difficulty,
though seemingly satisfactory, is really no solution
to the problem at all, for it is asserted that Brahma,
who creates and superintends the universe, is after
all none other than the Supreme Being Himself.
“The same transcendent Lord, assuming the three”
qualities of matter—purity, energy and dulness—
wears for the purposes of creation, preservation and
destruction, the different designations of Hari, Virinci
(Brahman) and Hara ” (Bhag. P. 1. 2, p. 6), and
Brahma, speaking to an enquirer, declares, ‘“ Myself
thyself . . . and all other creatures . . . are the mani-
festations of that Purusa. . . . As the sun illumines
its own orbit as well as the outer world, so the universal
form of the Great God manifests itself and exhibits
all inner and outer objects ”’ (Bhag. P. II. 6, p. 21).

All these theories of evolution, of Vyiihas, of Sakti,
and of the creator-Brahma, are, it would seem, attempts
made by these thinkers to relate the Supreme Being
to the universe. In so far as the mediating principles
were regarded as distinct from the Supreme Being,
they served to bridge the gulf between God and the
world ; but when it was realised that they could
not be regarded as really distinct for then the problem
arose of explaining the relation of the Deity to them,
they were immediately declared to be none other than
the Deity Himself in one or other of His aspects.
Their double nature was accordingly their chief merit.
The elaboration of such principles shows how realis-
tically the universe was conceived by these thinkers,
and how they sought to relate it to the Deity, without
thereby detracting from the transcendence and per-
fection of the Supreme Being.

3. The Relation of the Deity to the finite self.

Although these writings adopt, as we have seen,
a realistic attitude towards the universe, they seem
to be influenced a great deal by Advaitism in their
view regarding the relation of the Deity to the finite
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self. At times they seem to teach that the Deity has
Himself entered into numerous bodies, and exists in
them as the finite self, there being no finite self in
the body beyond Him. Thus completely identifying
the individual self with the Supreme, the Anugita
describes death as a case of Brahman leaving the
body: ‘“ Deserted by Brahman the person is said
to be dead” (17. 24).* The Sarhhitds, although
much less advaitic in tendency than the Anugita,
are, as Dr. Schrader points out,? not altogether free
from advaitic passages. The Laksmi Tantra declares
that ‘ the dtman of the Para and the Ksetrajiia are
one” (I. VI. 15).* *“ As the dkasa in a pot moves
when the pot is moved, truly there is no difference
between the Para and the Jwa ' (I. VI. 20).* Even
the Puranas at times speak in a similar manner.
Thus Prahlada, persecuted for being a worshipper
of Visnu, triumphantly exclaims, ‘“ Salutation again
and again unto Visnu, in whom all things exist. . . .
Salutation to Him who also am I. . . . I am all things
and all things are from me who am eternal. I am
undecaying, eternal, the Asylum of the Supreme
Spirit. Brahma is my appelation, that is at the be-
ginning and end of all things.”*

While these thinkers tend thus at times to blur
all distinction between the Deity and the individual

1 Note also the manner in which the soul is regarded as attaining release
viz., by suppressing all its quahties till 1t passes into the Brahman-state of
being free from attributes (Anugitd 19. 11-14, 19-26; 42. 48-50; 5I. 25-35).
It would appear that the individual self 1s Brahman suffering births and
deaths because of attachment to the body, and when this attachment is cut
off, the individual becomes the Infinite Brahman that he always was (31. 8-14)
** Merging themselves in their souls (men) succeed 1n attaining to Brahman
(27. 22). The released one declares as though he were himself Brahman,
“* By me is pervaded everything that exists in this universe * (33. 2), and he
instructs his enquirer, * with thy heart intent upon the Real entity, it is
my soul into which thou wilt come ”’ (33. 8). In a similar vein it is asserted

‘(cha.t “ He that knows him (viz., the released person) knows the Veda ™
5I. 27).
: IZz)trod. to the Paficaraira, p. 49, footnote 3; cf. also pp. 91 and 123;
chapter 31 of Ahirbudhnya Sarhhita.

*'Quoted in P. T. Srinivisa Awyangir's Outlines of Indian Philosophy,
Pp- 184 and 185.

¢ Visnu Purdna, 1. 19, p. 100 ; cf. also VL. 7, p. 458 ; Bhag. P. IV, 22,
P.97: XL3,Pp.9
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they seem on the whole, as will be evident from what
follows, to distinguish between the Supreme and the
individual self, and to indicate how the two are
related to each other. We shall seek to describe
the relation in which in these writings the Deity is
conceived to stand to the finite self in the three forms
of its existence, that is, prior to samsdra, in embodied
form, and in Release.

The Narayaniya and the Anugitd say nothing about
the existence of souls prior to samsdra. The Sarhhitas,
on the other hand, incline to the view that souls exist
eternally, and therefore prior to creation, in a subtle
form within the Deity in one of His aspects. According
to them, souls and the objects of the universe form an
eternal part of Bhiiti Sakti, which is one aspect of
Laksmi, and Bhiti Sakti is said, by way of contrast
with Kriya Sakti which is ‘“ undivided ”’ (niskala),
to be divided in many ways (nandbhedavati)l—
which would seem to indicate that the plurality of the
universe is retained in a subtle form in it. Con-
sistently with this, Laksmi, to whom Bhiti Sakti
belongs, declares that prior to creation, she exists
as inseparably one with the Deity “ with all the
world taken into her lap,”? and adds, ““ All jivas are
established in me ; all of them are in me.” Similarly
the Katastha Purusa, which exists prior to gross
creation as that from which souls come into embodied
existence, and that into which karma-bound souls
pass at the dissolution of the universe, is described
in the Ahirbudhnya Sarmhitad as “an aggregate of
souls, similar to a bee-hive, the pure-impure condition
of Bhiiti—such is the Purusa piled up by souls blunted
by beginningless Germ-impressions (vasand)” (VI.
33-34).* The Bhagavata and Visnpu Puranas also

1 Ahirbudhnya Sarhhitd, Ch. XIV. g; cf. V. g-11; Schrader, Inirod.
to Paiicardtva, p. 30, and footnote 5 on the same page ; also p. 114.

1 Cf. Laksmi Tantra, II. 12-35, XI1I. 18-29, quoted in P. T. Srimvisa
Aiyangar, Outlines of Indian Philosophy ; also Schrader, Inirod. v Fancardlra,

86

P 3 br. Schrader’s translation in the Inirod. io the Paiicaratra, p. 69; cf.
also Laksmi Tantra, VII, 11-12.
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assert that the Deity contains all souls within Himself
in a subtle form prior to creation. ‘“ When this
universe was under waters at the time of dissolution,
the Deity alone reposed on His mighty serpent couch ;
His eyes were closed though He did not do away with
the power of understanding. . . . And although He
had placed within His person all incorporeal bodies,
He sent the energy of Time to arouse Him again
at the time of creation. . . . Sleeping for four y#gas,
and thousands of years with His own created energy
He espied within His person all those creatures.”?
According to this view, then, the soul exists even prior
to creation, as something eternally distinct, although
it exists only in the Supreme Being and is completely
dependent on Him.

In the second stage of existence above distinguished,
viz., as embodied creature, it would appear that the
individual self is pervaded by the Supreme Being as
1ts soul or principle of consciousness. So much is
the Deity regarded as the soul of embodied individuals;-
that, as already indicated, He seems at times to
usurp the place of the individual self. Nevertheless
the fact that the embodied self suffers from many
evils seems to have prevented them from completely
identifying the individual with the Supreme Self.
Thus the Anugita, which, as we have noticed, is often
advaitic in tone, speaks in the language of the
Svetdévatara of a triad, when it is faced with the
unintelligent and sinful nature of the embodied creature.
“There are the two birds which are immutable,
which are friends, and which should be known as
unintelligent. That other which is different from these
two is called the Intelligent. When the inner self
which is destitute of knowledge of Nature, which is
unintelligent, becomes conversant with that which
1s above Nature, then understanding that Ksefra and
endued with an intelligence which transcends all

! Bhag. P. ITI. 8, pp. 36 and 37; cf. also Visnu P. I, 12, p. 59.
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qualities and apprchends everything, (it) bccomes
released from all sins ”’ (47. 16 and 1%).

In the Sarhhitas, the difference of the embodied.
self from the Supreme Being is so clearly preceived
that, as we have seen, the individual in his embodied
form is regarded as derivable from the Supreme
Being only after a long series of emanations, during’
which he acquires step by step the properties of matter,
and thus becomes further and further removed from
the nature of the Supreme Self. How different from
the Deity the individual thus becomes is seen from
the three ‘ taints ”’ with which he is now afflicted,
with regard to his form, power and knowledge :
(x) atomicity as compared with the omnipresence of
the Deity, (2) impotence as compared with Divine
omnipotence, and (3) ignorance as compared with His
perfect knowledge.* Besides, the individual is subject
to passions arising from the Gunas, of which the Deity
is characteristically free ; hence a special ““ descent ”
of the Supreme Being into the embodied individual
becomes necessary, and we are told that the Deity
by a special incarnation descends into the lotus of the
heart and takes His abode there as Amntarydmin or
Inner Ruler.?

Not only the Sarhhitds and the Anugitd, but also
the other writings® with which we are here concerned
regard the embodied individual as suffering from
imperfections ; and the problem has therefore to be
faced in what relation the Deity stands to these im-
perfections if He exists within the individual as his
Soul. As usual in Indian thought, the imperfections
of the embodied being are declared to be not in any
way due to the Deity who resides within it, and in
seeking to understand how the Divine principle may
exist in the individual without being responsible for

t Cf. Ahirbudhunya Samhitda XIV. Schrader, Inirvod. to the Paiicaralra,
) ’Iégin"ader, Introd. lo the Paficaraiva, D. 49.

s Cf, e.g., Nirdyaniya, 349. 76-8; Vispu P, VL. 5, pp. 440-4; Bhag.
P. IIl. 9, p. 41; 27, PP. 29-32.
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these imperfections, recourse is had to the Sarhkkyan
conception of the Purusa, who is Spectator or Witness
merely and not Agent. “ The one Purusa . . . tran-
scends all purusas and is invisible. The many purusas
that exist in the universe constitute the basis upon
which that one Purusa stands. Though divested of
body, He dwells in every body. Though dwelling again
in bodies, He is never touched by the acts accomplished
by those bodies. He is my inner Soul. He is thy
inner Soul. He is the all-seeing Witness dwelling
within all embodied creatures and engaged in marking
their acts.?

The Sambitds also free the Supreme Soul from all
responsibility for the evil that characterises the life
of the individual. In their view disease and other
evils suffered by the embodied individual are always
due to sins committed by him in former lives,?2 not
to the Deity. In this manner those thinkers maintain
that though the Supreme Being exists within the
individual, He does not share in its evil nature nor is
He responsible for it.

While then in relation to the evil which characterises
embodied souls, the Deity exists merely as Spectator,
His relation to embodied souls themselves is not one
of passivity or indifference, but one?® of intense active
interest and love. Accordingly He lays aside His
Supreme form when necessary and assuming finite
form enters the world for their benefit. The doctrine
of incarnation is very fully elaborated in these writings.?
While the Bhagavadgita, and following it, the Anugita,
merely lay down the doctrine of repeated incarnation,
the other writings enumerate in detail all the incarna-
tions of the Deity in the past, as well as any still to
come, and also narrate the circumstances and purpose

i Nardyaniya 35I.25; 352-6; cf. 352. 14. 15; also Visnu P. L. 19, p. 100;
Bhag. P.1V. p. 54.

+ Ahirbudhnya Samhiti, Ch. 38 ; Schrader, Inirod. to the Paficaritra,
p. 129; cf. also Bhag. P. VL. 1, p. 5; 15, p. 67.

' Nirdyaniya 340. 74-102; 34I. 89-g0, etc.; Anugiti 54. 12-22; for
Sarhhitas see Schrader, Infroduciion lo the Padicaraiva, pp. 42-49; Visnu.
P. 1. 4; IIL 2. p. 177, etc.; Bhag. P. L. 3, etc.
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of each incarnation. In the Narayaniya, the Deity
is said to assume the form of a boar to bring back the
Earth from the waters * for the good of all creatures ”’
(340. 74) ; as a man-lion to slay Hiranyakasipu for
the benefit of the deities (76); as Aditya to defeat
the aswra who appropriates the sovereignity of the
universe from the deities (79) ; as Rama of the race
of Bhrgu to exterminate the Ksatriyas who become
proud (81); as Rama, son of Dadaratha, to slay the
Lord of the Raksasas, that ““ thorn of all the worlds
(85) ; as Krsna to slay Karhsa, and the innumerable
Danavas who will be as ““ thorns in the sides of the
deities,” and all such as have done some form of
injury or other to others (86 and 87). He with
Arjuna will consume a large number of Ksatriyas
“ for doing good to the world,” and in these various
ways will lighten the burden of the earth (g7
and 98).

It is to be noticed how the interest is fixed in all
this on the Deity’s desire to do good to those whom
He loves. While in the Bhagavadgita, Righteousness
was empbasized as the chief motive of incarnation,
Love occupies the chief place here.

The Puranas add to the list of incarnations given
in the Nardyaniya ; the Bhigavata Purina mentions
as many as twenty-two, and adds that the incarnations
of the Lord are “ numberless ’ (I. 3). The Sarhhitas
generally enumerate thirty-nine incarnations.?

The Visnu and Bhigavata Puranas distinguish
themselves in their elaboration of the Krsna-incarnation
among the cow-herds of Mathura (Visnu P. V; Bhag.
P. X). The tenth book of the Bhagavata Purana—
the longest and most popular section of that work—
is devoted entirely to the birth, life, amours and
miraculous deeds of Krspa among the herdsmen
and herdswomen of Mathura. :

What, we may ask, is the significance of this theory
of incarnation, which plays.so great a part in our

v Cf. Schrader, Introduction to the Paficaraira, p. 42.
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writings ? The belief in non-human forms, such as
that of boar, fish, tortoise and such-like, which the
Deity is said to assume, probably indicates the function
which the theory of incarnation originally performed,
viz., that of relating the Deity to the primitive worship
of an earlier day, or to contemporary worship among
some classes of the people. By this means, it would
appear, peace was made between worshippers of
different gods. He who worshipped the Deity in the
form of a Boar was a worshipper of Vispu no less
than he who worshipped the high-souled Krsna.
All were in the end worshippers of the same Deity,
and accordingly there was little need for sectarian
animosity. This is indeed the function which the
theory consistently performs in later Hindu thought,
when heroes such as Rama and Krsna or philosophers
of great renown, such as Buddha and Kapila, are
1aised to incarnations of Vispu (cf. Bhagavata Purana
I. 3), and thus their followers are reconciled with the
devotees of Visnu.

Besides this, the theory of incarnation, as developed
in the writings with which we are deahng, seems to
have had also a more particular significance, arising
from the peculiar moral and religious fervour of the
followers of this cult. The only Supreme Being that
the philosophers knew anything about was the
Transcendent One, who, though immanent in the
universe, was still so far removed from it in character
that He not only was incapable of being described in
terms of anything known in experience, but was also
incapable of being regarded as actively related to it.
It was necessary therefore that the Supreme Being
should assume finite form for the sake of His worshipper,
who, however {ull of devotion, found it hard to worship
the Unmanifest. Accordingly in the Samhitas, it is
declared that the primary purpose for the finite mani-
festations of the Deity is that He may become the
object of the devotee’s worship and meditation.?

t Schrader, Inirod. fo the Paficaratra, p. 49.
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For this purpose, He is even said to enter inanimate
objects and become incarnate in idols.! The
function which the theory of incarnation performs
seems accordingly to be, in addition to the
general one mentioned above, to bring the
Supreme One of the philosophers into living and
loving touch with the moral and religious life of His
devotees.

The Samhitds distinguish between primary and’
secondary incarnations, the primary being the Supreme
Being appearing in a body which is non-material
(aprakrta), while the secondary are the Deity entering
into and possessing the body of an ordinary finite
being in order to carry out some particular)
purpose. 2 .

It is generally believed that the incarnate being is
a portion of, or emanation from, the Supreme Being.
Thus the Visnu Purina declares, ! He who is the soul_
of all . . ~descends for the preservation of the earth -
in a small portion of His essence to establish righteous-
,r{is;, below " (V. 1, p. 319), and speaking of the incarna> -
tiomr of the Deity as Krsna and his brother, Sarmkarsana,
declares, ‘ the Supreme Being plucked off two hairs,
one white and one black, and said to the celestials :
‘ These my hairs shall go down upon earth and shall
relieve her of the burden of her distress* ”’ (V. 1, p. 321),
which indicates that the incarnate beings are a small
portion of the Supreme Being. This is generally
conceded by the Bhagavata Purdna also, which, after
enumerating the twenty-two incarnations of the Deity,
declares, ““ All these are either portions or emanations
from the Person,” although making an exception in
the case of the Krsna-incarnation, it adds, “ but
Krsna is the Lord Himself ” (I. 3, p. 9).

The Sarhhitas, however, with their elaborate cos-

1 Five forms of the Deity are recognised generally in Piiicardtra literature :

1) Para (or Supreme form), (2) Vyiha {emanation), (3) Viblhava (incarnations),
é4.) Antaryamin (Inner Ruler), and (5) Arcid Avatgra (incarnation in idols).
ee Schrader, Introd. to the Paficardtra, pp. 25 and 49.

3 See Schrader, Introd. lo the Pafricariira, p. 47.
1






