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PREFACE.

— e

It is not without serious misgivings that I venture
at this late hour of life to place before my fellow-
workers and all who are interested in the growth
of philosophical thought throughout the world, some
of the notes on the Six Systems of Indian Philo-
sophy which have accumulated in my note-books
for many years. It was as early as 1852 that I
published my first contributions to the study of
Indian philosophy in the Zeitschrift der Deutschen
Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft. My other occupa-
tions, however, and, more particularly, my prepara-
tions for a complete edition of the Rig-Veda, and
its voluminous commentary, did not allow me at
that time to continue these contributions, though
my interest in Indian philosophy, as a most im-
portant part of the literature of India and of
Universal Philosophy, has always remained the
same. This interest was kindled afresh when
I had to finish for the Sacred Books of the East
(vols. I and XV) my translation of the Upanishads,
the remote sources of Indian philosophy, and
especially of the Vedinta-philosophy, a system in
which human speculation seems to me to have
reached its very acme. Some of the other systems
of Indian philosophy also have from time to time
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roused the curiosity of scholars and philosophers in
Europe and America, and in India itself a revival
of philosophic and theosophic studies, though not
always well directed, has taken place, which, if it
leads to a more active co-operation between Euro-
pean and Indian thinkers, may be productive in the
future of most important results. Under these cir-
cumstances a general desire has arisen, and has
repeatedly been expressed, for the publication of
a more general and comprehensive account of the
six systems in which the philosophical thought of
India has found its full realisation.

More recently the excellent publications of Pro-
fessors Deussen and Garbe in Germany, and of Dr.
G. Thibaut in India, have given a new impulse to
these important studies, important not only in the
eyes of Sanskrit scholars by profession, but of all
who wish to become acquainted with all the solutions
which the most highly gifted races of mankind have
proposed for the eternal riddles of the world. These
studies, to quote the words of a high authority,
have indeed ceased to be the hobby of a few indi-
viduals, and have become a subject of interest to
the whole nation'. Professor Deussen’s work on
the Vedanta-philosophy (1883) and his translation
of the Vedianta-Sttras (1887), Professor Garbe’s
translation of the Simkhya-Sttras (1889g) followed
by bis work on the Simkhya-philosophy (1894),
and, last not least, Dr. G. Thibaut’s careful and
- most useful translation of the Vedinta-Sttras in
vols. XXXIV and XXXVIII of the Sacred Books
of the East (1890 and 1896), mark a new era in the

! Words of the Viceroy of India, see Times, Nov. 8, 1898.
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study of the two most important philosophical
systems of ancient India, and have deservedly
placed the names of their authors in the front rank
of Sanskrit scholars in Europe.

My object in publishing the results of my own
studies in Indian philosophy was not so much to re-
state the mere tenets of each system, so deliberately
and so clearly put forward by the reputed authors
of the principal philosophies of India, as to give
a more comprehensive account of the philosophical
activity of the Indian nation from the earliest times,
and to show how intimately not only their religion,
but their philosophy also, was connected with the
national character of the inhabitants of India,
a point of view which has of late been so ably
maintained by Professor Knight of St. Andrews
University .

It was only in a country like India, with all
its physical advantages and disadvantages, that
such a rich development of philosophical thought
as we can watch in the six systems of philosophy,
could have taken place. In ancient India there
could hardly have been a very severe struggle for life.
The necessaries of life were abundantly provided by
nature, and people with few tastes could live there
like the birds in a forest, and soar like birds
towards the fresh air of heaven and the eternal
sources of light and truth. What was there to do
for those who, in order to escape from the heat of the
tropical sun, had taken their abode in the shade of
groves or in the caves of mountainous valleys except
to meditate on the world in which they found them-

1 See *Mind,’ vol v. no. 17.
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selves placed, they did not know how or why?
There was hardly any political life in ancient India,
* such as we know it from the Vedas, and in con-
sequence neither political strife nor municipal ambi-
tion. Neither art nor science existed as yet, to
call forth the energies of this highly gifted race.
While we, overwhelmed with newspapers, with
parliamentary reports, with daily discoveries and
discussions, with new novels and time-killing social
functions, have hardly any leisure left to dwell on
metaphysical and religious problems, these problems
formed almost the only subject on which the old
inhabitants of India could spend their intellectual
energies. Life in a forest was no impossibility in
the warm climate of India, and in the absence of
the most ordinary means of communication, what
was there to do for the members of the small
settlements dotted over the country, but to give
expression to that wonder at the world which is
the beginning of all philosophy ? Literary ambition
could hardly exist during a period when even the
art of writing was not yet known, and when there
was no literature except what could be spread and
handed down by memory, developed to an extra-
ordinary and almost incredible extent under a care-
fully elaborated discipline. But at a time when
people could not yet think of public applause or
private gain, they thought all the more of truth;
and hence the perfectly independent and honest
character of most of their philosophy.

It has long been my wish to bring the results
of this national Indian philosophy nearer to us,
and, if possible, to rouse our sympathies for their
honest efforts to throw some rays of light on
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the dark problems of existence, whether of the ob-
Jective world at large, or of the subjective spirits,
whose knowledge of the world constitutes, after all,
the only proof of the existence of an objective world.
The mere tenets of each of the six systems of Indian
philosophy are by this time well known, or easily
accessible, more accessible, I should say, than even
those of the leading philosophers of Greece or of
modern Europe. Every one of the opinions at
which the originators of the six principal schools of
Indian philosophy arrived, has been handed down
to us in the form of short aphorisms or Sdtras, so
as to leave but little room for uncertainty as to
the exact position which each of these philosophers
occupied on the great battlefield of thought. We
know what an enormous amount of labour had
to be spent and is still being spent in order to
ascertain the exact views of Plato and Aristotle,
nay, even of Kant and Hegel, on some of the most
important questions of their systems of philosophy.
There are even living philosophers whose words
often leave us in doubt as to what they mean,
whether they are materialists or idealists, monists
or dualists, theists or atheists. Hindu philosophers
seldom leave us in doubt on such important points,
and they certainly never shrink from the conse-
quences of their theories. They never equivo-
cate or try to hide their opinions where they are
likely to be unpopular. Kapila, for instance, the
author or hero eponymus o the Sdmkhya-philosophy,
confesses openly that his system is atheistic, an-
isvara, without an active Lord or God, but in spite of
that, his system was treated as legitimate by his con-
temporaries, because it was reasoned out consistently,
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and admitted, nay, required some transcendent and
invisible power, the so-called Purushas. Without
them there would be no evolution of Prakriti,
original matter, no objective world, nor any reality
in the lookers-on themselves, the Purushas or spirits.
Mere names have acquired with us such a power
that the authors of systems in which there is
clearly no room for an active God, nevertheless
shrink from calling themselves atheists, nay, try
even by any means to foist an active God into
their philosophies, in order to escape the damaging
charge of atheism. This leads to philosophical am-
biguity, if not dishonesty, and has often delayed
the recognition of a Godhead, free from all the
trammels of human activity and personality, but
yet endowed with wisdom, power, and will. From
a philosophical point of view, no theory of evolution,
whether ancient or modern (in Sanskrit Parinima),
can provide any room for a creator or governor of
the world, and hence the Simkhya-philosophy de-
clares itself fearlessly as an-isvara, Lord-less, leaving
it to another philosophy, the Yoga, to find in the
old SAmkhya system some place for an Isvara or
a personal God. What is most curious is that
a philosopher, such as Samkara, the most decided
monist, and the upholder of Brahman, as a neuter,
as the cause of all things, is reported to have been
a worshipper of idols and to have seen in them,
despite of all their hideousness, symbols of the
Deity, useful, as he thought, for the ignorant, even
though they have no eyes as yet to see what is
hidden behind the idols, and what was the true
meaning of them.

What I admire in Indian philosophers is that
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they never try to deceive us as to their principles
and the consequences of their theories. If they are
idealists, even to the verge of nihilism, they say so,
and if they hold that the objective world requires
a real, though not necessarily a visible or tangible
substratum, they are never afraid to speak out. They
are bona fide idealists or materialists, monists or
dualists, theists or atheists, because their reverénce
for truth is stronger than their reverence for anything
else. The Vedantist, for instance, is a fearless idealist,
_and, as a monist, denies the reality of anything but
the One Brahman, the Universal Spirit, which is
to account for the whole of the phenomenal world.
The followers of the Simkhya, on the contrary,
though likewise idealists and believers in an unseen
Purusha (subject), and an unseen Prakriti (objective
substance), leave us in no doubt that they are and
mean to be atheists, so far as the existence of an
active God, a maker and ruler of the world, is
concerned. They do not allow themselves to be
driven one inch beyond their self-chosen position.
They first examine the instruments of knowledge
which man possesses. These are sensuous percep-
tion, inference, and verbal authority, and as none of
these can supply us with the knowledge of a Supreme
ing, as a personal creator and ruler of the world,
Kapila never refers to Him in his Stras. As a
careful reasoner, however, he does not go so far as
to say that he can prove the non-existence of such
a Being, but he is satisfied with stating, like
Kant, that he canndt establish His existence by the
ordinary channels of evidential knowledge. In
neither of these statements can I discover, as others
have done, any trace of intellectual cowardice, but
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simply a desire to abide within the strict limits of
knowledge, such as is granted to human beings.

He does not argue against the possibility even of
the gods of the vulgar, such as Siva, Vishnu, and

all the rest, he simply treats them as Ganyesvaras

or Kéryesvaras, produced and temporal gods (Sttras

I11, 57, comm.), and he does not allow, even to the

Supreme fsvara, the Lord, the creator and ruler

of the world, as postulated by other systems of
philosophy or religion, more than a phenomenal

existence, though we should always remember that
with him there is nothing phenomenal, nothing con-

fined in space and time, that does not in the end

rest on something real and eternal.

We must distinguish however. Kapila, though he
boldly confessed himself an atheist, was by no means
a nihilist or Nistika. He recognised in every man
a soul which he called Purusha, literally man, or
spirit, or subject, because without such a power,
without such endless Purushas, he held that Prakriti,
or primordial matter with its infinite potentialities,
would for ever have remained dead, motionless,
and thoughtless. Only through the presence of this
Purusha and through his temporary interest in
Prakmiti could her movements, her evolution, her
changes and variety be accounted for, just as the
movements of iron have to be accounted for by the
presence of a magnet. All this movement, however,
is temporary only, and the highest object of Kapila’s
philosophy is to make Purusha turn his eyes away
from Prakriti, so as to stop her acting and to regain
for himself his oneness, his aloneness, his indepen-
dence, and his perfect bliss.

Whatever we may think of such views of the
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world as are put forward by the Simkhya, the
Vedanta, and other systems of Indian philo-
sophy, there is one thing which we cannot help
admiring, and that is the straightforwardness and
perfect freedom with which they are elaborated.
However imperfect the style in which their theories
have been clothed may appear from a literary point
of view, it seems to me the very perfection for the
treatment of philosophy. It never leaves us in any
doubt as to the exact opinions held by each philo-
sopher. We may miss the development and the
dialectic eloquence with which Plato and Hegel
propound their thoughts, but we can always appre-
ciate the perfect freedom, freshness, and downright-
ness with which each searcher after truth follows
his track without ever looking right or left.

It is in the nature of philosophy that every
philosopher must be a heretic, in the etymological
sense of the word, that is, a free chooser, even if,
like the Vedintists, he, for some reason or other,
bows before his self-chosen Veda as the seat of
a revealed authority.

It has sometimes been said that Hindu philosophy
asserts, but does not prove, that it is positive
throughout, but not argumentative. This may be
true to a certain extent and particularly with regard |

to the VedAnta-philosophy, but we must remember
that almost the first question which every one of
the Hindu systems of philosophy tries to settle
is, How do we know? In thus giving the Noétics
the first place, the thinkers of the East seem to me
again superior to most of the philosophers of the
West. Generally speaking, they admitted three
legitimate channels by which knowledge can reach
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us, perception, inference, and authority, but authority
freely chosen or freely rejected. In some systems
that authority is revelation, Sruti, Sabda, or the
Veda, in others it is the word of any recognised
authority, Apta-vakana. Thus it happens that the
S&mkhya philosophers, who profess themselves en-
tirely dependent on reasoning (Manana), may never-
theless accept some of the utterances of the Veda
as they would accept the opinions of eminent men or
Sishtas, though always with the proviso that even
the Veda could never make a false opinion true.
The same relative authority is granted to Smrti
or tradition, but there with the proviso that it must
not be in contradiction with Sruti or revelation.

Such an examination of the authorities of human
~ knowledge (Praminas) ought, of course, to form the
introduction to every system of philosophy, and to .
have clearly seen this is, as it seems to me, a very
high distinction of Indian philosophy. How much
useless controversy would have been avoided, par-
ticularly among Jewish, Mohammedan, and Christian
philosophers, if a proper place had been assigned 7.
lvmine to the question of what constitutes our legiti-
mate or our only possible channels of knowledge,
whether perception, inference, revelation, or any-
thing else !

Supported by these inquiries into the evidences of
truth, Hindu philosophers have built up their various
systems of philosophy, or their various conceptions
of the world, telling us clearly what they take for
granted, and then advancing step by step from the
foundations to the highest pinnacles of their systems.
The Vedantist, after giving us his reasons why reve-
lation or the Veda stands higher with him than
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sensuous perception and inference, at least for the
discovery of the highest truth (Paraméirtha), actually
puts Sruti in the place of sensuous perception, and
allows to perception and inference no more than an
authority restricted to the phenomenal (Vyivaharika)
world. The conception of the world as deduced
from the Veda, and chiefly from the Upanishads,
is indeed astounding. It could hardly have been
arrived at by a sudden intuition or inspiration, but
presupposes a long preparation of metaphysical
thought, undisturbed by any foreign influences. All
that exists i1s taken as One, because if the existence
of anything besides the absolute One or the Supreme
Being were admitted, whatever the Second by the
side of the One might be, it would constitute a limit
to what was postulated as limitless, and would have
made the concept of the One self-contradictory. But
then came the question for Indian philosophers to
solve, how it was possible, if there was but the One,
that there should be multiplicity in the world, and
that there should be constant change in our experi-
ence. They knew that the one absolute and unde-
termined essence, what they called Brahman, could
Jave received no impulse to change, either from
itself, for it was perfect, nor from others, for it was
Second-less.

Then what is the philosopher to say to this mani-
fold and ever-changing world? There is one thing
only that he can say, namely, that it is not and
caunot be real, but must be accepted as the result
of nescience or Avidyi, not only of individual
ignorance, but of ignorance as inseparable from
human nature. That ignorance, though unreal in
the highest sense, exists, but it can be destroyed
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by Vidy4, knowledge, i.e. the knowledge conveyed
by the Vedinta, and as nothing that can at any
time be annihilated has a right to be considered
as real, it follows that this cosmic ignorance also
must be looked upon as not real, but temporary
only. It cannot be said to exist, nor can it be said
not to exist, just as our own ordinary ignorance,
though we suffer from it for a time, can never claim
absolute reality and perpetuity. It is impossible to
define Avidy4, as little as it is possible to define
Brahman, with this difference, however, that the
former can be annihilated, the latter never. The
phenomenal world which, according to the Vedénta,
is called forth, like the mirage in a desert, has its
reality in Brahman alone. Only it must be remem-
bered that what we perceive can never be the
absolute Brahman, but a perverted picture only, just
as the moon which we see manifold and tremulous in
its ever changing reflections on the waving surface
of the ocean, is not the real moon, though deriving
its phenomenal character from the real moon which
remains unaffected in its unapproachable remote-
ness. Whatever we may think of such a view of
the cosmos, a cosmos which, it should be remem-
bered, includes ourselves quite as much as what we
call the objective world, it is clear that our name of
nihilism would be by no means applicable to it.

The One Real Being is there, the Brahman, only
it is not visible, nor perceptible in its true character
by any of the senses; but without it, nothing that
exists in our knowledge could exist, neither our
Self nor what in our knowledge is not our Self.

This is one view of the world, the Vedinta view;
another is that of the Simkhya, which looks upon
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our perceptions as perceptions of a substantial some-
thing, of Prakriti, the potentiality of all things,
and treats the individual perceiver as eternally
individual, admitting nothing besides these two
powers, which by their union or identification cause
what we call the world, and by their discrimination
or separation produce final bliss or absoluteness.
These two, with some other less important views
of the world, as put forward by the other systems
of Indian philosophy, constitute the real object of
what was originally meant by philosophy, that is
an explanation of the world. This determining idea
has secured even to the guesses of Thales and
Heraclitus their permanent place among the historical
representatives of the development of philosophical
thought by the side of Plato and Aristotle, of Des
Cartes and Spinoza. It is in that Walhalla of real
philosophers that I claim a place of honour for the
representatives of the Vedinta and Simkhya. Of
course, it is possible so to define the meaning of
philosophy as to exclude men such as even Plato and
Spinoza altogether, and to include on the contrary
every botanist, entomologist, or bacteriologist. The
name itself is of no consequence, but its definition
. And if hitherto no one would have called him-
self & philosopher who had not read and studied the
works of Plato and Aristotle, of Des Cartes and
Spinoza, of Locke, Hume, and Kant in the original,
Thope that the time will come when no one will
claim that name who is not acquainted at least with
the two prominent systems of ancient Indian philo-
sophy, the Veddnta and the SAmkhya. A President,
however powerful, does not call himself His Majesty,
why should an observer, a collector and analyser,

b
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however full of information, claim the name of
philosopher ?

As a rule, I believe that no one knows so well the
defects of his book as the author himself, and I can
truly say in my own case that few people can be so
conscious of the defects of this History of Indian
Philosophy as I myself. It cannot be called a
history, because the chronological framework is, as
yet, almost entirely absent. It professes to be no
more than a description of some of the salient points
of each of the six recognised systems of Indian philo-
sophy. It does not claim to be complete; on the
contrary, if I can claim any thanks, it is for having
endeavoured to omit whatever seemed to me less
important and not calculated to appeal to European
sympathies. If we want our friends to love our
friends, we do not give a full account of every one
of their good qualities, but we dwell on one or two
of the strong points of their character. This is what
I have tried to do for my old friends, Bidariyana,
Kapila, and all the rest. Even thus it could not well
be avoided that in giving an account of each of the
six systems, there should be much repetition, for they
all share so much in common, with but slight modifi-
cations ; and the longer I have studied the various
systems, the more have I become impressed with the
truth of the view taken by Vigfidna-Bhikshu and
others that there is behind the variety of the six
systems a common fund of what may be called
national or popular philosophy, a large Minasa lake of
philosophical thought and language, far away in the
distant North, and in the distant Past, from which
each thinker was allowed to draw for his own pur-
poses. Thus, while I should not be surprised, if
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Sanskrit scholars were to blame me for having left
out too much, students of philosophy may think that
there is really too much of the same subject, dis-
cussed again and again in the six different schools.
I have done my best, little as it may be, and my best
reward will be if a new interest shall spring up
for a long neglected mine of philosophical thought,
and if my own book were soon to be superseded by
a more complete and more comprehensive examina-
tion of Indian philosophy.

A friend of mine, a native of India, whom I con-
sulted about the various degrees of popularity enjoyed
at the present day by different systems of philosophy
in his own country, informs me that the only system
that can now be said to be living in India is the
Vedinta with its branches, the Advaitis, the Madh-
vas, the Rdminugas, and the Vallabhas. The Ve-
dinta, being mixed with religion, he writes, has
become a living faith, and numerous Pandits can
be found to-day in all these sects who have learnt
at least the principal works by heart and can
expound them, such as the Upanishads, the Brahma-
Sfitras, the great Commentaries of the Akiryas and
the Bhagavad-gitd. Some of the less important
treatises also are studied, such as the Paiikadast
and Yoga-Visishtha. The Parva-Mimimsi is still
studied in Southern India, but not much in other
parts, although expensive sacrifices are occasionally
performed. The Agnishtoma was performed last
year at Benares.

Of the other systems, the Nyiya only finds
devotees, especially in Bengal, but the works studied
are generally the later controversial treatises, not
the earlier ones.

b2
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The Vaiseshika is neglected and so is the Yoga,
except in its purely practical and most degenerate
form.

. It is feared, however, that even this small remnant
of philosophical learning will vanish in one or two
generations, as the youths of the present day, even
if belonging to orthodox Brihmanic families, do not
take to these studies, as there is no encouragement.

But though we may regret that the ancient
method of philosophical study is dying out in India,
we should welcome all the more a new class of
native students who, after studying the history of
European philosophy, have devoted themselves to
the honorable task of making their own national
philosophy better known to the world at large.
I hope that my book may prove useful to them by
showing them in what direction they may best assist
us in our attempts to secure a place to thinkers
such as Kapila and BAdariyana by the side of
the leading philosophers of Greece, Rome, Germany,
France, Italy, and England. In some cases the
enthusiasm of native students may seem to have
carried them too far, and a mixing up of philosophical
with religious and theosophic propaganda, inevitable
as it is said to be in India, is always dangerous.
But such journals as the Pandit, the Brahmavddin,
the Iight of Truth, and lately the Journal of the
Buddhist Text Society, have been doing most valu-
able service. What we want are texts and transla-
tions, and any information that can throw light on
the chronology of Indian philosophy. Nor should
their labour be restricted to Sanskrit texts. In the
South of India there exists a philosophical literature
which, though it may show clear traces of Sanskrit
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influence, contains also original indigenous elements
of great beauty and of great importance for historical
purposes. Unfortunately few scholars only have
taken up, as yet, the study of the Dravidian
languages and literature, but young students who
complain that there is nothing left to do in Sanskrit
literature, would, I believe, find their labours amply
rewarded in that field. How much may be done in
another direction by students of Tibetan literature
in furthering a study of Indian philosophy has lately
been proved by the publications of Sarat Chandra
Das, CLE., and Satis Chandra Acharya Vidya-
bhOshana, M.A., and their friends.

In conclusion I have to thank Mr. A. E. Gough,
the translator of the Vaiseshika-Sttras, and the
author of the ‘Philosophy of the Upanishads,’ for his
extreme kindness in reading a revise of my proof-
sheets. A man of seventy-six has neither the eyes
nor the memory which he had at twenty-six, and he
may be allowed to appeal to younger men for such
help as he himself in his younger days has often and
gladly lent to his Gurus and fellow-labourers.

OxFORD,
May 1, 1899.
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INDIAN PHILOSOPHY.

INTRODUCTORY CHAPTER.

Philosophy and Philosophers.

WHILE in most countries a history of philosophy
18 inseparable from a history of philosophers, in
India we have indeed ample materials for watching
the origin and growth of philosophical ideas, but
hardly any for studying the lives or characters
of those who founded or supported the philosophical
systems of that country. Their work has remained
and continues to live to the present day, but of the
philosophers themselves hardly anything remains to
us beyond their names. Not even their dates can
be ascertained with any amount of certainty. In
Greece, from the earliest times, the simplest views
of the world and of the destinies of man, nay even
popular sayings, maxims of morality and worldly
wisdom, and wise saws of every kind, even though
they contained nothing very original or personal,
were generally quoted as the utterances of certain
persons or at least ascribed to certain names, such
as the Seven Sages, so as to have something like
a historical background. We have some idea of who
& B
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Thales was, and who was Plato, where and when
they lived, and what they did; but of Kapila,
the supposed founder of the Simkhya philosophy,
of Pataigali, the founder of the Yoga, of Gotama
and Kanida, of Bidariyana and Gaimini, we
know next to nothing, and what we know hardly
ever rests on contemporary and trustworthy evi-
dence. 'Whether any of these Indian philosophers
lived at the same time and in the same place,
whether they were friends or enemies, whether
some were the pupils and others the teachers,
all this is unknown to us, nor do I see any
chance of our ever knowing more about them
than we do at present. We read that Thales
warned King Croesus, we are told that Empedocles
finished his days by throwing himself into the flames
of Aetna, we know that Socrates drank poison, and
that Anaxagoras was the friend of Pericles, but
there is nothing to connect the names of the ancient
Indian philosophers with any historical events, with
any political characters, or with dates before the
time of Buddha. '

It is quite true that every literary composition,
whether in prose or in poetry, presupposes an
individual author, that no poem makes itself, and
no philosophical system is elaborated by the people
at large. But on the other hand, no poet makes
himself, no philosopher owes everything to himself.
He grows from a soil that is ready made for him,
and he breathes an intellectual atmosphere which is
not of his own making. The Hindus seem to have
felt this indebtedness of the individuals to those
before and around them far more strongly than
the Greeks, who, if they cannot find a human
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author, have recourse even to mythological and
divine personages in order to have a pedestal,
a name, and an authority for every great thought
and every great invention of antiquity. The
Hindus are satisfied with giving us the thoughts,
and leave us to find out their antecedents as best
we can.

Srutam and Smritam. .

The Hindus have divided the whole of their
ancient literature into two parts, which really mean
two periods, Srutam, what was heard, and was
not the work of men or any personal being, human
or divine, and Smritam, what was remembered,
and has always been treated as the work of an
individual, whether man or god. Srutam or
Sruti came afterwards to mean what has been
revealed, exactly as we understand that word,
while Smritam or Smriti comprised all that was
fecognized as possessing human authority only, so
that if there ever was a conflict between the two,
Sm2+ti or tradition might at once be overruled by
what was called Sruti or revelation.

Xt is curious, however, to observe how the
revealed literature of the Hindus, such as the
bymns of the Rig-veda, have in later times been
ascribed to certain families, nay even to individual
poets, though many of the names of these poets are
dearly fictitious. Nor are even these fictitious
poets supposed to have created or composed their
poems, but only to have seen them as they were
revealed to them by a higher power, commonly
called Brahman, or the Word. What we call philo-
sophy in its systematic form, is, from an Indian

B2
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point of view, not revealed, Srutam, but belongs
to Smreti or tradition. We possess it in carefully
composed and systematically elaborated manuals, in
short aphorisms or Sftras or in metrical Kérikis,
ascribed to authors of whom we hardly know
anything, and followed by large commentaries or
independent treatises which are supposed to contain
the outcome of a continuous tradition going back
to very ancient times, to the Sttra, nay even to the
Brihmana period, though in their present form they
are confessedly the work of medieval or modern
writers. In the SoOtras each system of philosophy
is complete, and elaborated in its minutest details.
There is no topic within the sphere of philosophy
which does not find a clear or straightforward treat-
ment in these short Sttras. The Sitra style, im-
perfect as it is from a literary point of view, would
be invaluable to us in other systems of philosophy,
such as Hegel's or Plato’s. We should always know
where we are, and we should never hear of a philoso-
pher who declared on his deathbed that no one had
understood him, nor of antagonistic schools, diverg-
ing from and appealing to the same teacher. One
thing must be quite clear to every attentive reader
of these Sttras, namely, that they represent the last
result of a long continued study of philosophy,
carried on for centuries in the forests and hermitages
of India. The ideas which are shared by all the
systems of Indian philosophy, the large number of
technical terms possessed by them in common or
peculiar to each system, can leave no doubt on
this subject. Nor can we doubt that for a long
time the philosophical thoughts of India were
embodied .in what I call a Mnemonic Literature.
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Writing for literary purposes was unknown in India
before the rise of Buddhism, and even at the Bud-
dhist Councils when their Sacred Canon, the Tripitaka,
was settled, we hear nothing as yet of paper, ink, and
reeds, but only of oral and even musical repetition.
The very name of a Council was Samgiti or Mahi-
samgiti, i. e. singing together, and the different parts
of the Canon were not consigned to writing, but
rehearsed by certain individuals. Whenever there
arose a dispute as to the true teaching of Buddha,
it was not settled by an appeal to any MS,, but an
invitation was addressed to a member of the Samgha
who knew the text by heart. It is actually men-
tioned that the Southern Canon was not reduced to
writing till the first century B.c., under King Vatti-
gimani, about 8o B.c. Nothing can be more explicit
than the statement in the chronicles of Ceylon on
that point: ¢ Before this time the wise monks had
handed down the texts of the Tipitaka orally; and
also the Atthakatha (commentary). At this time
the monks, perceiving the decay of beings (not
MSS.), assembled, and in order that the Law might
endure for a long time, they caused it to be written
down in books.’ Such a state of things is difficult
for us to imagine, still if we wish to form a true
idea of the intellectual state of India in pre-Bud-
dhistic times, we must accustom ourselves to the
idea that all that could be called literature then was
mnemonic only, carefully guarded by a peculiar and
very strict educational discipline, but of course
exposed to all the inevitable chances of oral tradi-
tion. That Mnemonic Period existed for philosophy
as well as for everything else, and if we have to
begin our study of Indian philosophy with the
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Shtras, these Sttras themselves must be considered
as the last outcome of a long continued philosophical
activity carried on by memory only.

Upanishad-period, from about 700 B.c.

But while the Sdtras give us abstracts of the
various systems of philosophy, ready made, there
must have been, nay there was, one period, previous
to the Sttras, during which we can watch something
like growth, like life and strife, in Indian philosophy,
and that is the last stage of the Vedic period, as
represented to us in the Upanishads.

For gaining an insight into the early growth of
Indian philosophic thought, this period is in fact the
most valuable ; though of systematised philosophy,
in our sense of the word, it contains, as yet, little or
nothing. As we can feel that there is electricity in
the air, and that there will be a storm, we feel, on
reading the Upanishads, that there is philosophy in
the Indian mind, and that there will be thunder
and lightning to follow soon. Nay, I should even go
a step further. In order to be able to account for what
seem to us mere sparks of thought, mere guesses at
truth, we are driven to admit a long familiarity
with philosophic problems before the time that gave
birth to the Upanishads which we possess.

Period antecedent to the Upanishads.

The Upanishads contain too many technical
terms, such as Brahman, Atman, Dharma, Vrata,
Yoga, Mimdmsi, and many more, to allow us to sup-
pose that they were the products of one day or of one
generation. Even if the later systems of philosophy
did not so often appeal themselves to the Upanishads
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as their authorities, we could easily see for ourselves
that, though flowing in very different directions,
like the Ganges and the Indus, these systems of
philosophy can all be traced back to the same distant
heights from which they took their rise. And as
India was fertilised, not only by the Ganges and
Indus, but by ever so many rivers and rivulets, all
pointing to the Snowy Mountains in the North, we
can see the Indian mind also being nourished through
ever so many channels, all starting from a vast
accumulation of religious and philosophic thought of
which we seem to see the last remnants only in our
Upanishads, while the original springs are lost to us
for ever.

If some of the seeds and germs of philosophy could
be discovered, as has been hastily thought, among the
savage tribes of to-day, nothing would be more wel-
come to the historian of philosophy, but until these
tribes have been classified according to language, we
must leave these dangerous enterprises to others. For
the present we must be satisfied with the germs of
thought such as we find them in the Upanishads,
and in the archives of language which reach back far
beyond the Upanishads and even beyond the folklore
of Khonds, Bhils, and Koles.

It is true that during that distant period which
we can watch in the Upanishads, philosophy was
not yet separated from religion; but the earliest
religion, at least among the speakers of Aryan
languages, seems always to have been not only the

first religion, but the first philosophy also, of the
races that had taken possession of India, as well as
of the best soil of Asia and Europe. Ifit is the object
of philosophy to discover the causes of things, rerum
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cognoscere causas, what was the creation of the
earliest mythological gods but an attempt to ex-
plain the causes of light, of fire, of dawn, of day and
night, of rain and thunder, by postulating agents for
every one of them, and calling them Dyaus or
Agni, light or fire, Ushas, dawn, the Asvins, day
and night, Indra, the sky-god, and calling all of
them Devas, the Bright, or dii, the gods? Here are
the first feeders of the idea of the Godhead, what-
ever tributaries it may have received afterwards.
Of course, that distant period to which we have to
assign this earliest growth of language, thought,
religion, law, morals, and philosophy, has left us no
literary monuments. Here and there we can dis-
cover faint traces in language, indicating the foot-
prints left by the strides of former giants. But in
India, where we have so little to guide us in our
historical researches, it is of great importance to
remember that there was such a distant period of
nascent thought; and that, if at a later time we
meet with the same ideas and words turning up in
different systems, whether of religion or philosophy,
we should be careful not to conclude at once that
they must have been borrowed by one system from
the other, forgetting that there was an ancient re-
servoir of thought from which all could have drawn
and drunk.

Considering how small our historical information
is a8 to the intellectual and social life of India at
different times of its history, it is essential that we
should carefully gather whatever there is, before we
attempt to study Indian philosophy in its differen-
tiated and systematised systems. Much of our in-
formation may represent a chaos only, but we want



INTELLECTUAL LIFE IN ANCIENT INDIA. 9

such a chaos in order to understand the kosmos
that followed.

Intellectual Life in ancient India.

In certain chapters of the Brihmanas and in
the Upanishads we see a picture of the social and
intellectual life of India at that early time, which
seems fully to justify the saying that India has
always been a nation of philosophers. The picture
which these sacred books give us of the seething
thoughts of that country may at first sight seem
fanciful and almost incredible ; but because the men
of ancient India, as they are there represented to
us, if by tradition only, are different from Greeks
and Romans and from ourselves, it does not follow
that we have not before us a faithful account of
what really existed at one time in the land of the
Five or Seven Rivers. Why should these accounts
have been invented, unless they contained a certain
verisimilitude in the eyes of the people? It is
quite clear that they were not composed, as some
people seem to imagine, in order to impose after
two thousands of years on us, the scholars of
Europe, or on anybody else. The idea that the
ancient nations of the world wished to impose on
us, that they wished to appear more ancient than
they were, more heroic, more marvellous, more
enlightened, is an absurd fancy. They did not
even think of us, and had no word as yet for
posterity. Such thoughts belong to much later
times, and even then we wonder rather how a local,
not to say, provincial poet like Horace should have
thought so much of ages to come. We must not
allow such ideas of fraud and forgery to spoil our
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who know Brahman, (tell us) at whose command we
abide here, whether in pain or in pleasure? Should
time or nature, or necessity, or chance, or the ele-
ments be considered as the cause, or He who is called
Purusha, the man, that is, the Supreme Spirit ' ?’

Kshatriyas and Brahmans.

It might be thought that all this was due to the
elevating influence of an intellectual aristocracy,
such as we find from very early times to the pre-
sent day in India, the Brahmans. But this is by
no means the case. The so-called Kshatriyas or
military nobility take nearly as active a part in the
intellectual life of the country as the Brihmans
themselves. The fact is that we have to deal in
the earlier period of ancient India with two rather
than with four castes and their numerous sub-
divisions.

This term caste has proved most mischievous and
misleading, and the less we avail ourselves of it
the better we shall be able to understand the true
state of society in the ancient times of India.
Caste is, of course, a Portuguese word, and was
applied from about the middle of the sixteenth
century by rough Portuguese sailors to certain
divisions of Indian society which had struck their
fancy. It had before been used in the sense of
breed or stock, originally in the sense of a pure or
unmixed breed. In 1613 Purchas speaks of the
thirty and odd several castes of the Banians (Vanig).
To ask what caste means in India would be like
asking what caste means in England, or what fetish

! See also Anugita, chap. XX ; S. B. E., VIII, p. 311.
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(feitigo) means in Portugal. What we really want
to know is what was implied by such Indian words as
Varna (colour), Giti (kith), to say nothing of Sapind-
atva or Saméinodakatva, Kula (family), Gotra (race),
Pravara (lineage); otherwise we shall have once more
the same confusion about the social organisation of
ancient India as about African fetishism or North
American totemism! Each foreign word should
always be kept to its own native meaning, or, if
generalised for scientific purposes, it should be most
carefully defined afresh. Otherwise every social
distinction will be called caste, every stick a totem,
every idol a fetish.

We have in India the Aryan settlers on one side,
and the native inhabitants on the other. The
former are named Aryas or Aryas, that is, culti-
vators of the soil which they had conquered ; the
latter, if submissive to their conquerors, are the
Sadras! or Disas, slaves, while the races of indi-
genous origin who remained hostile to the end, were
classed as altogether outside the pale of political
society. The Aryas in India were naturally
differentiated like other people into an intellectual
or priestly aristocracy, the Brihmans, and a fighting
or ruling aristocracy, the Kshatriyas, while the
great bulk remained simply Vis or Vaisyas, that is,
householders and cultivators of the soil, and after-
wards merchants and mechanics also. To the very
last the three great divisions, Brahmans, Kshatriyas,

! Thus we read as early as the Mahabharata—‘The thre
qualities abide in the three castes thus: darkness in the Sadr

passion in the Kshatriya, and the highest, goodness, in t)
Brahmana.” (Anugita, S. B. E,, VIII, p. 329.)



CASTES. 13

and Vaisyas, shared certain privileges and duties
in common. Originally they were all of them called
twice-born, and not only allowed, but obliged to be
educated in Vedic knowledge and to pass through the
three or four Asramas or stages of life. Thus we read
in the Mahibhirata: ‘The order of Véinaprasthas,
of sages who dwell in forests and live on fruits,
roots, and air is prescribed for the three twice-born
(classes) ; the order of householders is prescribed
for all.” (Anugitd, S. B.E., VIII, p. 316.) While the
division into Aryas and Disas was due to descent,
that into Brihmans, Kshatriyas, and Vaisyas seems
originally to have been due to occupation only,
though it may soon have acquired an hereditary
character. The Brihmans had to look after the
welfare of souls, the Kshatriyas after the welfare
of the body politic, and the Vaisyas represented
originally the undifferentiated mass of the people,
engaged in the ordinary occupations of an incipient
civilisation. The later subdivision of Indian
society, as described by Manu, and as preserved
under different forms to the present day, does not
concern us for our present purpose. The lessons
which the names of Varna (colour) and Gfiti (genus)
teach us had long been forgotten even in Manu’s
time, and are buried at present under a heavy heap
of rubbish. Still even that rubbish heap deserves to
be sifted, as I believe it is now being sifted by
scholars like Mr. Risley and others.

In ancient times neither Kshatriyas nor Vaisyas
were excluded from taking part in those religious
and philosophical struggles, which seem to have
occupied India far more than wars of defence or
conquest. Nay women also claimed a right to be
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heard in their philosophical assemblies. The Ksha-
triyas never surrendered their right to take part
in the discussions of the great problems of life and
death, and they occasionally asserted it with great
force and dignity. Besides, the strong reaction
against priestly supremacy came at last from them,
for we must not forget that Buddha also was a
Kshatriya, a prince of Kapilavdstu, and that his
chief opposition, from a social and political point
of view, was against the privileges of teaching
and sacrificing, claimed by the Brihmans as their
exclusive property, and against the infallible and
divine character ascribed by them to their Vedas.

The Evidence of the Upanishads, Ganaka, Agfitasatru.

If we look back once more to the intellectual life
of India in the ancient Vedic times, or at least in
the times represented to us in the Upanishads,
we read there of an ancient King Ganaka, whose
fame at the time when the Upanishads were
composed had already spread far and wide (Kaush.
Up. IV, 1; Brih. Ar, Up. I1, 1, 1). He was a king
of the Videhas, his capital was Mithils, and his
daughter, Sit4, is represented to us in later times as
the famous wife of Rima (Ridmaptrvatap. Up.). But
in the Upanishads he is represented, not as a
successful general or conqueror, not so much as
a brave knight, victorious in chivalrous tournaments.
We read of him as taking part in metaphysical
discussions, as presiding over philosophical councils,
as bestowing his patronage on the most eminent
sages of his kingdom, as the friend of Yigfiavalkya,
one of the most famous philosophical teachers of
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the Upanishad period. When performing® a great
sacrifice, this king sets apart a day for a Brah-
modyam, a disputation in which philosophers, such
as Yignavalkya, Asvala, Artabhiga, and even
women, such as Girgi, the daughter of Vikaknu
(Brih. Ar. Up. I11, 1, 5), take an active part. To
the victor in these disputations the king promised
a reward of a thousand cows with ten pidas of
gold fixed to their horns. As Y4gfavalkya claimed
these cows on account of his superior knowledge,
the other Brihmans present propounded a number
of questions which he was expected to answer in
order to prove his superiority. And so he does.
The first question is how a man who offers a sacrifice
can be freed thereby from the fetters of death.
Then follow questions such as, While death swallows
the whole world, who is the deity that shall swallow
death? What becomes of the vital spirits when
a man dies? What is it that does not forsake
man in the hour of death? What becomes of
man after his speech at death has entered the
fire, his breath the wind, his eye the sun, his
mind the moon, his ear space, his body the earth,
his Atman the ether, the hairs of his body the
herbs, the hair of his head the trees, his blood and
seed the waters? Whither did the descendants of
King Parikshit go? What is the soul? What
contains the worlds? Who rules everything and
yet is different from everything? Far be it from
me to say that these and other questions were
answered by Ydgfiavalkya in a manner that would
seem satisfactory to ourselves. What is important

! Kaushitaki Up. 1V, 1; Brih. Ar. Up. III, 1.
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to us is that such questions should have been asked
at all,.that they should have formed the staple of
public discussion at that early time, a time previous
to the establishment of Buddha's religion in India,
in the fifth century B.c., and that his answers should
have satisfied his contemporaries. There is no other
country in the world where in such ancient times
such disputations would have been thought of,
unless it were in Egypt. Neither Menelaos nor
Priam would have presided over them, neither
Achilles nor Ulysses would have shone in them.
That these disputations took place in public and
in the presence of the king we have no reason to
doubt. Besides, there is one passage (Brih. Ar.
Up. III, 2, 13) where we are told expressly that
the two disputants, Yigfiavalkya and Artabbiga,
retired into a private place in order to come to
an understanding about one question which, as
they thought, did not admit of being discussed
in public.

Do we know of any other country where at that
early time such religious congresses would have
been thought of, and royal rewards bestowed on
those who were victorious in these philosophical
tournaments ?

One of the sayings of Ganaka has remained
famous in Indian literature for ever, and deserves
to remain so. When his capital, Mithild, was de-
stroyed by a conflagration, he turned round and
said, ¢ While Mithild is burning, nothing that is mine
is burnt.’ : :

Very curious is another feature, that, namely, in
these public assemblies not only was a royal reward
bestowed on the victor, but the vanquished was
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sometimes threatened with losing his head!. Nor
was this a threat only, but it actually happened, we
are told, in the case of Sikalya (Brih. Ar. Up.
II1, 9, 26). Must we withhold our belief from such
statements, because we have learnt to doubt the
burnt hand of Mucius Scaevola and the suicide of
Lucretia? I believe not, for the cases are not quite
parallel.

Besides these public disputations, we also read of
private conferences in which Yigiiavalkya enlightens
his royal patron Ganaka, and after receiving every
kind of present from him is told at last that the
king gives him the whole of his kingdom, nay
surrenders himself to him as his slave. We may
call all this exaggerated, but we have no right to
call it mere invention, for such stories would hardly
have been invented, if they had sounded as in-
credible in India itself as they sound to us. (Brih.
IV, 4, 23.)

It is true we meet in the Upanishads with philo-
sophical dialogues between gods and men also, such
as Kaush. Up. III, 1, between Indra and Pratar-
dana, between Sanatkumira, the typical warrior
deity, and Nérada, the representative of the Brih-
mans, between Pragipati, Indra, and Virokana,
between Yama, the god of death, and Nakiketas.
But though these are naturally mere inventions,
such as we find everywhere in ancient times, it does
not follow that the great gatherings of Indian sages
presided over by their kings should be equally

! T translate vipat by ‘to fall off,” not by ‘to burst,” and
the causative by ‘to make fall off,” i.e. to cut offf Would not
‘to burst’ have been vipat?

C
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imaginary. Even imagination requires a certain
foundation in fact.

We have a record of another disputation between
a King Agitasatru and the Brihman Baliki, and
here again it is the king who has to teach the
Brihman, not wice versa.

Agatasatru®.

Agitasatru was king of Kési (Benares), and must
have been later than Ganaka, as he appeals to his
fame as widely established. When he has con-
vinced BAaliki of the insufficiency of the information
which this learned Brihman had volunteered to
impart to him, the proud Brahman actually declares
himself the pupil of the king 2.

I do not mean, however, to deny that originally the
relation between the kings and the sages of ancient
India was that which we see represented, for in-
stance, in the case of King Géinasruti and the
Brihman Raikva, who contemptuously rejects all
offers of friendship from the king, till at last the
king has to offer him not only gold and land (the
Raikvaparna villages in the country of the Mahivr:-
shas) but his own daughter, in order to secure his
amity and his instruction. But though this may
have been the original relation between Brihmans
and Kshatriyas, and remained so to the time re-
presented by Manu’s Law-book, the warrior class
had evidently from a very early time produced a
number of independent thinkers who were able to

' Kaushitaki Up. IV, 2 ; Brih. Ar. Up. II, 1.
* See also the dialogue between Sanatkuméira and Narada
(Khand. Up. VII, 2, 1).
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grapple with and to hold their own against the
priests, nay, who were superior to them particularly
in one subject, as we are told, namely, in their
knowledge of the Atman, the Self. In the Maitri-
yana-upanishad we read of King Brihadratha who
gives up his kingdom, retires into the forest, and
is instructed by the sage Sikiyanya, whose name
may contain the first allusion to Sikas and their
descendants in India. Such a royal pupil would
naturally in the course of his studies become a sage
and teacher himself.

Again, in the Khind. Up. V, 11 we see a number
of eminent Brihmans approaching King Asvapati
Kaikeya, and making themselves his pupils. The
question which they discuss is, What is our Self
and what is Brahman (V, 11, 1) ? and this question
the king was supposed to be able to answer better
than any of the Brihmans.

Buddhist Period.

When we leave the period represented by the
Upanishads, and turn our eyes to that which follows
and which is marked by the rise and growth of
Buddhism, we find no very sudden change in the
intellectual life of the country, as represented to us
in the Sacred writings of the Buddhists. Though
there is every reason to suppose that their sacred
code, the original text of the Tripitaka, belongs
to the third century B.c., and was settled and re-
tted, though not written down, during the reign of
Aska, we know at all events that it was reduced
t writing in the first century before our era, and
¥e may therefore safely accept its descriptions as
giving us a true picture of what took place in India

C2
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while Buddhism was slowly but surely supplanting
the religion of the Veda, even in its latest offshoots,
the Upanishads. It seems to me a fact of the
highest importance that the Buddhists at the time
when their Suttas were composed, were acquainted
with the Upanishads and the Sitras, at all events
with the very peculiar names of these literary com-
positions. We must not, however, suppose that as
soon as Buddhism arose Vedism disappeared from
the soil of India. India is a large country, and
Vedism may have continued to flourish in the West
while Buddhism was gaining its wonderful triumphs
in the East and the South. We have no reason to
doubt that some of the later Upanishads were com-
posed long after King Asoka had extended his
patronage to the Buddhist fraternity. Nay, if we
consider that Buddha died about 477 B.c., we are
probably not far wrong if we look upon the doctrines
to which he gave form and life, as represented
originally by one of the many schools of thought
which were springing up in India during the period
of the Upanishads, and which became later on the
feeders of what are called in India the six great
systems of philosophy. Buddha, however, if we
may retain that name for the young prince of
Kapilavistu, who actually gave up his palace and
made himself a beggar, was not satisfied with
teaching a philosophy, his ambition was to found
.a new society. His object was to induce people
to withdraw from the world and to live a life of
abstinence and meditation in hermitages or mon-
asteries. The description of the daily life of these
Buddhist monks, and even of the Buddhist laity,
\includ.ing kings and nobles, may seem to us at first
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sight as incredible as what we saw before in the
" Upanishads. '

Prasenagit and Bimbisara.

We read in the Tripitaka, the sacred code of
the Buddhists, of King Prasenagit, of Kosala,
drawing near to Buddha and sitting down respect-
fully at one side before venturing to ask him a
question (Samyutta Nikidya III, 1, 4). We read
likewise of King Bimbisira, of Magadha, showing
the same respect and veneration to this poor monk
before asking him any questions or making any
suggestions to him. Béinte or Lord is the title by
which the paramount sovereigns of India address
these mendicants, the followers of Buddha.

Brahma-gala-sutta.

If we want to get an idea of the immense wealth
and variety of philosophic thought by which Buddha
found himself surrounded on every side, we cannot
do better than consult one of the many Suttas or
sermons, supposed to have been preached by Buddha
himelf, and now forming part of the Buddhist
canon, such as, for instance, the Brahma-gila-sutta 1.

We are too apt to imagine that both the believers
in the Veda and the followers of Buddha formed
Compact, bodies, each being held together by gener-
ally recognised articles of faith. But this can
hardly have been so, as we read in the Brahma-
gilla-sutta that even among the disciples who

' We possess now an excellent translation of this Sutta by
Rbys Davids. The earlier translations by Gogerly, by Grim-
blet (Sept Suttas Palis, 1876), were very creditable for the
time when they were made, but have now been superseded.
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followed Buddha, some, such as Brahmadatta, spoke
in support of Buddha, in support of his doctrines °
and his disciples, while others, such as Suppiya,
spoke openly against all the three. Though there
was a clear line of demarcation between Brihmans
and Samanas or Buddhists, as far as their daily
life and outward ceremonial were concerned, the
two are constantly addressed together by Buddha,
particularly when philosophical questions are dis-
cussed. Brihmana is often used by him as a mere
expression of high social rank, and he who is most
eminent in knowledge and virtue is even by Buddha
himself called ‘a true Brdhmana.’ Brihman with us
is often used in two senses which should be kept dis-
tinct, meaning either a member of the first caste,orone
belonging to the three castes of the twice-born Aryas,
who are under the spiritual sway of the BrAhmans.

We must try to get rid of the idea that Brihmans
and Buddhists were always at daggers drawn, and
divided the whole of India between themselves.
Their relation was not originally very different from
that between different systems of philosophy, such
as the Vedinta and Simkhya, which, though they
differed, were but seldom inflamed against each
other by religious hatred.

In the Brahma-gila-sutta, i. e. the net of Brahma,
in which all philosophical theories are supposed to

~ have been caught like so many fishes, we can dis-
cover the faint traces of some of the schools of
philosophy which we shall have to examine here-
after. Buddha mentions no less than sixty-two
of them, with many subdivisions, and claims to be
acquainted with every one of them, though standing—
\himself above them all.
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There are some Samanas and Brihmans, we are
told!, who are eternalists, and who proclaim that
both the soul and the world are eternal?. They
profess to be able to remember an endless succession
of former births, including their names, their lineage,
and their former dwelling-places. The soul, they
declare, is eternal, and the world, giving birth to
nothing new, is steadfast as a mountain peak. Living
creatures transmigrate, but they are for ever and
ever.

There are some Samanas and Brihmans who are
eternalists with regard to some things, but not with
regard to others. They hold that the soul and the
world are partly eternal, and partly not. According
to them this world-system will pass away, and there
will then be beings reborn in the World of Light
(Abbassara), made of mind only, feeding on joy,
radiating light, traversing the air and continuing in
glory for a long time. Here follows a most peculiar
account of how people began to believe in one
personal Supreme Being, or in the ordinary God.
When the world-system began to re-evolve, there
appeared (they say) the palace of Brahm4, but it was
empty. Then a certain being fell from the World
of Light and came to life in the palace of Brahm4.
After remaining there in perfect joy for a long
period, he became dissatisfied and longed for other
beings. And just then other beings fell from the
‘World of Light, in all respects like him. But he
who had come first began to think that he was
Brahmi, the Supreme, the Ruler, the Lord of all,

! Brahma-gila-sutta, translated by Rhys Davids, p. 26 seq.
* This would be like the Sasvata-vada.
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the Maker and Creator, the Ancient of days, the
Father of all that are and are to be. The other
beings he looked upon as created by himself, because
as soon as he had wished for them, they had come.
Nay, these beings themselves also thought that he
must be the Supreme Brahma, because he was there
first and they came after him, and it was thought
that this Brahm4 must be eternal and remain for
ever, while those who came after him were imper-
manent, mutable, and limited in duration of life,

This Brahm4 reminds one of the Isvara of the
Simkhya and other philosophies, which as Brahm4,
masc., must be distinguished from Brahma, neuter.
Then we are told that there are some gods who
spend their lives in sexual pleasures and then fall
from their divine state, while others who abstain
from such indulgences remain steadfast, immutable,
and eternal. Again, that there are certain gods so
full of envy that their bodies become feeble and their
mind imbecile. These fall from their divine state,
while others who are free from such failings remain
steadfast, immutable, and eternal.

Lastly, some Samanas and Brihmans are led to
the conclusion that eye, ear, nose, tongue, and body
form an impermanent Self, while heart or mind or
eonsciousness form a permanent Self, and therefore
will remain for ever steadfast, immutable, and eternal.

Next follows another class of speculators who
are called Antdnantikas, and who set forth the
infinity and finiteness of the world. They maintain
either that the world is finite or that it is infinite,
or that it is infinite in height and depth, but finite
in lateral extension, or lastly, that it is neither finite
nor infinite,
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- The next description of the various theories held
by either Samanas or Brihmanas seems to refer to
what is known as the SyiddvaAda, the theory that
everything may be or may not be. Those who hold
to this are called wriggling eels. They will not admit
any difference between good and bad, and they will
not commit themselves to saying that there is
another world or that there is not, that there is
chance in the world or that there is not, that any-
thing has a result or reward or that it has not, that
man continues after death or that he does not.

It would seem, according to some of the Suttas,
that Buddha himself was often disinclined to commit
himself on some of the great questions of philosophy
and religion. He was often in fact an agnostic
on points which he considered beyond the grasp
of the human mind, and Mahivira, the founder of
Gainism, took the same view, often taking refuge
in Agnosticism or the Agadnavida 1.

Next, there are Samanas and Brihmans who hold
that everything, the soul and the world, are acci-
dental and without a cause, because they can
remember that formerly they were not and now
they are, or because they prove by means of logic
that the soul and the whole world arose without
a cause.

Furthermore, there are Samanas and Brihmans
who hold and defend the doctrine of a conscious
existence after death, but they differ on several
points regarding this conscious existence.

Some maintain that the conscious soul after death
has form, others that it has no form, others again

! M. M., Natural Religion, p. 105.
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that it has and has not, and others that it neither
has nor has not form. Some say it is finite, others
that it is infinite, that it is both and that it is
neither. Some say that it has one mode of con-
sciousness, others that it has various modes of
consciousness, others that it has limited, others that
it has unlimited consciousness. Lastly, it is held
that the 8oul after death is happy, is miserable, is
both or is neither.

There are, however, others who say that the soul
after death is unconscious, and while in that state
has either form, or no form, has and has not, or neither
has nor has not form ; that it is finite, infinite, both
or neither.

Again, there are some Samanas and Brihmans
who teach the entire annihilation of all living beings.
Their arguments are various, and have in their
general outlines been traced back to some of the
teachers of Buddha, such as Alira Kilima, Udda-
laka and others'. They uphold the doctrine of
happiness in this life, and maintain that complete
salvation is possible here on earth. Thus when the
soul is in perfect enjoyment of the five pleasures of
the senses, they call that the highest Nirvéna.
Against this view, however, it is said that sensuous
delights are transitory and always involve pain,
and that therefore the highest Nirvina consists in
putting away all sensuous delights and entering
into the first G'Adna, i. e. DhyAna, that is, a state of
Jjoy born of seclusion and followed by reflection and
meditation. Against this view, again, it is asserted
that such happiness involves reasoning, and is there-

! Rhys Davids, L c., p. 48.
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fore gross, while the highest Nirvina can only arise
when all reasoning has been conquered and the soul
has entered the second Ghéna, a state of joy, born of
serenity without reasoning, a state of elevation and
internal calm. But even this does not satisfy the
true Buddhist, because any sense of joy must be gross,
and true Nirvina can only consist in total absence
of all longing after joy and thus entering into the
third Ghéna, serene and thoughtful. Lastly, even
this is outbidden. The very dwelling of the mind
on care and joy is declared to be gross, and the final
Nirvéna is said to be reached in the fourth GA4na only,
a state of self-possession and complete equanimity.

This abstract may give an idea of the variety of
philosophical opinions which were held in India at
or even before the time of Buddha. The Brahma-
gila-sutta professes that all speculations about the
past and the future are included in this Sutta of the
net of Brahma. By division and subdivision there
are said to be sixty-two theories, arranged into two
classes so far as they are concerned either with the
past or with the future of the soul; the soul, as it
seems, being always taken for granted.

The extraordinary part is that in the end all these
theories, though well known by Buddha, are con-
demned by him as arising from the deceptive per-
ceptions of the senses, which produce desire, attach-
ment, and therefore, reproduction, existence, birth,
diseage, death, sorrow, weeping, pain, grief, and
misery, while Buddha alone is able to cut off the

- 100t of all error and all misery, and to impart the
truth that leads to true Nirvina.

It does not seem, indeed, as if the philosophical
teaching of Buddha himself was so very different at
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first from that of other schools which had flourished

before and during his lifetime in India ; nay, we can

often perceive clear traces of a distant relationship

between Buddhism and the six orthodox systems of
philosophy. Like streams, all springing from the

same summit, they run on irrigating the same

expanse of country without proving in the least

that one channel of thought was derived from

another, as has been so often supposed in the case

particularly of Buddhism in its relation to the
Simkhya philosophy, as known to us from the

Kérikds and Sdtras.

Though the Brahma-géila-sutta does not enter
into full details, which may be gathered from other
Suttas, it shows at all events how large a number
of philosophical schools was in existence then, and
how they differed from each other on some very
essential points.

MahabhArata.

If now we compare one of the numerous passages
in the Mah4bh4rata, containing descriptions of the
philosophical sects then flourishing in India, we
shall be struck by the great, almost verbal, similarity
between their statements and those which we have
just read in the Buddhist Brahma-gila-sutta. Thus
we read in the Anugitd, chap. XXIV: ‘We observe
the various forms of piety to be as it were contra-
dictory. Some say piety remains after the body
is destroyed; some say that it is not so. Some
say everything is doubtful ; and others that there
is no doubt. Some say the permanent principle is
impermanent, and others, too, that it exists, and
others that it exists and does not exist. Some

w
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say it is of one form or twofold, and others that
it is mixed. Some Brihmanas, too, who know
Brahman and perceive the truth, believe that it is
one ; others that it is distinct ; and others again that
it is manifold. Some say both time and space exist,
and others that it is not so. Some have matted
hair and skins; and some are clean-shaven and
without any covering.’ This last can only refer to
the followers of Buddha, whatever the date of our
Mahidbhirata may be. ¢Some people are for bathing;
some for the omission of bathing. Some are for taking
food ; others are intent on fasting. Some people
extol actions, and others tranquillity. Some extol
final emancipation and various kinds of enjoyments ;
some wish for riches, and others for indigence.’
The commentator Nilakantha refers all these
remarks to certain sects known to us from other
sources. ‘ Some hold,’ he says, ‘ that the Self exists
after the body is lost ; others, that is, the Lokiyatas
or Kirvikas, hold the contrary. Everything is
doubtful, is the view of the Satyavidins (Syddva-
dins?) ; nothing is doubtful, that of the Tairthikas,
the great teachers. Everything is impermanent,
thus say the Térkikas; it is permanent, say the
Mimimsakas ; nothing exists, say the Sinyavadins;
%omething exists, but only momentarily, say the
Sangatas or Buddhists. Knowledge is one, but
the ego and non-ego are two different principles,
thus say the Yogikiras; they are mixed, say the
Udulomas ; they are one, such is the view of the
worshippers of the Brahman as possessed of quali-
ties; they are distinct, say other Mimamsakas, who
hold that special acts are the cause (of everything);
manifold they are, say the atomists ; time and space
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they are, say the astrologers. Those who say that it
is not so, that is to say, that what we see has no
real existence at all, are the ancient philosophers ;
omission to bathe! is the rule of the Naishthika
Brahmakirins ; bathing that of the householders.’

Thus both from Buddhistic and Brihmanic sources
we learn the same fact, the existence of a large
.number of religious and philosophical sects in the
_ ancient days of India.

Buddha.

Out of the midst of this whirlpool of philosophical
opinions there rises the form of Buddha, calling for
a hearing, at first, not as the herald of any brand
new philosophy, which he has to teach, but rather
as preaching a new gospel to the poor. I cannot
help thinking that it was Buddha’s marked person-
ality, far more than his doctrine, that gave him the
great influence on his contemporaries and on so
many generations after his death.

Whether he existed or not, such as he is de-
scribed to us in the Suttas, there must have been
some one, not a mere name, but a real power in the
history of India, a man who made a new epoch in
the growth of Indian philosophy, and still more of
Indian religion and ethics. His teaching must have
acted like a weir across a swollen river. And no
wonder, if we consider that Buddha was a prince or
nobleman who gave up whatever there was of out-
ward splendour pertaining to his rank. He need not
have been a powerful prince, as some have imagined,

! Does not this refer to the solemn bathing which is the first

step towards the.stage of a Grihastha or independent house-
holder ?
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but he belonged to the royal class, and it does not
appear that he and his house had any suzerain
over them. Like several of the philosophers in the
Upanishads, he was a Kshatriya, and the very fact
of his making himselfa popular teacher and religious
reformer attracted attention as a social anomaly in
the eyes of the people. We see in fact that one of
the principal accusations brought against him, at a
later time, was that he had arrogated to himself the
privilege of being a teacher, a privilege that had
always been recognised as belonging to those only
who were Bribmans by birth. And as these Brih-
mans had always been not only the teachers of the
people, but likewise the counsellors of princes, we
find Buddha also not only patronised, but consulted
by the kings of his own time. Curiously enough
one of these kings has the name of Agitasatru, a
name well known to us from the Upanishads. He,
the son of Vaidehi, a Videha princess, sends two of
his ministers, who were Brihmans by birth, to
Buddha in order to consult him on what he ought
to do. It has been supposed by some scholars that
this is the same Agitasatru, king of Kési (or
Benares), who, as we saw in the Upanishads, silenced
the Brihman Bildki (Kaush. Up. IV, 2, 1). But,
according to others, Agitasatru, i.e. ¢without an
enemy, should be taken, like DevAnim priya, as
a general title of royalty, not as a proper name’.
However that may be, the coincidence is cer-
tainly striking, and requires further explanation.
At all events, we see that, as in the Upanishads,
so in the Tripitaka also, kings appear as friends and

! 8.B.E., XI, p. 1, note.
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patrons of a philosopher, such as Buddha, long before
he had become recognised as the founder of a new
religion, that they take a prominent part in public
assemblies, convened for discussing the great problems
of religion and philosophy, or afterwards for settling
the canon of their religious texts. The best known
are Bimbisira, king of Magadha, and Prasenagit,
king of Kosala.

There is in this respect a clear continuity be-
tween the Upanishads and the earliest appearance
of Buddhism ; and if some of the tenets and technical
terms of the Buddhists also are the same as those of
the Hindu schools of philosophy, there would be as
little difficulty in accounting for this as for the con-
tinuity between Sanskrit and Pili. The Buddhist
monk was clearly prefigured in the Parivrigaka or
itinerant mendicant of the Upanishads (Brh. III,
5). The name of Buddha, as the awakened and
enlightened, could hardly be understood without the
previous employments of the root Budh in the Veda;
nor Bhikshu, beggar, without Bhiksh, to beg, in the
Upanishads. Nirvina, it is true, occurs in later
Upanishads only, but if this shows that they are
post-Buddhistic, it suggests at the same time that
the old Upanishads must have been pre-Buddhistic.
Pard gati, the highest goal, is taken from the dic—
tionary of the Upanishads, and possibly Kakra.pra.—..
vartana, the turning of the wheel?, also is takemsm
from the same source.

But though Buddhism and the Upanishads shaxe

! Cf. Anugita, chap. XVII: ‘You are the one person to turn
this wheel, the nave of which is the Brahman, the spoke the
understanding, and which does not turn back, and which is
checked by the quality of goodness as its circumference.’
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many things in common which point back to the
same distant antiquity, Buddhism ‘in its practical
working produced a complete social revolution in
India. Though it did not abolish caste, as has
sometimes been supposed, it led to a mixture of
classes which had formerly been kept more carefully
distinct. Anybody, without reference to his birth,
could join the Buddhist fraternity, if only he was
of good report and free from certain civil disabilities.
He could then become an itinerant (Parivrigaka)
friar, without any of that previous discipline which
was required from a Brahman. Once a member of
the Samgha, he was free from all family ties and
allowed to support himself by charitable gifts
(Bhikshi). Though kings and noblemen who had
embraced the doctrines of Buddha were not obliged
to become actual mendicants and join the fraternity,
they could become patrons and lay sympathisers
(Uplsakas), as we see in the case of the kings already
mentioned, and of wealthy persons such as Anitha-
pindika. Whenever the Buddhist friars appeared
in villages or towns, they seem to have been re-
ceived with splendid hospitality, and the arrival of
Buddha himself with his six hundred or more dis-
ciples was generally made the occasion of great
rejoicings, including a public sermon, a public dis-
cussion, and other entertainments of a less spiritual
character.

In fact, if we may judge from the Tripitaka, the
whole of India at the time of Buddha would seem
once more to have been absorbed in religion and
philosophy ; nay, the old saying that the Indians
are a nation of philosophers would seem to have
never been so true as at the time of the great

D
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Buddhist Councils, held, we are told, at Rigagrha,
at Vaisili, and later on at the new residence of
Asoka, Pitaliputra.

This Asoka, like Ganaka of old, took the warmest
interest in the proceedings of that Council. It is
perhaps too much to say that he made Buddhism
the state-religion of India. There never was such
a thing as a state-religion in India. Asoka cer-
tainly extended his patronage, formerly confined to
Brihmans only, to the new brotherhood founded
by Buddha, but there was nothing in India corre-
sponding to a Defender of the Faith.

It might be objected, no doubt, that the authori-
ties on which we have to rely for a description of
the intellectual state of India at the time of these
Councils, even that of Asoka, 242 B.c., are one-
sided and exaggerated; but when we consult the
Mahibhirata which, in its earlier elements, at all
events, may be assigned to the same Buddhistic
period, we get just the same picture. We meet
among the Brihmans as among the Buddhists with
an immense variety of philosophical and religious
thought, represented by schools and sects striving
against each other, not yet by persecution, but by
serious argumentation.

Greek Accounts.

Nor are the scant accounts which the Greeks
have left us of what they saw during and after
the invasion of India by Alexander the Great at
variance with what we learn from these native
authorities. Nothing struck the Greeks so much
as the philosophical spirit which seemed to pervade
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that mysterious country. When Megasthenes?, the
ambassador of Seleucus Nicator at the court of
Kandragupta (Sandrocottus), describes what he
saw in India in the third century B.c., he speaks
of gymnosophists living on mountains or in the
plains, having their abode in groves in front of
cities within moderate-sized enclosures. ¢They
live, he writes, ‘in a simple style, and lie on beds
of rushes or skins. They abstain from animal food
and sexual pleasures, and spend their time in
listening to serious discourse and in imparting
their knowledge to such as will listen to them.’
The so-called Sarmanas mentioned by Megasthenes,
have generally been accepted as representing the
Sramanas or Samanas, the members of the Buddhist
brotherhood who then seemed to have lived most
amicably with the Brihmans. Nothing at least is
said of any personal enmity between them, however
much they may have differed in their philosophical
and religious opinions. His Hylobioi or forest-
dwellers are probably meant for the Brihmanic
Vénaprasthas, the members of the third Asrama who
had to live in the forest, at a certain distance from
their villages, and give themselves up to asceticism
and meditation, such as we see described in the Upani-
shads. Even if their name did not tell us, we are
distinctly informed that they lived in the forest, sub-
sisting on leaves and wild fruits, and wore garments
made of the bark of trees (Valkala): They com-
municated, we are told, with kings, who, like Ganaka
and Agitasatru, Prasenagit and Bimbisira, or in later
? Ancient India, by J. W. M<Crindle, 1877, p. 97 seq.

? Clement Alex., Strom. i. p. 305, adds that they neither live
in cities nor even in houses.

D2
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times King Harsha, consulted them by messengers
regarding the causes of things, and who through them
worshipped and supplicated their gods. Clement of
Alexandria, after repeating all this, adds at the end
that there are also philosophers in India who follow
the precepts of Butta, whom they honour as a god
on account of his extraordinary holiness. This is
the first Greek mention of Buddha, for no one else
can have been meant by Clement. The name was
never mentioned by Alexander’s companions, though
there are early coins, which point to Greek influence,
with the figure and name of Boddo. We are also
told that these philosophers practised fortitude, both
by undergoing active toil, and by enduring pain,
remaining for whole days motionless in a fixed
attitude.

Buddhist Pilgrims, Hiouen-thsang.

Some centuries later we have another and inde-
pendent source of information on the intellectual
state of India, and this also is in perfect accordance
with what we have hitherto learnt about India
as the home of philosophers. Beginning with the
fourth century of our era, that is, at the time when
what I call the Renaissance of Sanskrit literature
and national independence began, Chinese Buddhists
who made their pilgrimages to India, as to their
Holy Land, described to us the state of the country
such as they saw it. Those who came early, such
as Fa-hian, saw Buddhism flourishing in the fifth
century, those who came later in the sixth and
seventh centuries, witnessed already the evident signs
of its decline. The most important among them
was Hiouen-thsang who visited India from 629 to
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645, and whose travels have been translated by my
late friend, Stanislas Julien. No one can doubt the
trustworthiness of this witness, though he may have
been deceived in some of his observations. He de-
scribes the Buddhist monasteries scattered all over
the country, the schools of the most illustrious
teachers whose lectures he attended, and their
public assemblies, particularly those that took place
at the court of Stldditya Harshavardhana 610-650,
commonly called Sri-Harsha of Kanyikubga. This
king, who is described as having conquered the five
Indias, seems to have been in his heart a Buddhist,
though he bestowed his patronage and protection
on all sects alike, whether followers of the Vedas or
of Buddha. No one, we are told, was allowed to
eat flesh in his dominions, and whoever had killed
a living thing was himself put to death!. He built
many hospitals and monasteries,andentertained many
Buddhist friars at his own expense. Every year he
assembled the Sramanas from different kingdoms,
and made them discuss in his presence the most im-
portant points of Buddha's doctrine. Each disputant
had his chair, and the king himself was present to
judge of their learning and their good behaviour.
Hiouen-thsang, who by this time had made himself
a proficient Sanskrit scholar and Buddhist theolo-
gian, having studied the Buddhist writings under
some of the most illustrious teachers of the time,
was invited by the king to be present at one of
these great assemblies, on the southern bank of the
Ganges. Twenty kings were gathered there, each
bringing with him both Sramanas and Brihmanas.

! Mémoires sur les Contrées Occidentales, Julien, i. p. 251 seq.
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A large camp was constructed, and every day rich
alms were bestowed on the Sramanas. This, as it
would seem, excited the anger of some Brihmans
who were present. They tried to set fire to the
camp and the magnificent buildings erected by the
king. And when they failed in this, they actually
hired an assassin to kill the monarch. The king,
however, escaped, and forgave the would-be assassin,
but exiled a large number of Brihmans from his
kingdom. This gives us the first idea of what
at that time religious persecution meant on the
part of Buddhists as well as of Brihmans. These
persecutions may have been exaggerated, but they
cannot be altogether denied. Hiouen-thsang him-
self seems to have taken an active part in this
Congress of Religion, and I still believe it was he
who is mentioned by his Sanskrit name as ‘Moksha-
deva’ or as the ‘ Master of the Tripitaka.’ After
making all reasonable deductions, such as we should
make in the case of the descriptions of any enthu-
siastic witness, enough seems to me to remain to
show that from the time of the Upanishads to the
time of Hiouen-thsang’s sojourn in India, one domi-
nant interest pervaded the whole country, theinterest
in the great problems of humanity here on earth.
While in other countries the people at large cared
more for their national heroes, as celebrated in their
epic poetry on account of their acts of bravery or
cunning, India under the sway of its Vedic poets,
most of them of a priestly rather than a warrior
origin, remained true to its character. Its kings
surrounded themselves with a court of sages
rather than of warriors, and the people at large
developed and strengthened their old taste for
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religious and philosophical problems that has en-
dured for centuries, and is not extinct even at the
present day. Of course, if we call the people of
India a nation of philosophers, this is not meant
to deny that the warrior class also had their
popular heroes, and that their achievements also
excited the interest of the people. India is large
enough for many phases of thought. We must not
forget that even in the Vedic hymns Indra, the
most popular of their gods, was a warrior. The
two great epic poems are there to testify that hero-
worship is innate in the human heart, and that in
early days men and even women will place muscle
higher than brain. But many even of these epic
heroes have a tinge of philosophical sadness about
them, and Arguna, the greatest among them, is at
the same time the recipient of the highest wisdom
communicated to him by Krishna, as described in the
Bhagavad-gita.

Krishna himself, the hero of the Bhagavad-giti,
was of Kshatriya origin, and was looked upon as
the very incarnation of the Deity. It is curious
that the Sanskrit language has no word for epic
poetry. Itihdsa refers to the matter rather than to
the poetical form of what we should call epic poems,
and the Hindus, strange to say, speak of their
MahAibhirata as a Law-book, Dharmasistra !, and to
a certain extent it may have fulfilled that purpose.

King Harsha.
If the account given by Hiouen-thsang of the
spiritual state of India at the time of his visit

! See Dahlmann, Das Mahabharata.
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and of his stay at the court of Harsha should seem
to be tinged too much by the sentiments of the
Buddhist priest, we have only to consult the
history of Harsha as written in Sanskrit by Bana,
to feel convinced of the faithfulness of his account.
No doubt Hiouen-thsang looked at India with the
eyes of a follower of Buddha, but Bina also, though
not a Buddhist, represents to us the different schools
and teachers, whether followers of Buddha or of
the Veda, as living together apparently in perfect
peace, and obeying the orders of the same king.
They would naturally discuss their differences and
exchange opinions on points on which they were
agreed or opposed to each other, but of violent
persecutions by one side or the other, or of excom-
munications and massacres, we hear very.little or
nothing. The king himself, the friend and patron
of Hiouen-thsang, tolerated both Buddhism and
Brihmanism in his realm, and we feel doubtful
sometimes which of the two he favoured most in
his own mind. We see him, for instance, pay his
respects to a sage of the name of Divakara, who
had been by birth and education a Brihman, but
had been converted to Buddha's doctrine, without,
as it would seem, incurring thereby the displeasure
of the king or of his friends. In the Harsha-karita'
the king is represented to us as entering a large
forest, surrounded by his retinue. When approach-
ing the abode of the sage, the king leaves his
suite behind and proceeds on foot, attended by only
a few of his vassals. While still at a distance from
the holy man’s abode, the king perceived a large

! Harsha-karita, translated by Cowell and Thomas, p. 235.
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number of ‘Buddhists from various provinces, perched
on pillows, seated on rocks, dwelling in bowers of
creepers, lying in thickets or in the shadow of
branches, or squatting on the roots of trees,—de-
votees dead to all passions, Glainas in white robes
(Svetdmbaras), with mendicants (Bhikshus or Parivra-
gakas), followers of Krishna (Bhigavatas), religious
students (Brahmakirins), ascetics who pulled out
their hair, followers of Kapila (Simkhyas), Gainas,
LokAyatikas (atheists), followers of Kanida (Vaise-
shikas), followers of the Upanishads (Vedintins),
believers in God as a creator (Naiydyikas), assayers
of metals(?), students of legal institutes, students
of the Purinas, adepts in sacrifices requiring seven
priests, adepts in grammar, followers of the Paiika-
ritras, and others beside, all diligently following
their own tenets, pondering, urging objections,
raising doubts, resolving them, giving etymologies,
and disputing, discussing and explaining moot points
of doctrine,’ and all this, it would seem, in perfect
peace and harmony.

Now I ask once more, is there any other country
in the world of which a similar account could be given,
always the same from century to century? Such
a life as here described may seem very strange to
us, nay, even incredible, but that is our fault, because
we forget the totally different conditions of in-
tellectual life in India and elsewhere. We cannot
dissociate intellectual life from cities, from palaces,
schools, universities, museums, and all the rest.
However, the real life of India was not lived in
towns, but in villages and forests. Even at present
it should be remembered that towns are the ex-
ception in India, and that the vast majority of
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people live in the country, in villages, and their
adjoining groves. Here the old sages were free to
meditate on the problems of life and on all that
is nearest to the heart of man. If they were not
philosophers, let them be called dreamers, but
dreamers of dreams without which life would hardly
be worth living.

An insight into this state of things seemed
to me necessary as a preliminary to a study of
Indian philosophy as being throughout the work
of the people rather than that of a few gifted in-
dividuals. As far back as we can trace the history
of thought in India, from the time of King Harsha
and the Buddhist pilgrims back to the descriptions
found in the Mah4bhArata, the testimonies of the
Greek invaders, the minute accounts of the Bud-
dhists in their Tripitaka, and in the end the
Ubpanishads themselves, and the hymns of the Veda,
we are met everywhere by the same picture, a
society in which spiritual interests predominate and
throw all material interests into the shade, a world
of thinkers, a nation of philosophers.



CHAPTER II.

The Vedas.

Ir after these preliminary remarks we look for
the real beginnings of philosophy on the soil of
India, we shall find them in a stratum where
philosophy is hardly differentiated as yet from
religion, and long before the fatal divorce between
religion and philosophyhad been finally accomplished,
that is in the Vedas.

There have been curious misunderstandings about
this newly-discovered relic of ancient literature, if
literature it may be called, having nothing what-
ever to do in its origin with any litera scripta. No
one has ever doubted that in the Veda we have the
earliest monument of Aryan language and thought,
and, in a certain sense, of Aryan literature which,
in an almost miraculous way, has been preserved to
us, during the long night of centuries, chiefly by
means of oral tradition. But seeing that the Veda
was certainly more ancient than anything we pos-
sess of Aryan literature elsewhere, people jumped
at the conclusion that it would bring us near to the
very beginning of all things, and that we should
find in the hymns of the Rig-veda the ‘ very songs
of the morning stars and the shouts of the sons of
God.’ When these expectations were disappointed,
many of these ancient hymns, turning out to be
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very simple, nay sometimes very commonplace, and
with little of positive beauty, or novel truth, a re-
action set in, as it always does after an excessive
enthusiasm. The Vedic hymns were looked on ask-
ance, and it was even hinted that they might be but
forgeries of those very suspicious individuals, the
Brihmans or Pandits of India. In the end, however,
the historical school has prevailed, and the historian
now sees that in the Vedas we have to deal, not with
what European philosophers thought ought to have
been, but with what is and has been ; not with what
is beautiful, but with what is true and historically
real. If the Vedic hymns are simple, natural, and
often commonplace, they teach us that very useful
lesson that the earliest religious aspirations of the
Aryan conquerors of India were simple and natural,
and often, from our point of view, very commonplace.
This too is a lesson worth learning. Whatever the
Vedas may be called, they are to us unique and
priceless guides in opening before our eyes tombs
of thought richer in relics than the royal tombs of
Egypt, and more ancient and primitive in thought
than the oldest hymns of Babylonian or Accadian
poets. If we grant that they belonged to the second
millennium before our era, we are probably on safe
ground, though we should not forget that this is a
constructive date only, and that such a date does
not become positive by mere repetition. It may be
very brave to postulate 2000 B.c. or even 5000 B.cC.
as a minimum date for the Vedic hymns, but what
is gained by such bravery? Such assertions are
safe so far as they cannot be refuted, but neither
can they be proved, considering that we have no
contemporaneous dates to attach them to. And
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when I say that the Vedic hymns are more ancient
and primitive than the oldest Babylonian and Acca-
dian hymns, all that I mean and could mean is that
they contain fewer traces of an advanced civilisa-
tion than the hymns deciphered from cuneiform
tablets, in which we find mention of such things as
temples in stone and idols of gold, of altars, sceptres
and crowns, cities and libraries, and public squares.
There are thoughts in those ancient Mesopotamian
hymns which would have staggered the poets of
the Veda, such as their chief god being called the
king of blessedness, the light of mankind, &c. We
should look in vain in the Veda for such advanced
ideas as ‘the holy writing of the mouth of the
deep,” ‘the god of the pure incantation,’ ‘thy will
is made known in heaven and the angels bow their
faces,’ ‘I fill my hand with a mountain of diamonds,
of turquoises and of crystal,” ‘thou art as strong
bronze, ¢ of bronze and lead thou art the mingler,
or ‘the wide heaven is the habitation of thy liver.’
All this may be very old as far as the progression
of the equinoxes is concerned, but in the progress
of human thought these ideas mark a point, not
yet reached by the poets of the Veda. In that
sense, whatever their age, these Babylonian hymns
are more modern in thought than the very latest
hymns of the Rig-veda, though I confess that it
is that very fact, the advanced civilisation at that
early time which they reflect, that makes the Baby-
lonian hymns so interesting in the eyes of the
historian. I do not speak here of philosophical
ideas, for we have learnt by this time that they are
of no age and of any age.

Whatever may be the date of the Vedic hymns,
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whether 1500 or 15000 B.C., they have their own
unique place and stand by themselves in the litera-
ture of the world. They tell us something of the
early growth of the human mind of which we find
no trace anywhere else. Whatever aesthetic judge-
ments may be pronounced on them, and there is
certainly little of poetical beauty in them, in the
eyes of the historian and the psychologist they will
always retain their peculiar value, far superior to
the oldest chronicles, far superior to the most an-
cient inscriptions, for every verse, nay every word
in them, is an authentic document in the history
of the greatest empire, the empire of the human
mind, as established in India in the second mil-
lennium B.c.

The Philosophical Basis of the Vedic Gods.

Let us begin with the simplest beginnings. What
can be simpler than the simple conviction that the
regularly recurring events of nature require certain
agents? Animated by this conviction the Vedic
poets spoke not only of rain (Indu), but of a rainer
(Indra), not only of fire and light as a fact, but of
a lighter and burner, an agent of fire and light, a
Dyaus (Zeis) and an Agni (ignis). It seemed im-
possible to them that sun and moon should rise
every day, should grow strong and weak again
every month or every year, unless there was an
agent behind who controlled them. We may smile
at such thoughts, but they were natural thoughts,
nor would it be easy even now to prove a negative
to this view of the world. One of these agents
they called Savitar (*érnp, or dériwos), the enlivener,
as distinguished yet inseparable from Strya, the
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heavenly, the sun, Greek Hélios. Soma, from the
same root Su, was likewise at first what enlivens,
i.e. the rain, then the moon which was supposed
to send dew and rain, and lastly the enlivening’
draught, used for sacrificial purposes and prepared
from a plant called Soma or the enlivener, a plant
known to Brihmans and Zoroastrians before the
separation of the two. In this way both the re-
ligion and the mythology of the Vedic sages have
a philosophical basis, and deserve our attention, if
we wish to understand the beginnings not only of
Indian mythology and religion, but of Indian philo-
sophy also. ‘No one,’ as Deussen truly says, ¢ can
or should in future talk about these things who
does not know the Rig-veda!’ The process on
which originally all gods depended for their very
existence, the personification of, or the activity attri-
buted to the great natural phenomena, while more
or less obscured in all other religions, takes place
in the Rig-veda as it were in the full light of day.
The gods of the Vedic, and indirectly of all the
Aryan people, were the agents postulated behind
the great phenomena of nature. This was the be-
ginning of philosophy, the first application of the
law of causality, and in it we have to recognise
the only true solution of Indo-European mythology,
and likewise of Aryan philosophy. Whatever may
have existed before these gods, we can only guess at,
we cannot watch it with our own eyes, while the
creation of Dyaus, light and sky, of Prithivi, earth, of
Varuna, dark sky, of Agni, fire, and other such Vedie
deities, requires neither hypothesis nor induction.

! Deussen, Allgemeine Geschichte der Philosophie, p. 83.
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There was the sky, Dyaus, apparently active, hence
there must be an agent, called Dyaus. To say that
this Aryan Theogony was preceded by a period of
fetishism or totemism, is simply gratuitous. At all
events, it need not be refuted before it has been
proved. Possibly the naming of the sky as an
agent and as a masculine noun came first, that of
the mere objective sky, as a feminine, second.

Three Classes of Vedic Gods.

We know now by what very simple process the
Vedic Aryas satisfied their earliest craving for
causes, how they created their gods, and divided
the whole drama of nature into three acts and the
actors into three classes, those of the sky, those of
mid-air, and those of the earth. To the first belong
Dyaus, the agent of the sky; Mitra, the agent of
the bright sky and day; Varuna, the agent of the
dark sky and evening ; Strya, the agent of the sun;
Savitri, the agent of the enlivening or morning sun ;
Asvinau, the twin agents of morning and evening ;
Ushas, the maiden of the dawn.

To mid-air belong Indra, the agent of the atmo-
sphere in its change between light and darkness,
the giver of rain; the Marutas, the agents of
the storm-clouds ; Viyu and Vita, the agents of the
air; Parganya, the agent of the rain-cloud ; Rudra,
the agent of storm and lightning, and several others
connected with meteoric phenomena.

To the earth belong Prithivi herself, the earth
as active; Agni, the agent of fire; Sarasvati and
other rivers; sometimes the Dawn also, as rising
from the earth as well as from the sky. These
gods were the first philosophy, the first attempt at
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explaining the wonders of nature. It is curious to
observe the absence of anything like star-worship in
India among the Aryan nations in general. A few
of the stars only, such as were connected with human
affairs, determining certain seasons, and marking
the time of rain (Hyades), the return of calmer
weather (Pleiades), or the time for mowing (Krit-
tikds), were noticed and named, but they never
rose to the rank of the high gods. They were less
interesting to the dwellers in India, because they
~did not exercise the same influence on their daily life
as they do in Europe. There was of course no settled
system in this pantheon, the same phenomena being
often represented by different agents, and different
phenomena by the same agents. The gods, how-
ever, had evidently been known before they were
distributed into three classes, as gods of the sky,
of the earth, and of the clouds'.

Other Classifications of Gods.

If we call this creation and likewise classification
of the Devas or gods, the first philosophy of the
human race, we can clearly see that it was not
artificial or the work of one individual only, but
was suggested by nature herself. Earth, air, and
sky, or again, morning, noon, and night, spring,
summer, and winter, are triads clearly visible in
nature, and therefore, under different names and
forms, mirrored in ancient mythology in every part
of the world. These triads are very different from
the later number assigned to the gods. Though
the Devas are known in the Rig-veda and the

! M. M., Contributions to the Science of Mythology, p. 475.
E
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Avesta as thirty-three, I doubt whether there is
any physical necessity for this number'. It seems
rather due to a taste very common among un-
civilised tribes of playing with numbers and multi-
plying them to any extent 2. We see the difficulty
experienced by the Brihmans themselves when they
had to fill the number of thirty-three and give their
names. Sometimes they are called three times
eleven ; but when we ask who these three times
eleven are, we find no real tradition, but only more
or less systematising theories. We are told that
they were the gods in the sky, on earth, and in the
clouds (I, 139, 11), or again that they were Vasus,
Rudras, Adityas,Visve Devas, and Maruts 3, but the
number of each of these classes of gods seems to have
been originally seven rather than eleven. Even
this number of seven is taken by some scholars in
the general sense of many, like devinim bhtyish-
thah ; but it is at all events recognised in the Rig-
veda VIII, 28, 5, though possibly in a late verse.
What we look for in vain in the Veda are the names
of seven Maruts or seven Rudras. We can perhaps
make out seven Vasus, if, as we are told, they are
meant for Agni, the Adityas, the Marutas, Indra,
Ushas, the Asvins and Rudra. The seven Adityas,
too, may possibly be counted as Varuma, Mitra,
Aryaman, Bhaga, Daksha, Amsa, and Tvashtrs, but
all this is very uncertain. We see in fact the three
times eleven replaced by the eight Vasus, the eleven
Maruts, and the twelve Adityas, to which two other

! Satap. Br. XII, 6, 1, p. 205.
* Contributions, p. 475.
3 Yedanta-Satras I, 3, 28; and Rig-veda X, 122, 1.
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gods are added as leaders, to bring their number
up to the required thirty-three.

In still later times the number of the Aditya,s,
having been taken for the solar light in each suc-
cessive month, was raised to twelve. I look upon
all these attempts at a classification of the Vedic
gods as due once more to the working of a philo-
sophical or systematising spirit. It is not so much
the exact number or names of these gods, as the
fact that attempts had been made at so early a time
to comprehend certain gods under the same name,
that interests the philosophical observer.

The Visve or All-gods.

The first step in this direction seems to be repre-
sented by the Visve or the Visve Devas. Visva is
different from Sarva, all. Tt means the gods to-
gether, Gesammtgitter (cuncti), not simply all the
gods (omnes). Sometimes, therefore, the two words
can be used together, as Taitt. Br. III, 1, 1, Visva
bhuvanini sarv4, ‘all beings together.” The Maruts
are called Visve Maritak, in the sense of all the
Maruts together. These Visve, though they belong
to the class-gods (Ganas), are different from other
class-gods inasmuch as their number is hardly
fixed. It would be endless to give the names of
all the gods who are praised in the hymns addressed
to the Visve Devas. Indra often stands at their
head (Indragyeshthih), but there is hardly one of
the Vedic gods who does not at times appear as one
of them. What is really important in these Visve is
that they represent the first attempt at comprehend-
ing the various gods as forming a class, so that even
the other classes (Ganas), such as Aditya.s, Vasus,

E 2
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or Rudras may be comprehended under the wider
concept of Visve. It is all the more curious that
this important class, important not only for mytho-
logical but for philosophical and religious purposes
also, should have attracted so little attention hither-
to. They are passed over, as a class, even in that rich
treasure-house of Vedic Mythology, the fifth volume
of Muir’s Original Sanskrit Texts, but they ought
not to be ignored by those who are interested in the
progress of the ancient mythological religions from
given multiplicity to postulated unity, as an essential
character of the godhead.

Tendencies towards Unity among the Gods.

But while this conception of Visve Devas marks
the first important approach from the many inco-
herent gods scattered through nature to a gradually
more and more monotheistic phase of thought in the
Veda, other movements also tended in the same
direction. Several gods, owing to their position in
nature, were seen to perform the same acts, and
hence a poet might well take upon himself to say
that Agni not only acted with Indra or Savits, but
that in certain of his duties Agni was Indra and was
Savitr.. Hence arose a number of dual gods, such
as Indra-Agni, Mitrd-Varunau, Agni-Shomau, also
the two Asvins. On other occasions three gods were
praised as working together, such as Aryaman, Mitra
and Varuna, or Agni, Soma and Gandharva, while
from another point of view, Vishnu with his three
strides represented originally the same heavenly
being, as rising in the morning, culminating at noon,
and setting in the evening. Another god or goddess,
Aditi, was identified with the sky and the air, was
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called mother, father, and son, was called all the
gods and the five races of men, was called the past
and the future. Professor Weber has strangely
misunderstood me if he imagines that I designated
this phase of religious thought as Henotheism.

Henotheism.

To identify Indra, Agni, and Varuna is one thing,
it is syncretism ; to address either Indra or Agni or
Varuna, as for the time being the only god in
existence with an entire forgetfulness of all other
gods, is quite another; and it was this phase, so
fully developed in the hymns of the Veda, which
I wished to mark definitely by a name of its own,
calling it Henotheism .

Monotheism and Monism.

All these tendencies worked together in one
direction, and made some of the Vedic poets see
more or less distinctly that the idea of god, if once
clearly conceived, included the ideas of being one
and without an equal. They thus arrived at the
conviction that above the great multitude of gods
there must be one supreme personality, and, after
a time, they declared that there was behind all the
gods that one (Tad Ekam) of which the gods were
but various names.

Rv. I, 164, 46. Ekam sat viprak bahudha vadanti, Agnim,
Yamam, Matarisvinam ahuh.

The sages call that One in many ways, they call it Agni,
Yama, Matarisvan,

! This phase of religious thought has been well described in
the same fifth volume of Muir’s Original Sanskrit Texts, p. 352 ;
see also Deussen, Geschichte der Philosophie, I, p. 104.
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Rv. X, 129, 2. Anit avatam svadhaya tat ekam, tasmat ha
anyat na parah kim kana asa.

That One breathed breathlessly by itself, other than it there
nothing since has been.

The former thought led by itself to a monotheistic
religion, the latter, as we shall see, to a monustic
philosophy.

In trying to trace the onward movement of
religious and philosophical thought in the Veda,
we should recognise once for all the great difficulties
with which we have to contend. Speaking as yet
of the hymns only, we have in the Rig-veda a
collection of 1,017 hymns, each on an average con-
taining about ten verses. But this collection was
made at different times and in different places,
systematically in some respects, but in others, more
or less at random. We have no right to suppose
that we have even a hundredth part of the religious
and popular poetry that existed during the Vedic
age. We must therefore carefully guard against
such conclusions as that, because we possess in
our Rig-veda-samhitd but one hymn addressed to
a certain deity, therefore that god was considered
as less important or was less widely worshipped
than other gods. This has been a very common
mistake, and I confess that there is some excuse for
it, just as there was for looking upon Homer as the
sole representative of the whole epic poetry of Greece,
and upon his mythology as the mythology of the
whole of Greece. But we must never forget that
the Rig-veda is but a fragment, and represents the
whole of Vedic mythology and religion even less
than Homer represents the whole of Greek mytho-
logy and religion. It is wonderful enough that
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such a collection should have escaped destruction
or forgetfulness, when we keep in mind that the
ancient literature of India was purely mnemonic,
writing being perfectly unknown, but the art of
mnemonics being studied all the more as a discipline
essential to intellectual life. What has come down
to us of Vedic hymns, by an almost incredible, yet
well attested process, is to us a fragment only, and
we must be on our guard not to go beyond the
limits assigned to us by the facts of the case. Nor
can the hymns which have come down to us have
been composed by one man or by members of one
family or one community only; they reach us in the
form of ten collections (Mandalas) composed, we are
told, by different men, and very likely at different
periods. Though there is great similarity, nay even
monotony running through them, there are differ-
ences also that cannot fail to strike the attentive
reader. In all such matters, however, we must be
careful not to go beyond the evidence before us,
and abstain as much as possible from attempting
to systematise and generalise what comes to us in
an unsystematised, nay often chaotic form. ‘

Pragapati.

Distinguishing therefore, as much as possible,
between what has been called tentative monotheism,
which is religion, and tentative monism, which is
philosophy, we can discover traces of the former in
the famous hymn X, 121, which, years ago, I called
the hymn to the Unknown God. Here the poet
asks in every verse to whom, to what Deva, he
should offer his sacrifice, and says towards the end
whether it should be, ydh devéshu 4dhi devdh ékak
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isit, ‘he who alone was god above gods’ Many of
the ordinary gods are constantly represented as
supreme, with an entire forgetfulness that one only
can be so; but this is very different from the distinct
demand here made by the poet for a god that should
be above all other gods. It is much more like the
Semitic demand for a god above all gods (Exod. xviii.
11), or for a father of gods and men, as in Greece
(warip dvdpiv Te Bedv T¢). Aristotle already remarked
that, as men have one king, they imagined that the
gods also must be governed by one king!. I believe,
however, that the ground for this lies deeper, and
that the idea of oneness is really involved in the
idea of God as a supreme and unlimited being.
But Aristotle might no doubt have strengthened his
argument by appealing to India where ever so many
clans and tribes had each their own king, whether
Régah or Mahérdgah,and where it might seem natural
to imagine a number of supreme gods, each with
their own limited supremacy. Still all this would
have satisfied the monistic craving for a time only.
Here too, in the demand for and in the supply of
a supreme deity, we can watch a slow and natural
progress. At first, for instance, when (Rv. VIII, 89)
Indra was to be praised for his marvellous deeds, it
was he who had made the sun to shine. He was called
Satakratu, the all-powerful and all-wise, or Abhibhu,
the conqueror. At the end the poet sums up by
saying : Visvi-karmi visvd-devah mahén asi, ¢ thou
art the maker of all things, thou art the great
Visvadeva (all-god).” The last word is difficult to
translate, but its real purport becomes clear, if we

! Arist. Politics, 1, 2, §; Muir, 0. 8. T, V, p. 5.
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remember what we saw before with reference to the
origin of the Visve Devas.

Visvakarman.

In such adjectives as Satakratu, and still more in
Visvakarman, the maker of all things, we see the
clear germs that were to grow into the one supreme
deity. As soon as Visvakarman was used as a sub-
stantive, the Brihmans had what they wanted, they
had their All-maker, their god above all gods, the
god whose friendship the other gods were eager to
secure (VIII, 89, 3).

Tvashirs.

The maker or creator of all things is the nearest
approach to the one and only god of later times. It
should not be forgotten, however, that there was
already another maker, called Tvashtrs,i.e.réxrov,only
that he did not rise to the position of a real creator
of all things. He seems to have been too old, too
mythological a character for philosophical purposes.
He remained the workman, the Hephaestos, of the
Vedic gods, well known as the father of Saranyt
and VisvarGpa. He had all the requisites for be-
coming a supreme deity, in fact, he is so here and
there, as when he is addressed as having formed
heaven and earth (X, 110, g), nay, as having begotten
everything (visvam bhuvanam gagina). He is in
fact all that a Creator can be required to be, being
supposed to have created even some of the gods,
such as Agni, Indra, and Brahmanaspati (Rv. X, 2,
7 II, 23, 17). If Agni himself is called Tvashtr:
(Rv. II, 1, 5), this is merely in consequence of that
syncretism which identified Agni with ever so many
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gods, but more particularly with Tvashtr, the shaper
of all things.

When Tvashtr i1s called Savitrz, this does not
necessarily imply his identity with the god Savitrz,
but the word should in that case be taken as a pre-
dicate, meaning the enlivener, just as in other places
he is praised as the nourisher or preserver of all
creatures, as the sun (Rv. III, 55, 19). One of the
causes why he did not, like Pragipati or Visvakarman,
become a supreme god and creator was his having
belonged to a more ancient pre-Vedic stratum of
gods. This might also account for Indra’s hostility to
Tvashtri, considering that he (Indra), as a new god,
had himself supplanted the older gods, such as Dyaus.
We must be prepared for many such possibilities,
though I give them here as guesses only. Itis possible
also that the name of Asura, given to Tvashtri and
to his son Visvaripa, points in the same direction,
and that we should take it, not in the sense of an
evil spirit, but in the sense of an ancient daimon in
which it is applied in other hymns to Varuna, and
other ancient Devas. Tvashtr is best known as the
father of Sarany® and the grandfather therefore of
the Asvins (day and night), but it is a mistake to
suppose that as father of Yama and Yami he was ever
conceived as the progenitor of the whole human race.
Those who so confidently identify Yama and Yamt
with Adam and Eve seem to have entirely forgotten
that Yama never had any children of Yami. In
his mythological character, Tvashtri is sometimes
identical with Dyaus (Zeus)!, but he never becomes,
as has sometimes been supposed, a purely abstract

! Contributions, II, p. 560.
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deity ; and in this we see the real difference between
Tvashtr: and Visvakarman, Visvakarman, originally
a mere predicate, has no antecedents, no parents,
and no offspring, like Tvashtr: (Rv. X, 81, 4). The
work of Visvakarman is described in the following
words, which have a slight mythological colouring :
‘ What was the stand, the support, what and how
was it, from whence the all-seeing Visvakarman
produced by his might the earth and stretched out
the sky? The one god who on every side has
eyes, mouths, arms and feet, blows (forges) with his
two arms and with wings, while producing heaven
and earth !’

How vague and uncertain the personal character
of Visvakarman was in Vedic times, we can see
from the fact that the Taittiriya Brahmana ascribes
the very acts here ascribed to Visvakarman to
Brahman?. At a later time, Visvakarman, the
All-maker, became with the Buddhists, as Visva-
kamma, a merely subordinate spirit, who is sent to
act as hairdresser to Buddha. The gods also have
their fates !

Search for a Supreme Deity.

The same human yearning for one supreme deity
which led the Vedic priests to address their hymns
to the Visve Devas or to Visvakarman as the maker
of all things, induced them likewise to give a more
personal character to Pragipati. This name, meaning

! This blowing has reference to the forge on which the
smith does his work. Wings were used instead of bellows,
and we must take care not to ascribe angels’ wings to Tvashiri
or to any god of Vedic times, unless he is conceived as a bird,
and not as a man.

* Taitt. Br. I, 8, 9, 6 ; Muir, 0.8.T., V, p. 355.



60 INDIAN PHILOSOPHY.

lord of creatures, is used in the Rig-veda as a pre-
dicate of several gods, such as Soma, Savitr:, and
others. His later origin has been inferred from the
fact that his name occurs but three times in the
Rig-veda'. These arithmetical statistics should, how-
ever, be used with great caution. First of all my
index verborum is by no means infallible, and secondly
our Samhitd of the Rig-veda is but a segment, pro-
bably a very small segment, of the mass of religious
poetry that once existed. In the case of Pragipati
I had left out in my Index one passage, X, 121, 10,
and though, for very good reasons, I considered and
still consider this verse as a later addition, this was
probably no excuse for omitting it, like all that is
-omitted in the Pada-text of the Rig-veda. The whole
hymn must have been, as I thought, the expression of
a yearning after one supreme deity, who had made
heaven and earth, the sea and all that in them is.
But many scholars take it as intended from the
very first verse for the individualised god, Pragipati.
I doubt this still, and I give therefore the translation
of the hymn as I gave it in 1860, in my ‘ History of
Ancient Sanskrit Literature’ (p. 568). It has been
translated many times since, but it will be seen that
I have had but little to alter.

Hymn to the Unknown God.

1. In the beginning there arose the germ of golden light,
Hiranyagarbha ; he was the one born lord of all that is,. He
stablished the earth and this sky—Who is the god to whom
we should offer our sacrifice?

2. He who gives life, he who gives strength ; whose com-
mand all the bright gods revere ; whose shadow is immortality

! Muir, 0.8.T,, V, 390.
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and mortality (gods and men)—Who is the god to whom we
should offer our sacrifice ?

3. He who through his power became the sole king of this
breathing and slumbering world—he who governs all, man
and beast—Who is the god to whom we should offer our
sacrifice ?

4. He through whose greatness these snowy mountains are,
and the sea, they say, with the Rasi, the distant river, he
whose two arms these regions are—Who is the god to whom
we should offer our sacrifice ?

5. He through whom the sky is strong, and the earth firm,
he through whom the heaven was established, nay the highest
heaven, he who measured the light in the air—Who is the god
to whom we should offer our sacrifice ?

6. He to whom heaven and earth (or, the two armies)
standing firm by his help, look up, trembling in their minds,
he over whom the rising sun shines forth—Who is the god to
whom we should offer our sacrifice ?

7. When the great waters went everywhere, holding the
germ and generating fire, thence he arose who is the sole life
of the bright gods—Who is the god to whom we should offer
our sacrifice ?

8. He who by his might looked even over the waters, which
gave strength and produced the sacrifice, he who alone is god
above all gods—Who is the god to whom we should offer our
sacrifice ?

9. May he not destroy us, he, the creator of the earth, or he,
the righteous, who created the heaven, he who also created the
bright and mighty waters—Who is the god to whom we should
offer our sacrifice ?

Then follows the verse which I treated as a later
addition, because it seemed to me that, if Pragipati
had been known by the poet as the god who did
all this, he would not have asked, at the end of every
verse, who the god was to whom sacrifice should be
offered. However, poets have their own ways.
But the strongest argument against the final verse,
which my critics have evidently overlooked, is the
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fact that this verse has not been divided by the
Padakira. I still hold, therefore, that it was a later
addition, that it is lame and weak, and spoils the
character of the hymn. It runs as follows :—

10. ‘O Pragapati, no other but thou has held together all
these things ; whatever we desire in sacrificing to thee, may
that be ours, may we be the lords of wealth.’

With this conception of Pragipati as the lord of
all created things and as the supreme deity, the
monotheistic yearning was satisfied, even though
the existence of other gods was not denied. And
what is curious is that we see the same attempt !
repeated again and again. Like Visvakarman and
Pragipati we find such names as Purusha, man ;
Hiranyagarbha, golden germ; Praina, breath, spirit ;
Skambha,support (X, 81, 7); Dhitri, maker; Vidhatrs,
arranger ; Nimadh4, name-giver of the gods, évoua-
roférns and others, all names for the Eka Deva, the
one god, though not, like Pragipati, developed into
fullgrown divine personalities. These names have
had different fates in later times. Some meet us
again during the Brihmana period and in the Athar-
vana hymns, or rise to the surface in the more
modern pantheon of India ; others have disappeared
altogether after a short existence, or have resumed
their purely predicative character. But the deep
groove which they made in the Indian mind has
remained, and to the present day the religious wants
of the great mass of the people in India seem satisfied
through the idea of the one supreme god, exalted
above all other gods, whatever names may have
been given to him. Even the gods of modern times

"

! M. M., Theosophy, pp. 244 seq.
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such as Siva and Vishnu, nay goddesses even, such
as Kali, Parvati, Durgi, are but new names for what
was originally embodied in the lord of created things
(Pragipati) and the maker of all things (Visva-
karman). In spite of their mythological disguises,
these modern gods have always retained in the eyes
of the more enlightened of their worshippers traces
of the character of omnipotence that was assigned
even in Vedic times to the one supreme god, the
god above all gods.
Brahman, Atman, Tad Ekam.

‘We have now to take another step in advance.
By the side of the stream of thought which we
have hitherto followed, we see in India another
powerful movement which postulated from the first
more than a god above, yet among, other gods. In

-#he eyes of more thoughtful men every one of the
gyods, called by a personal and proper name, was
K imited ipso facto, and therefore not fit to fill the
p—olace which was to be filled by an unlimited and
== bsolute power, as the primary cause of all created
-t hings. No name that expressed ideas connected
~swvith the male or female sex, not even Pragipati or
“Wisvakarman, was considered as fit for such a being,
and thus we see that as.early as the Vedic hymns
1t was spoken of as Tad Ekam, that One, as neither
male nor female, that is, as neuter. We come across
it in the hymn of Dirghatamas (I, 164, 6 1), where,

! This hymn, the author of which is called Dirghatamas, i.e.
Long Darkness, is indeed full of obscure passages. It has
been explained by Haug (Vedische Réthselfragen und Rithsel-
#priche, 18%5) and more successfully by Deussen, in his Allge-
meing Geschichte der Philosophie, p. 108, but it still contains
much that has to be cleared up.
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after asking who he was that established these six
spaces of the world, the poet asks, ¢ Was it perhaps
the One (neuter),-in the shape of the Unborn
(masc.)?’ This should be read in connection with
the famous forty-sixth verse :—

‘They call (it) Indra, Mitra and Varuna, Agni:
then (comes) the heavenly bird Garutman; that
which s the One, the poets call in many ways, they
call it Agni, Yama, Mitarisvan.’

Here we see the clear distinction between the
One that is named and the names, that is, the
various gods, and again between the One without
form or the unborn, that is, the unmanifested, and
those who established the whole world. This One,
or the Unborn, is mentioned also in X, 82, 6,
where we read ‘The One is placed in the nave
of the unborn where all beings rested.” Again in
a hymn to the Visve Devas, III, 54, 8, the poet,
when speaking of heaven and earth, says :—

‘ They keep apart all created things, and tremble
not, though bearing the great gods; the One rules
over all that is unmoving and that moves, that walks
or flies, being differently born.’

The same postulated Being is most fully de-
scribed in hymn X, 129, 1, of which I likewise gave
a translation in my ‘History of Ancient Sanskrit
Literature’ (1859), p. 569. It has been frequently
translated since, but the meaning has on the whole
remained much the same.

Nasadiya Hymn.

1. There was then neither what is nor what is not, there
was no sky, nor the heaven which is beyond. What covered ?
‘Where was it, and in whose shelter? Was the water the deep
abyss (in which it lay) ?
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2. There was no death, hence was there nothing immortal.
There was no light (distinction) between night and day. That
One breathed by itself without breath, other than it there has
been nothing.

3. Darkness there was, in the beginning all this was a sea
without light ; the germ that lay covered by the husk, that
One was born by the power of heat (Tapas).

4. Love overcame it in the beginning, which was the seed
springing from mind ; poets having searched in their heart
found by wisdom the bond of what is in what is not.

5. Their ray which was stretched across, was it below or was
it above? There were seed-bearers, there were powers, self-
power below, and will above.

6. Who then knows, who has declared it here, from whence
was born this creation ? The gods came later than this creation,
who then knows whence it arose ?

7. He from whom this creation arose, whether he made it
or did not make it, the Highest Seer in the highest heaven, he
forsooth knows ; or does even he not know ?

There are several passages in this hymn which,
in spite of much labour spent on them by eminent
scholars, remain as obscure now as they were to me
in 1859. The poet himself is evidently not quite clear
in his own mind, and he is constantly oscillating
between a personal and impersonal or rather super-
personal cause from whence the universe emanated.
But the step from a sexual to a sexless god, from a
mythological mpdros to a metaphysical mpérov, had
evidently been made at that early time, and with it
the decisive step from mythology to philosophy had
been taken. It isstrange to meet with this bold guess
in a collection of hymns the greater part of which
consists of what must seem to us childish petitions
addressed to the numerous Devas or gods of nature.
Even the question which in Europe was asked at
a much later date, where the Creator could have

F
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found a mod ord for creating the world out of
matter or out of nothing, had evidently passed
through the minds of the Vedic seers when they
asked, Rv. X, 81, 2 and 4: ‘What was the stand, what
was the support, what and how was it, from whence
the all-seeing Visvakarman produced by his might
the earth and stretched out the sky 2 These start-
ling outbursts of philosophic thought seem indeed
to require the admission of a long continued effort
of meditation and speculation before so complete
a rupture with the old conception of physical gods
could have become possible. We must not, how-
ever, measure every nation with the same measure.
It is not necessary that the historical progress of
thought, whether religious or philosophical, should
have been exactly the same in every country, nor
must we forget that there always have been pri-
vileged individuals whose mind was untrammelled
by the thoughts of the great mass of the people, and
who saw and proclaimed, as if inspired by a power
not themselves, truths far beyond the reach of their
fellow men. It must have required considerable
boldness, when surrounded by millions who never
got tired of celebrating the mighty deeds achieved
by such Devas as Agni, Indra, Soma, Savitrs, or
Varuna, to declare that these gods were nothing but
names of a higher power which was at first without
any name at all, called simply Tad Ekam, that One,
and afterwards addressed by such dark names as
Brahman and Atman. The poets who utter these
higher truths seem fully conscious of their own
weakness in grasping them. Thus, in I, 167, 5 and
6, the poet says :—

¢ As a fool, ignorant in my own mind, I ask for the hidden
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places of the gods; the sages, in order to weave, stretched the
seven strings over the newborn calf'.’

¢ Not having discovered I ask the sages who may have dis-
covered, not knowing, in order to know: he who supported the
six skies in the form of the unborn—was he perchance that
One?’

And again in ver. 4 of the same hymn :—

Who has seen the firstborn, when he who had no bones
(no form) bears himn that has bones (form)? Where is the
breath of the earth, the blood, the self? Who went to one
who knows, to ask this?’

In all this it is quite clear that the poets them-
selves who proclaimed the great truth of the One,
as the substance of all the gods, did not claim any
inspiration ab extra, but strove to rise by their own
exertions out of the clouds of their foolishness towards
the perception of a higher truth. The wise, as they
said, had perceived in their heart what was the
bond between what is and what is not, between the
visible and the invisible, between the phenomenal
and the real, and hence also between the individual
gods worshipped by the multitude, and that One
Being which was free from the character of a mere
Deva, entirely free from mythology, from parentage
and sex, and, if endowed with personality at all,
then so far only as personality was necessary for will.
This was very different from the vulgar personality
ascribed by the Greeks to their Zeus or Aphro-
dite, nay even by many Jews and Christians to their
Jehovah or God. All this represented an enormous
progress, and it is certainly difficult to imagine how

! This calf seems meant for the year, and in the seven
strings we might see a distant recollection of & year of seven
seasons ; see Galen, v. 347. Pragipati is often identified with
the year.
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it could have been achieved at that early period and,
as it were, in the midst of prayers and sacrifices
addressed to a crowd of such decidedly personal and
mythological Devas as Indra and Agni and all the
rest. Still it was achieved; and whatever is the
age when the collection of our Rig-veda-samhiti
was finished, it was before that age that the con-
viction had been formed that there is but One, One
Being, neither male nor female, a Being raised high
above all the conditions and limitations of per-
sonality and of human nature, and nevertheless the
Being that was really meant by all such names as
Indra, Agni, Matarisvan, nay even by the name of
Pragipati, lord of creatures. In fact the Vedic
poets had arrived at a conception of the Godhead
which was reached once more by some of the Christian
philosophers of Alexandria, but which even at pre-
sent is beyond the reach of many who call them-
selves Christians.

Before that highest point of religious speculation
was reached, or, it may be, even at the same time,
for chronology is very difficult to apply to the
spontaneous intuitions of philosophical truths, many
efforts had been made in the same direction. Such
names as Brahman and Atman, which afterwards
became so important as the two main supports of
Vedanta-philosophy, or Purusha, the name of the
transcendent soul as used in the Simkhya system,
do not spring into life without a long previous
incubation.

Brahman, its various Meanings.

If then we find Brdhman used as another name

of what before was called Tad Ekam, That One,

if later on we meet with such questions as—
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‘ Was Brahman the first cause ? Whence are we
born? By what do we live? Whither are we
hastening ? By whom constrained do we obtain
our lot in life whether of happiness or of misery,
O ye knowers of Brahman? Is time, is the nature
of things, is necessity, is accident, are the elements,
or is Purusha to be considered the source ¥’

We naturally ask, first of all, whence came these
names ? What did Brdhman mean so as to become
fit to signify 70 dvrws &v? It is curious to observe
how lightly this question has been answered '. Bréh-
man, it was said by Dr. Haug, means prayer, and
was derived from the root Barh or Brth, to swell
or to grow, so that originally it would have meant
what swells or grows. He then assigned to Brih-
man the more abstract meaning of growth and
welfare, and what causes growth and welfare,
namely sacred songs. Lastly, he assigned to Bréh-
man the meaning of force as manifested in nature,
and that of universal force as the Supreme Being.
I confess I can see no continuity in this string of
thought.  Other scholars, however, have mostly
repeated the same view. Dr. Muir starts from Brdh-
man in the sense of prayer, while with the ordinary
change of accent Brahmdn means he who prays.

Here the first question seems to be how Brdhman
could have come to mean prayer. Prof. Roth main-
tained that Brdhman expressed the force of will
directed to the gods ; and he gave as the first mean-
ing of Brdhman, ‘ Die als Drang und Fille des
Gemiiths auftretende und den Gottern zustrebende
Andarat, words difficult to render into intelligible

! M. M., Theosophy, p. 240.
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English. The second meaning, according to him, is
a sacred or magic formula; then sacred and divine
words, opposed to ordinarylanguage; sacred wisdom,
holy life; lastly, the absolute or impersonal god.
These are mighty strides of thought, but how are
they to be derived one from the other ?

Prof. Deussen (p. 10) sees in Bréhman ¢prayer,’
the lifting up of the will above one’s own in-
dividuality of which we become conscious in religious
meditation. I must confess that here too there
seem to be several missing links in the chain of
meanings. Though the idea of prayer as swelling
or exalted thought may be true with us, there is
little, if any, trace of such thoughts in the Veda.
Most of the prayers there are very matter-of-fact
petitions, and all that has been said of the swelling
of the heart, the elevation of the mind, the fervid
impulse of the will, as expressed by the word Bréhman,
seems to me decidedly modern, and without any
analogies in the Veda itself. When it is said that the
hymns make the gods grow (Vridh),this is little more
than what we mean by saying that they magnify the
gods (Deussen, l.c., p. 245). Even if a more pro-
found intention were supposed to be necessary for the
word Brdhman in the sense of prayer, there would
be nothing to prevent its having originally grown
out of Bréhman in the sense of word. Of course
we cannot expect perfect certainty in a matter like
this, when we are trying to discover the almost
imperceptible transitions by which a root which
expresses the idea of growing forth (Vriddhau),
growing strong, bursting forth, increasing, came to
supply a name for prayer as well as for deity. This
evolution of thought must have taken place long
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before the Vedic period, long before the Aryan
Separation, long before the final constitution of the
Aryan language of India. We can but guess there-
fore, and we should never forget this in trying to
interpret the faint traces which the earliest steps
of the human mind have left on the half-petrified
sands of our language. That Brihman means prayer
is certain, and that the root Brth meant to grow,
to break forth, is equally certain, and admitted by
all. What is uncertain are the intermediate links
connecting the two.

I suppose, and 1 can say no more, that Vrih or
Brih, which I take to be a parallel form of Vridh,
to grow, meant to grow, to come forth, to spread.
Hence Brihat means simply great (like great from
growing), broad, strong ; Barhishtha, strongest. We
should note, however, though we cannot attribute
much importance to the fact, that Brvmhati and
Brimhayati also were quoted by Indian gram-
gnarians in the sense of speaking and shining.
+Here we can see that speaking could originally
have had the meaning of uttering, and that ¢ word’
has been conceived as that which breaks forth, or
is uttered, an utterance (Ausdruck), as we say.
~ The next step to consider is the name Bivhas-
pati. We must start from the fact that Brihaspati
is synonymous with Vilkas-pati, lord of speech.
Unless Brih had once meant speech, it would have
been impossible to form such a name as Brhas-pati,
as little as Brahmanas-pati could have been possible
without Brdhman?.

! See Khand. Up. I, 2, 11, vag ghi brihati, tasyd esha patih ;
and VII, 2,2, yo vakam brahmasity upasate. Cf. Brih. I, 3, zo.
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From this point once gained I make the next
step and suppose that Brdh-man was formed to
express what was uttered, what broke forth, or
shone forth, that is, the word or speech. If we
have arrived at this, we can easily understand how
the general concept of word was specialised in the
sense both of sacred utterance or formula and of
prayer ; without any idea of swelling meditation or
lifting up of hearts, so alien to Vedic poets, such as
they are known to us. But if I am right in seeing
in Brédhman the original meaning of what breaks
forth, of a force that manifests itself in audible
speech, it will become easy to understand how
Brdhman could also, from the very beginning though
in a different direction, have been used as a name
of that universal force which manifests itself in
the creation of a visible universe. We need not
suppose that it had to ascend a scale first from
holy word, holy wisdom to the source of that wis-
dom, the absolute god.

Brih and Brahman, Word. .

We may suppose therefore—I say no more—that
Bréhman meant force or even germ, so far as it
bursts forth, whether in speech or in nature!. But
now comes a much more perplexing question. It
can hardly be doubted that V7:h or Brih is a parallel
form of Vridh; and it is a well-known fact that both
the Latin verbum and the German Wort can be
regularly derived from the same root, corresponding
to a possible Sanskrit Vrih-a or Vridh-a. In that

! Divyadasa Datta quotes a passage from the Yogavasishtha:
‘ Brahmavrimhaiva hi gagag, gagak ka brahmavrimhanam
(Vedantism, p. 28).
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case Brédhman also may be taken as a direct deri-
vation in the sense of the uttered word, and
brahmdn as the speaker, the utterer. So far we
are still on safe ground, and in the present state
of our knowledge I should not venture to go much J
beyond. But Colebrooke and other Vedic scholars
have often pointed out the fact that in the Veda
already we find a goddess Vik, speech, which we
met in VAFds-piti and Brthas-piti!, the lord of
speech. This Vik, as Colebrooke pointed out as
early as 1805, was ‘the e active power of Brahmi,
proceeding from him 2’ After reading Colebrooke’s
remarks on it, few Sanskrit scholars could help
being reminded of the Logos or the Word that was
in the beginning, that was with God, and by whom
all things were made. The important question,
however, which, even after Colebrooke’s remarks,
remained still undecided, was whether this idea of
the creative Word was borrowed by the Greeks from
India, or by the Indians from Greece, or whether
it was an idea that sprang up independently in
both countries. This is a question the answer of
which must lead to the most far-reaching con-
sequences. Professor Weber in his ‘Indische Studien,’
IX, 473, published an article with the object of
showing that the Logos-idea had no antecedents
in Greece to account for it” This was certainly
a startling assertion, but in the face of well-known
facts he added: < Without wishing to give a de-

! In the Rig-veda we have only viikah pate, X, 166, 3, as two
words ; and again péitim vakah, IX, 26, 4. Brahmanas patih
occurs frequently in Rig-veda, as II, 23, 1, gyeshthariigam
brahmanam brahmanas pate, &c.

* Miscellaneous Essays, I, p. 28.
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cision on this question, the surmise is obvious,
considering the close relations at that time existing
‘between Alexandria and India, that the growth of
this Neoplatonic idea was influenced by the like
views of the philosophical systems of India’ He
says again, ‘that it may have been simply on
account of the invigorating influence which the gods
were believed to derive from the hymns, that the
goddess of Speech was conceived as furnishing to
Pragipati the strength of creation, though at last,
particularly in the shape of Om, she obtained the
highest position, being identified with the absolute
Bréhman.’

I hope I have thus given a correct account of
Professor Weber's somewhat vague yet startling
assertion, that the Alexandrian Logos idea had no
antecedents in Greek philosophy, but was influenced
by the Vedic Vak. There are, no doubt, similarities,
but there are dissimilarities also which ought not
to be ignored. To say nothing else, Vak is a
feminine, Logos a masculine, and that involves more
than a difference of grammatical gender.

I have tried to show in my ‘Lectures on Theo-
sophy,’ that the facts of the case lead us to a very
different, nay to the very opposite opinion. If I
did not enter on a discussion of the arguments
which were intended to prove the absence of
antecedents of the Alexandrian Logos idea in Greek
philosophy, it was because I thought it better to
state the facts as they really are, without entering
on any useless controversy, leaving classical and
Sanskrit scholars to form their own conclusions.
While Professor Weber had asserted that the Logos
appears in Alexandria without any preparatory steps,
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I did my best to point out these very steps leading
up to the Logos, which are very well known to every
student of the early history of Greek philosophy?.
If T have succeeded in this, the presumption in
favour of any Indian influence having been exercised
on the philosophers of Alexandria, would fall to the
ground of itself, and the claims of India and
Greece would be equal so far as the original idea
of the Word, as a potentia-of the absolute Being,
was concerned. ‘Real Indian philosophy,’ I had
said before, ‘even in that embryonic form in which
we find it in the Upanishads, stands completely
by itself. We cannot claim for it any historical
relationship with the earliest Greek philosophy.
The two are as independent of each other as the
Greek Charis, when she has become the wife of
Hephaestos, is of the Haritas, the red horses
of the Vedic Dawn’ (p. 79).

Then the question arose, was there at least a
distant relationship, such as exists between Charis
and the Haritas, between Zeus and Dyaus, between
Vik and the Logos also? As there were no lin-
gustic indications whatever in support of such a
view, I arrived in the end at the conclusion, that
tirking as are the coincidences between the Vedic
V& and the Greek Logos, we must here also admit
that what was possible in India was possible in Greece
lkewise, and that we have no evidence to support us
o any further conclusions. In all this I thought
that facts would speak far better than words. It is
qute true that Professor Weber was careful to add

—

! Theosophy, p. 384, The Historical Antecedents of the
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the clause ‘that he did not intend to give any
opinion on this question,” but after such a confession
it is hardly becoming to hint that those who have
given an opinion on this question, had derived their
information from him. It is easy to state the pros
and cons, the Parvapaksha and the Uttarapaksha,
but both are meant in the end to lead on to
the Siddhdnta, the conclusion. Even stronger
coincidences between V&% and the Sophia of the
Old Testament® might have been adduced, for as
we read of VAak as the companion of Pragipati?,
Wisdom, in Prov. viii. 30, is made to say, ‘I was by
him, as one brought up with him ; and I was daily
his delight, rejoicing always before him.’

While in the Kéthaka we read of Vik being
impregnated by Pragipati, we read in Prov. viii. 22,
‘The Eternal possessed me in the beginning of his
way, before his works of old.’

But with all this I cannot admit that there is
any evidence of borrowing or of any kind of in-
teraction between Indian and Greek philosophy,
and I should have thought that after the historical
antecedents of the Logos and the Logoi in Greece
had been clearly laid open, the idea of the Greeks
having borrowed their Logos from Vedic Vak or
from the O. T. Sophia, would not have been re-
vived. The historical consequences of such an
admission would carry us very far indeed, and it
would require a far stronger lever to lift and to
remove the weight of evidence on the other side
than the arguments hitherto brought forward. If

! M. M., Theosophy, p. 381.
* Kathaka 12, 5 (27, 1).
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the Greeks had really borrowed their idea of the
Logos from India, why should they not have adopted
any of the consequences that followed from it ?

East and West.

This requires some fuller consideration. Every
indication of a possible intellectual intercourse
between Greeks and Hindus in ancient as well as
in more modern times, has been carefully noted and
strongly urged of late, but I feel bound to say that,
particularly for ancient times, nothing beyond mere
possibilities of an exchange of religious or philoso-
phical ideas between Greece and India has as yet
been established. It seems not to have been perceived
that an exchange of philosophical thought is very
different from an adoption of useful arts, such as
alphabetic writing, astronomical observations, coined
money, or articles of trade whether jewels, wood, or
clothing materials. It is only a philosopher that
can teach or influence a philosopher, and even in
the cases of two such men meeting, the difficulties of
an interchange of thought, without a perfect know-
ledge of the languages, are far greater than we
imagine. 'We have an instance of a foreign philoso-
pher becoming a proficient in the philosophical
language of India in the case of Hiouen-thsang. Has
he left any trace of Chinese thought, whether de-
rived from Confucius or Lao-tze, in India? Modern
missionaries, if unsuccessful in conversions, may, no
doubt, have left some imprint of Christianity and
European philosophy on the native mind, but the
position of the Christian missionary in India, ac-
credited by membership in the ruling race, is very
different from what the position of a few Buddhist
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monks could possibly have been in ancient times, even
if they had reached Alexandria, and learnt to speak
and converse on certain subjects in Greek or Egyptian.
A courier may be very conversant with French or
Italian, but let him try to discuss metaphysical
questions, or even to translate a book of Vico’s into
English, and it will be perceived what difference
there is between an interpreter and a philosopher
capable of discussing religious and metaphysical
problems.

That there was a time when the ancestors of the
Aryan speakers had the same language and held
many of their mythological and religious names and
ideas in common, is no longer doubted, though, even
here, we must be satisfied with names, and could not
expect common mythological speculations. Later
contact between Indians and Greeks, whether in
Persia, Asia Minor or Greece, assumed no importance
till we come to the invasion of Asia Minor, Persia, and
India by Alexander the Great. But long before that
time both Greeks and Hindus had invented many
things, such as kings, priests, numbers, and seasons,
marriages and funerals, without our having to imagine
that there was at that time any exchange of ideas
between the two countries on such points. If then
we meet in India as well as in Greece with similar
philosophic ideas, as, for instance, with a name
meaning atom and with the atomic theory, should
we suggest at once that Epicurus must have borrowed
his atoms from Kanidda, or Kanida his Anus from
Epicurus ? It is interesting, no doubt, to point out
coincidences between Kapila and Zenon, Pythagoras,
Plato and Aristotle, but it is even more interesting
to point out the shades of difference in cases where
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they seem most to agree. If the Vedinta could :
elaborate an ideal Monism, why not the Eleatics as [~
well? And yet where is there a trace of such a
philosophical theory as the absolute identity of
Atman (the Self), and Brahman (the absolute being), -
to be found in Greek philosophy ? Who would see
more than a very natural coincidence between the
Sanskrit triad of Dharma, virtue, Artha, wealth,
K4ma, love, and the Platonic r& xaAd, what is good, 7&
a¢élpa, what is useful, and 7& $8éa what is pleasant ?
How widely the triad of thought, word, and deed
is spread has been shown very clearly by my old
friend Professor Cowell and others, but no one
would venture to accuse either Greeks or Indians of
borrowing or of theft on such evidence.

The real character of most of these coincidences
between Greek and Hindu philosophy, is best
exhibited by the often attempted identification of
the names of Pythagoras and Buddha-guru. At
first sight it is certainly startling, but if traced back
to its origin, it evaporates completely. First of all,
Buddha-guru does not occur, least of all as a name
of the teacher Buddha, and whether as a common
Aryan name or as borrowed, Pytha could never be
the same as Buddha, or Goras as Guru. The belief
in transmigration among the Buddhists, besides
being borrowed from the Veda, is very different from
that of Pythagoras and other philosophers, both
civilised and uncivilised, while ascetic practices were
certainly not confined to either India or Greece.

It is quite true that after Alexander’s conquests,
and after the establishment of a Bactrian kingdom,
in the North of India, there was a more real intercourse
evenbetween philosophers of Greek and Indian origin,
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to have exercised in originating or in powerfully
influencing the sectarian worship of Krishna does not
concern us here, for, if it should be admitted at all,
it would have to be referred to a much later period
than that which gave rise to the six systems of
philosophy. Ever since the beginning of Sanskrit
studies, nay even before, these startling similarities
between Krishna and Christos have been pointed
out again and again. But iteration yields no strength
to argument, and we are as far as ever from being
able to point to any historical channel through
which the legends of Christ or Krishna could have
travelled. No one can deny the similarities, such
as they are, but no one, I believe, can account for
them. Some of those who have been most anxious to
gather coincidences between the Bhagavad-gitd and
the New Testament, have been rightly warned by
native scholars themselves, that they should learn
to translate both Sanskrit and Greek before they
venture to compare. It should not be forgotten
that as the Bhagavad-gitd bears the title of Upani-
shad, it may belong to the end of the Upanishad-
period, and may, as the late Professor Telang
maintained, be older even than the New Testament.
If Damascius tells us that there were Brihmans
living at Alexandria !, we must not forget that this
refers to the end of the fifth century a.p., and
does not help us much even as indicating the way
by which the idea of the Creative Word could
have reached Clement of Alexandria or Origen.
That Clement of Alexandria knew the name of
Butta is well known, he even knew that he had

! See Goblet d’Alviella, l.c., p. 167.
G
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been taken for a god. Nor should it be forgotten,
that Pantaenus who, according to KEusebius, had
preached the Gospel in India, was one of the teachers
of Clement. But all this is far from proving that
Clement or Origen was able to study the Vedinta-
Sttras or the Buddhist Abhidharmas, or that their
opinions were influenced by a few Indian travellers
staying at Alexandria who cared for none of these
things.

Some of the coincidences between Buddhism and
Christianity are certainly startling, particularly by
their number, but in several cases they exist on
the surface only and are not calculated to carry
conviction on one side or the other. I have treated
of them on several occasions, for the last time in my
paper on ‘ Coincidences,’ but the same coincidences,
which have been proved to be anything but real
coincidences, are repeated again and again. The
story of Buddha sitting under an Indian fig-tree
(ficus religiosa) has nothing whatever in common
with Nathaniel sitting under a Palestinian fig-tree,
and the parable of the Prodigal Son in the Buddhist
scriptures is surely very different in spirit from that
in the New Testament. There remain quite sufficient
similarities to startle and perplex us, without our
dragging in what has no power of proving anything.
No critical historian would listen for one moment to
such arguments as have been used to establish a real
exchange of thought between India and Europe in
ancient times. On this point we owe a great deal
to students of ethnology, who have pointed out
coincidences quite as startling between the religious
and philosophical folklore of uncivilised and civilised
races, without venturing to suggest any borrowing
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or any historical community of origin. The Kinvat!
bridge, for instance, which seems so peculiar to the
Persians, had its antecedents as far back as the
Veda, and is matched by a similar bridge among
the North American Indians? 1 say, a similar
bridge, for it differs also, as I pointed out, very
characteristically from the Persian bridge. Again,
it is well known that the creation of the world by
the Word has been discovered among so low a race
as the Klamaths 3, but no one has ventured to say
that the two accounts had a common origin or were
borrowed one from the other. This should serve as
a useful warning to those who are so fond of suggest-
ing channels through which Indian thought might
have influenced Palestine or Greece, and wvice versa.

No doubt, such channels were there; neither
mountains nor seas would have formed impassable
barriers. Besides, Buddhism, as early as the third
century B.C., was certainly a missionary religion
quite as much as Christianity was at a later time.
Alexandria was known by name, as Alasando, to
the author of the Mahivamsa . On the other hand,
the name of King Gondaphoros, who is mentioned
in the legend of St. Thomas’ travels to India, has
been authenticated on Indo-Parthian coins as Gondo-
phares, likewise the name of his nephew Abdayases,
and possibly, according to M. S. Lévi, that of
Vasu Deva as Misdeos. All this is true, and shows
that the way between Alexandria and Benares was
wide open in the first century A.Dp. Nor should

! Contributions to the Science of Mythology.
* Theosophy, p. 168. 3 Theosophy, p. 383.
¢ Le Comte d’Alviella, l.c., p. 177.

G 2
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it have been forgotten that in the Dialogues between
Milinda and Nigasena we have a well authenticated
icase of a Greek king (Menandros), and of a Buddhist
'philosopher, discussing together some of the highest
:problems of philosophy and religion. All this is true,
and yet we are as far as ever from having discovered
a Greek or Indian go-between in flagrante delicto.
We have before us ever so many possibilities, nay
even probabilities, but we could not expect any
bond fide historian to accept any one of them as
a proof of a real influence having been exercised
by Greece on India or by India on Greece, at
a time when Greek philosophy and religion might
still have been amenable to Eastern guides, or
Indian schools of thought might have gratefully
received fresh impulses from the West. Though the
literature of India has no trustworthy chronology,
still, unless the whole structure of the literary develop-
ment of India is once more to be revolutionised,
we can hardly imagine that the occurrence of such
names as Bodda and Zarades (Zoroaster) among
the followers of Mani, or that of Terebinthos the
pupil of Scythianos!, the very founder of the
Manichaean sect in Babylon, would help us to
discover the secret springs of the wisdom of Kapila
or Buddha Sikya Muni. They may point out
whence these heresiarchs derived their wisdom, but
they leave the question which concerns us here
totally untouched. Gérres, in spite of all his mysti-
cism, was right when he looked for a similarity

! It has been suggested that Scythianos may have been an
adaptation of Sakya the Scythian, a name of Buddha, and
Terebinthos may contain traces of Thera (elder). All this is
possible, but no more.
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in technical terms in order to establish an Indian
influence on Greek or a Greek influence on Indian
philosophy. His principle was right, though he
applied it wrongly. It is the same as in Com-
parative Mythology. There may be ever so many
similarities between two mythologies, such as changes
of men and women into animals or plants, worship
of trees and ancestors, belief in spirits and visions
in sleep or dreams, but one such equation as Dyaus =
Zeus, is more convincing than all of them taken
together. If people ask why, they might as well
ask why the discovery of one coin with the name
of Augustus on it is a more convincing proof of
Roman influence in India than the discovery of
ever 80 many pieces of uncoined gold.

To return to the origin of the word Brahman. )
Tempting ! as the distant relationship between Bréh- |
man and Brih, in the sense of speech, with verbum
and Word may be, we could not admit it without
admitting at the same time a community of thought,
and of deep philosophical thought, at a period

! There is a curious passage in Bhartrihari’s Brahmakanda
which seems to identify Speech and Brahman. Sce Sarva-
darsana-sangraha, Bibl. Ind., p. 140:—

Anadinidhanam brahma sabdatattvam yad aksharam,
Vivartatesrthabhiavena prakriyd gagato yatha.
Brahman without beginning or end, which is the eternal
essence of speech,
Is changed into the form of things, like the evolution
of the world.
Equally strong is the statement of Madhava himself, Sphota-
khyo niravayavo nityak sabdo brahmaiveti, ‘ The eternal word
which is called Sphota and does not consist of parts, is indeed
Brahman.’
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previous to the Aryan Separation; and we certainly
have no evidence sufficiently strong to support so
bold a hypothesis. #What we may carry away
from a consideration of the facts hitherto examined
is that in India itself Brdhman, as a name of the
‘wpdrov kwoiv, need not have passed through a stage
‘when Brdhman meant prayer only, and that Brih-
‘man, prayer, could not have assumed the meaning of
‘the object of prayers, that is, the Universal Spirit,
* who never required any prayers at all.

~ In order to show what direction the thoughts
connected with VAk took in the Veda, I shall first
of all subjoin here a few passages from the hymns,
the Brahmanas and Upanishads :—

VAL, speech, speaking in her own name, is intro-
duced in\hymn X, 1235, also in Atharva-veda IV, 30,

P N —
as saying \—

‘1. I wander with the Vasus and the Rudras,
I wander with the Adityas and the Visve Devas,
I support Mitra and Varuna both, I support Agni
and the two Asvins;

2. I support the swelling (?) Soma, I support
Tvashtri and Pshan and Bhaga. I bestow wealth on
the zealous offerer, on the sacrificer who presses Soma.

3. I am the queen, the gatherer of riches, the
knowing, first of those who merit worship; the
gods have thus established me in many places,
staying with many, entering into many.

4. By me it is that he who sees, he who breathes,
he who hears what is spoken, eats food ; without
knowing it, they rest on me. Hear, one and all!
I tell thee what I believe. (?)

5. I, even I myself, say this, what is good for
gods, and also for men; whomsoever I love, him
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I make formidable, him I make a Brahmén, him ~
a Rishi, him a sage.

6. I bend the bow for Rudra (the storm-god) tha.t
his arrow may strike the hater of Brahman ; I make ! »
war for the people, I have entered both heaven .
and earth.

7. I bring forth the (my ?) father (Dya.us) on the
summit of this world, my origin is in the waters,
in the sea; from thence I spread over all bemgs,ll
and touch yonder heaven with my height. g

8. I indeed spread forth like the wind, to lay
hold on all things, beyond the sky, beyond the
earth ; such have I become through my greatness.” -

I ask is there any trace in these utterances of the
thoughts that led in the end to the conception of
the Greek Logos? There is another hymn (X, 71)
which is very obscure and has for the first time
been rendered more intelligible by Professor Deussen
(A. G. P., p. 148), where we meet with some im-
portant remarks showing that language formed an
object of thought even at that early time. But
here also there is nothing, as yet, approaching to)
the conception of the Word as a creative power. ;'
We meet with such observations as that words
were made in the beginning in order to reveal what
before had been hidden. This is, no doubt, an
important thought, showing that those who uttered
it had not yet ceased, like ourselves, to wonder at
the existence -of such a thmg as language. The
struggle for life that is going on among words is
alluded to by saying that the wise made speech by
mind (Manas), sifting as by a sieve the coarsely

ground flour. The power of speech is greatly ex-
tolled, and eloquence is celebrated as a precious
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gift. All men shout when the eloquent man ap-
pears, holding the assembly subdued or spellbound
by his words (Sabbisaha), nay he is supposed to
remove all sin and to procure sustenance for his
friends. The knowledge of all things or, as Deussen
says, the knowledge of the origin of things, is
taught by the Bréhman.

‘We meet with passages of a very similar character,
in various parts of the BrAhmanas. One of the most
startling is found in a verse inserted in the Purusha-
hymn, as given in the Taittirlya-dranyaka (I11,12,17),
I know that great sun-coloured Purusha, when on
the verge of darkness, he, the wise, rests, addressing
them, after having thought all forms, and having
made their names.” Here we have only to translate
forms by eidy, and names by Aéyo, and we shall
not be very far from the world of thought in which
Plato and Aristotle! moved.

But although we can discover in this hymn an
appreciation of the mysterious nature of speech, we
look in vain for the clear and definite idea that
language and thought are one, which can be so
clearly read in the Greek word Logos, both word
and thought, nor do we find more than slight
anticipations of the Neo-platonist dogma that the

“creation of the universe was in reality an utter-
ance of the hidden thoughts and words of the
Deity.

Mind and Speech.

The following passages will give some idea of
what was thought in India about mind and lan-
guage and their mutual relation. They may be

! See Deussen, l.c., p. z90.
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vague and mystical, but they show at all events that
a good deal of thought must have been expended
by the early thinkers of India on this problem, the
nature of speech and the relation between speech and
thought. .

Satap. Brihmana V1,1, 1: ‘Pragipati, after having
created the Veda (Brahman, neut.), created the
waters out of VAk (speech), for Vit was his. That
was created (sent forth). He then entered the!
waters with Brahman, i.e. the threefold Veda, and
there arose from the water an egg which he touched
and commanded to multiply. Then from the egg
there arose first Brahman, neut., that is, the three-
fold Veda.’

Paiikavimsa Brihmana XX, 14, 2: ‘Pragipati
alone was this, and VAk.was his own, VAL as the
second. He thought, Let me create (send forth)
this Vak, for she will go and become all this.’ :

Satap. Brihm. V1I, 5, 2, 21: “The unborn is V&£,
and from V4% Visvakarman (the all-maker) begat
living beings.’

Brih. Ar. Up. I, 5, 3: ‘The Atman consists of
speech, mind, and breath. There are also the three
worlds ; speech is this world, mind the air, breath
the sky. The same are the three Vedas, speech
the Rig-veda, mind the Yagur-veda, breath the
Sima-veda. The same are gods, ancestors, and
men, speech the gods, mind the ancestors, breath
men, &c.’

Brih. Ar. Up. 1, 1, 24 : < He desired, let a second
body be born of me, and he (death or hunger) em-
braced speech with his mind.’

And ibid. I, 4, 17: ¢This world in the beginning
was Atman (Self), alone and lonely. He desired,
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May I have a wife... Manas (mind) is the Self,
speech the wife, breath the child.’

The same or very similar and often contradictory
ideas occur in later works also. Thus we read in
Manu I, 21: ‘In the beginning he (Brahmd)
fashioned from the words of the Veda, the several
names, works, and conditions of all things.’

And to quote but one passage from the Mahi-
bhirata, Sinti-parva, 8533: ‘In the beginning
Vidy4 (knowledge, Sophia) without beginning or
end, the divine VAk (speech) of the Vedas, was sent
forth by Svayambhd, the self-existent.’

Samkara, when treating of Sphota' (word), of which
we shall have to treat further on, quotes from the
Brih. Ar, Up.1,2, 4: ‘He with his mind united himself
with speech,” and he adds an important verse from
some Sm7ti: ‘In the beginning divine VA, Speech,
eternal, without beginning or end, consisting of

''Veda, was uttered by Svayambhd, from which all
activities proceeded’;

And again : ‘In the beginning Mahesvara shaped
from the words of the Veda the names and forms
of all beings and the procedure of all activities.’

The Laws of, Manu, or, more correctly, of the
Ménavas, the clan of Manu, are no doubt later tha
the Brihmanas, but they often contain old thought:

These utterances, to which many more might t
added, are certainly vague, and chaotic, and oft
contradictory, because they sprang from differe
minds without any prearranged system ; but th
seem to me to show at all events that thought ¢

language must have occupied the philosophers

! Ved. Satras I, 3, 28.
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India far more than they did the philosophers of
Greece, and even in later times those of modern
Europe And if some of them assigned the first
serves to show that at all events these ea.rly guessers
did not accept language simply as a matter of
course, a8 most of our modern philosophers are so
apt to do, but tried hard to discover whence it came
and what was its true relation to thought. Thus
we read in the Satap. Br.1, 4, 5,8: ¢ A dispute once

took place between Mind and Speech as to which was v

the better of the two. Both said, “I am excellent.”

Mind said : “Surely I am better than thou, for thou |

dost not spea.k anything that is not understood by |

me, and since thou art only an imitator of what :

\

is done by me and a follower in my wake, I am "

surely better than thou.” Speech said: “Surely
I am better than thou, for what thou knowest
I make known, I communicate.”

¢ They went to appeal to Pragipati for his decision,
and Pragépati decided in favour of Mind, &ec.’

In the Anugitd (p. 262) we read on the con-
trary : ¢ Then the lord of speech was produced, that
lord of speech looks up to the mind. First, verily,
are words produced, and the mind runs after them.’

Some of the Brihmanic thinkers say in so many
words that Speech is Brahman (Satap. Br. II, 1, 4,

10, Vig vai Brahma), and the co-existence of Brihas-
pati and Brahmanas-pati could hardly have failed
to suggest to them the identity of Brahman and
Brih in the sense of speech, just as every thought-
ful Greek must have known that there was a reason
why Logos meant both word and thought. But
that ancient chapter of thought which lies beyond

- -



g2 INDIAN PHILOSOPHY.

the childhood of all philosophy is for ever lost to
us and can be reconstructed by conjectures only,
which, though they produce conviction in some
minds, cannot be expected to produce the same
in all.

Taking into account all these scattered indica-
tions, I cannot bring myself to accept the evolution
of the various meanings of the word Brahman as
elaborated by former scholars. I am particularly
reluctant to differ on such a point from Professor
Deussen. Professor Deussen holds that Brahman
had a ritualistic origin (p. 239), and from prayer
came to mean he who is prayed to, the Urgrund der
Weit. He calls it der zum Heiligen, Gottlichen
emporstrebende Wille des Menschen, which is much
the same idea to which Roth and others have
given currency, but which certainly requires a fuller
justification. Instead of beginning with the spe-
cialised meaning of prayer, whether ritualistic or un-
premeditated, and then rising to the object of prayer,

V I prefer to begin with Brihman as a synonym of
Brih in Brihaspédti, meaning word or speech, and to
admit by the side of it another Brdhman, meaning
that which utters or drives forth (Prakyivayati) or
manifests or creates, that which is the universal
support (Skambha) or force (Daksha), in fact the
Brdhman, such as we find it afterwards, whether as
a neuter, Bréhman, or, for more popular purposes,
as a masculine, Br4hm& . No doubt in those dark
passages through which words passed silently be-.
fore they emerged into the full light of literature, we
may often fail to discover the right footsteps of

! Taitt. Br. IT, 7, 17, 1.
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their progress, and we must be prepared for differ-
ences of opinion. But the really important point is
that on which all scholars agree, by assigning to
Brébman the final meaning of 73 &, 73 fvras &,
70 wpdrov Kkwobdy, though, even of those terms, as
we shall see, not one corresponds fully and exactly
to the character of Brdhman as developed in the
history of the Indian mind.

Atman,

The next word we have to examine is Atman.
It is next in importance to Brahman only, and
the two together may be called the two pillars on
which rests nearly the whole of the edifice of Indian
philosophy, more particularly of the Vedinta and
Simkhya systems.

As early as the time of the Apastamba-Sttras,
that is, at the end of the Vedic period, we read, I, 8,
23, 1:—

‘The Brihmana who is wise and recognises all
things to be in the Atman, who does not become
bewildered when pondering (on it), and who recog-
nises the Atman in every (created) thing, he shines
indeed in heaven ...

And in the same Sdtras, I, 8, 23, 2, we find a
definition of Brahman, as the cause of the world,
which presupposes, as clearly as possible, the preva-
lence of Vedintic ideas® at the time of the author
of this Sttra :—

‘He who is intelligence itself and subtler than
the thread of the lotus-fibre, He who pervades the

! Yoga and Mimamsa also are mentioned by name in the
Apastamba-Satras, but not yet as definite systems of philo-
sophy. CL 1, 8, 23, 5; I, 4, 8, 13.
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universe and who, unchangeable and larger than the
earth, contains this universe; He who is different
from the knowledge of this world which is obtained
by the senses and is identical with its objects, pos-
sesses the highest (form of absolute knowledge).
From him who divides himself, spring all (objective)
bodies. He is the primary cause, eternal and un-
changeable.’

The etymology of Atman is again extremely ob-
scure, probably because it belongs to a pre-Sanskritic,
though Aryan stratum of Indian speech. However,
there can be little doubt that in the Veda Atman,
in several places, still means breath, as in Rv. X,
16, 3, siryam kdkshuh gakkhatu, vitam 4tm4, words
addressed to a dead person, ‘ May the eye go to the
sun, the breath (Atm4) to the wind’ It then came
to mean vital breath, life, and, like the spirit or
breath, was frequently used in the sense of what
we call soul. In some passages it is difficult to say
whether we should translate it by life or by spirit.
From soul there is but a small step to Self, and that
step is often grammatical rather than real. If in
the Atharva-veda IX, 5, 30 we read :(—

Atméfnam pitdram putrim padtram pitdmahdm,
Giydm gdnitrim matdram yé priyds tdn dpa hvaye,

we have to translate in English, ¢ Myself, father,
son, grandson, grandfather, wife, mother, whoever
are dear,—I call upon them.” But Self may here be
translated by soul or person also, just as we may—
say, ‘ My soul doth magnify the Lord, instead off
‘I magnify the Lord’ Again we read, Rv. IX, 113,
1, baldm d4dhina’k étméni, ‘ putting strength into
oneself” In the end Atman became the regular
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pronoun self. I need not go through all the
evidence which may be seen in any Sanskrit dic-
tionary ', but we have still to see at what stage in
its development Atman became the definite name of
the soul or Self within. This transition of meaning
in Atman offers a curious parallel to that of As, in
Asu and Asti, which we examined before. There
are passages such as Rv. I, 164, 4, bhlimy4h dsuk
dsmk &tmi kvd svit, ‘Where was the breath, the
blood, the spirit of the world ?’ Here Atma may be
rendered by spirit or life. But in other passages
Atman signifies simply the inmost nature of any-
thing, and more particularly of man, so that in the
end it means much the same as what medieval
philosophers would have called the quiddity, or
Indian philosophers the Idant4 of things. Thus we
read at first Atmdnam 4tmand pasya, ‘ see thy Self by
thy Self;’ 4tmaiva hy 4tmanah sikshi, ‘Self is the
witness of Self’ In this sense Atman is afterwards
used as the name of the highest person, the soul
of the world (Paraméitman), and we read (Satap. Br.
XIV,s,5,15): sa vd ayam 4tm4 sarveshim bhltinim
adhipatik, sarveshdm bhatdnim rigi, ‘That Atman is
the sovereign of all beings, he is the king of all
beings.’
Pragipati, Brahman, Atman.
We have thus seen three words growing up in
.the hymns and Brihmanas of the Veda, Pragipati,
Brahman, and Atman, each of which by itself repre-
sents in nucea whole philosophy or a view of the world.

' See Anthropological Religion, pp. 200 seq.; Theosophy,
P 247 seq., or more recently, Deussen’s Geschichte der
Philosophie, pp. 324 seq.
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In Pragipati we have the admission of a personal
and supreme being, a god above all gods, a creator
and ruler of the world. He created the primeval
waters and rose from them as Hiranyagarbha, in
order to send forth, to animate, and to rule all
things. Whether this Pragipati was himself the
material cause of the world may seem doubtful.
Many times it is said that he was everything and
that he desired to become many, and thus created
the world, in which case matter also would have
come out of him. In other places, however, the
primeval waters seem to have been admitted as
existing by themselves and apart from Pragipati
(Rv. X, 121,7). We also read that in the beginning
there was water over which Pragipati breathed as
wind and produced the earth, or that the waters
themselves produced a golden egg from whence
arose Pragipati, the creator of gods and men. There
occur even in the Brihmanas allusions to the legend
well known from the Purinas, that a boar brought
forth (Udbabarha or Udvavarha from Vrh) the
earth, or that a tortoise supported it

A belief in that Pragipati, as a personal god,
was the beginning of monotheistic religion in India,
~while the recognition of Brahman ahd Atman, as
one, constituted the foundation of all the monistic
philosophy of that country.

! M. M., India, pp. 134, 287.



CHAPTER III

THE SYSTEMS OF PHILOSOPHY.

Growth of Philosophical Ideas.

WE have thus learnt the important lesson that
all these ideas, metaphysical, cosmological, and
otherwise, burst forth in India in great profusion
and confusion, and without any preconceived system.

‘We must not suppose that these ideas follow each
other in chronological succession. Here once more
the Nebeneinander gives us the true key, much more
than the Nacheinander. We must remember that
this earliest philosophy existed for a long time
without being fixed by writing, that there was
neither control, authority, nor public opinion to
protect it. Every Asrama or settlement was a
world by itself, even the simplest means of com-
munication, such as high-roads or rivers, being often
wanting. The wonder is that, in spite of all this,
we should find so much unity in the numerous
guesses at truth preserved to us among these
Vedic ruins. This was due, we are told, to the
Parampari, i.e. to those who handed down the
tradition and at last collected whatever could be
saved of it. It would be a mistake to imagine that
there was a continuous development in the various
meanings assumed by or assigned to such pregnant
terms as Pragipati, Brahman, or even Atman. Tt

H
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is much more in accordance with what we learn
from the Brihmanas and Upanishads of the intel-
lectual life of India, to admit an infinite number of
intellectual centres of thought, scattered all over the
country, in which either the one or the other view
found influential advocates. We should then under-
stand better how Brahman, while meaning what
bursts or drives forth, came to signify speech and
prayer, as well as creative power and creator, and
why Atman meant not only breath, but life, spirit,
soul, essence, or what I have ventured to render by
the Self, das Selbst, of all things.

But if in the period of the Brihmanas and
Upanishads we have to find our way through
religious and philosophical thoughts, as through
clusters of thickly tangled creepers, the outlook
becomes brighter as soon as we approach the next
period, which is characterised by persistent attempts
at clear and systematic thought. We must not
imagine that even then we can always discover in
the various systems of philosophy a regular his-
torical growth. The Sttras or aphorisms which we
possess of the six systems of philosophy, each distinct
from the other, cannot possibly claim to represent
the very first attempts at a systematic treatment ;
they are rather the last summing up of what had
been growing up during many generations of isolated
thinkers.

Prasthana Bheda.

What the Brihmans themselves thought of their
philosophical literature we may learn even from such
modern treatises as the Prasthina-bheda, from which
I gave some extracts by way of introduction to some
papers of mine on one of the systems of Indian
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philosophy, published as long ago as 1852 in the
Journal of the German Oriental Society. It is but
fair to state that the credit of having discovered
that tract of Madhustidana Sarasvati, and perceived
its importance, belonged really to Colebrooke. I my-
self came to be acquainted with it through my old
friend, Dr. Trithen, who had prepared a critical
edition of it, but was prevented by illness and death
from publishing it. It was published in the mean-
time by Professor Weber in his Indische Studien,
1849, and I think it may be useful to give once
more some extracts from it '.

‘Nyaya?,’ he writes, ‘is logic? as promulgated by
Gotama* in five Adhyiyas (lessons). Its object is
knowledge of the nature of the sixteen Padarthas by
means of name, definition, and examination.” These
Padirthas are the important or essential topics of the
Ny4ya philosophy; but it has proved very misleading
to see Padartha here translated by categories. No one
could understand why such things as doubt, example,
wrangling, &c., could possibly be called categories or
praedicabrlia, and it is no wonder that Ritter and
others should have spoken of the Nyiya with open

! A new translation of the Prasthina-bheda has been pub-
lished by Prof. Deussen as an Introduction to his Allgemeine
Geschichte der Philosophie, vol. i, p. 44, 1894.

* Nyaya is derived from ni ‘into,”and 1 ‘to go.” The fourth
member of a syllogism is called Upanaya, ‘leading towards’ or
‘induction.” Ballantyne translates Nyaya by péfodos.

* Anvikshik! as an old name of philosophy, more particularly
of logic, occurs also in Gautama’s Dharmasastra I, 3. It is
usged sometimes as synonymous with Mimamsa, and is more
“mprehensive than logic.

* As the MSS. vary between Gotama and Gautama, I have kept

the former for the Nyaya, ‘ philosopher,’ the latter for Buddha.

H2
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contempt, as they have done, if such things were repre-
sented to them as the categories of Indian logic.

‘There is also the Vaiseshika philosophy in ten
lessons, promulgated by Kanfda. Its object is to
establish by their similarities and dissimilarities®
the six PadArthas, viz. :—

1. Dravya, substance.

2. Guna, quality.

3. Karman, activity.

4. Samanya, what is general and found in more than one
object. The highest Samanya is Satta or being.

5. Visesha, the differentia or what is special, residing in
eternal atoms, &c.

6. Samavaya, inseparable inherence, as between cause and
effect, parts and the whole, &e.

To which may be added

7. Abhava, negation.

This philosophy also is called Nyiya.’

These Padirthas of the Vaiseshikas, at least 1-5,
may indeed be called categories, for they represent
what can be predicated, in general, of the objects
of our experience, or, from an Indian point of
view, what is predicated by, or what is the highest
sense (Artha) of words (Pada). Thus it has come to
pass that Padirtha, literally the meaning of a word,
was used in Sanskrit in the sense of things in
general, or objects. It is rightly translated by
category when applied to the five Padarthas of
Kanida, but such a translation, doubtful even in

! Barthélemy St. Hilaire, in his work on Indian Logie,
P. 356, remarks, ‘Mais le philosophe Vaiseshika n’a point
cherché & distinguer les catégories entre elles, en énumerant
leurs propriétés, comme I'a fait le Stagirite. Il n's point
montré, comme Aristote, leurs rapports et leurs différences.’
But this is exactly what he has done, cf. Satras I, 8 seq.
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the case of the sixth or seventh Padirtha of the
Vaiseshikas, would of course be quite misleading
when applied to the Padirthas of Gotama. The real
categories would, in Gotama’s system, find their place
mostly under Prameya, meaning not so much what
has to be proved or established, as what forms the
object of our knowledge.

Madhustdana continues: ‘The Mimimsi also is
twofold, viz. the Karma-Mimé4ms4 (work-philosophy)
and the Siriraka-Mimémsi (philosophy of the em-
bodied spirit). The Karma-Mimamsi has been brought
out by the venerable Gaimini in twelve chapters.’

The objects of these twelve chapters are then indi-
cated very shortly, and so as to be hardly intelligible
without a reference to the original Sitras. Dharma,
the object of this philosophy, is explained as con-
sisting of acts of duty, chiefly sacrificial. The second,
third, and fourth chapters treat® of the differences
and varieties of Dharma, its parts (or appendent
members, contrasted with the main act), and the
principal purpose of each sacrificial performance. The
fifth chapter tries to settle the order of all sacrificial
performances, and the sixth the qualifications of its
performers. The subject of indirect precepts is
opened in the seventh chapter and carried on more
fully in the eighth. Inferrible changes, adapting to
any variation or copy of certain sacrificial acts what
was designed for the types or models of them, are
discussed in the ninth, and bars or exceptions in
the tenth. Concurrent efficacy is considered in the
eleventh chapter,and co-ordinate effect in the twelfth ;
that is, the co-operation of several acts for a single

1 1 give this more intelligible description from Colebrooke,
Miscellaneous Essays, vol. i, p. 330 seq.
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result is the subject of the one,and the incidental effect
of an act, of which the chief purpose is dlﬁ'erent is
discussed in the other.

‘There is also the Samkarshana-kdnda, consisting
of four chapters, composed by Gaimini, and this,
which is known by the name of Devati-kinda,
belongs to the Karma-Mimims4, because it teaches
the act called Upésand or worship.

‘Next follows the Siriraka-Miméimsi, consisting
of four chapters. Its object is to make clear the one-
ness of Brahman and Atman (Self), and to exhibit
the rules which teach the investigation (of it) by
means of Vedic study, &c.’ It is in fact much more
what we call a system of philosophy than the Parva-
Mimémsi, and it is quoted by different names, such
as Uttara-Mimé4msi, Brahma-Mim4imsi, Vedinta, &c.?

‘In the first lecture is shown the agreement
with which all Vedinta passages refer, directly
or indirectly, to the inward, undivided, second-less
Brahman. In the first section are considered Vedic
passages which have clear indications of Brahman ;
in the second, passages which have obscure indica-
tions of Brahman, and refer to Brahman so far as he
is an object of worship; in the third, passages which
have obscure indications of Brahman, and mostly
refer to Brahman, so far as he or it is an object of

knowledge. Thus the consideration of the Vedintamm

! Professor Deussen has given a somewhat different versiomsm
of these titles. He gives, for instance, as the subject of the =
fifth chapter the successive order of recitation, as enjoined kws—
Sruti, but to judge from Mim. Satras V, 1, 1, the right meanirma

seems to be the ‘settling of the order of performance, accordim—m
to Sruti, subject-matter, recitation, &ec.’
* Read Adya for Akhya in the Prasthana bheda.
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texts has been finished, and in the fourth section
such words as Avyakta, Agi, &c., are considered, of
which it can be doubtful whether they may not refer
to ideas, adapted and formulated by the Simkhya
philosophers, such as Pradhina, Praksti, which is
generally, though quite wrongly, translated by nature,
as independent of Brahman or Purusha.

‘The convergence of all Veddnta .texts on the
second-less Brahman having thus been established,
Vyasa or Bidariyana, fearing an opposition by
means of arguments such as have been produced
by acknowledged Smritis and various other systems,
undertakes their refutation, and tries to establish
the incontrovertible validity of his own arguments
in the second lecture. Here, in the first section,
the objections to the convergence of the Vedanta
passages on Brahman, as stated by the Smrtis
of the Simkhya-yoga, the Kéinddas, and by the
arguments employed by the Simkhyas, are disposed

of. In the second section is shown the faultiness
©of the views of the followers of the Simkhya,
Boecause every examination should consist of two
Foarts, the establishment of our own doctrine and
& he refutation of the doctrine of our opponents.
A n the third section the contradictions between
& Jhe passages of the Veda, referring to the creation
<> the elements and other subjects, are removed in
€ ke first part, and in the second those referring to
Laadividual souls. In the fourth section are considered
@ 1] apparent contradictions between Vedic passages
eferring to the senses and their objects.

‘In the third chapter follows the examination of
Lhe means (of salvation). Here in the first section,
while considering the going to and returning from
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another world (transmigration), dispassionateness
has to be examined. In the second section the
meaning of the word Thou is made clear, and after-
wards the meaning of the word That. In the third
section there is a collection of words, if not purely
tautological, all referring to the unqualified Brahman,
as recorded in different Sikh4s or branches of the
Veda ; and at the same time the question is discussed
whether certain attributes recorded by other Sikhis
in teaching a qualified or unqualified Brahman, may
be taken together or not. In the fourth section the
means of obtaining a knowledge of the unqualified
Brahman, both the external, such as sacrifices and
observing the four stations in life, and the internal,
such as quietness, control, and meditation, are in-
vestigated.

‘In the fourth chapter follows an inquiry into the
special rewards or fruits of a knowledge of the
qualified and unqualified Brahman. In the first
section is described salvation of a man even in this
life, when free from the influence of good or bad
acts, after he has realised the unqualified Brahman
by means of repeated study of the Veda, &c. In the
second section the mode of departure of a dying man
is considered. In the third, the further (northern)
road of a man who died with a full knowledge of
the unqualified Brahman is explained. In the fourth
section the obtainment of disembodied aloneness by
a man who knows the unqualified Brahman is first_
described, and afterwards the abode in the world offiE
Brahman, promised to all who know the qualifiecd
(or lower) Brahman.

‘This, the Vedinta, is indeed the principal of a1l
doctrines, any other doctrine is but a complement=
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of it, and therefore it alone is to be reverenced by
all who wish for liberation, and this according to
the interpretation of the venerable Samkara—this
is the secret !’

Here we see clearly that Madhustdana considered
the Vedanta-philosophy as interpreted by Samkara,
if not as the only true one, still as the best of all
philosophies. He made an important distinction also
between the four, the Nydya, Vaiseshika, Pdrva,
and Uttara-Mimimsi on one side, and the remain-
ing two, the Simkhya and Yoga-philosophies on
the other. It is curious indeed that this distinction
has been hitherto so little remarked. According
to MadhusGdana, the philosophies of Gotama and
Kanida are treated simply as Smritis or Dharma-
sistras, like the Laws of Manu, nay like the Mah&-
bhirata ! of Vy4sa, and the Rimiyana of Valmiki.
Of course these systems of philosophy cannot be
called Sm~iti in the ordinary sense of Dharmaséstra;
but, as they are Smoti or tradition, and not Sruti
or revelation, they may be said to teach Dharma, if
not in the legal, at least in the moral sense of that
word. Anyhow it is clear that Samkhya and Yoga
were looked upon as belonging to a class different
from that to which the two Mimimsis, nay even
Nydya and Vaiseshika, and the other recognised
branches of knowledge belonged, which together
are represented as the eighteen branches of the
Trayi (the Veda). Though it may be difficult to
understand the exact reason of this distinction, the
distinction itself should not be passed over.

! See Dahlmann, Das Mahabharata als Epos und Rechts-
buch, 1896.
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‘The S&mkhya,’ Madhustdana continues, ‘was
brought out by the venerable Kapila in six Adhy4yas.
In the first Adhyiya the objects for discussion are
considered ; in the second the effects or products of
Pradbina, or original matter ; in the third aloofness
from sensuous objects; in the fourth stories about
dispassionate persons, such as Pingald (IV, 11), the
fletcher (IV, 18), &c. ; in the fifth there is refutation
of opposite opinions; in the sixth a résumé of the
whole. The chief object of the Simkhya-philosophy
is to teach the difference between Prakriti and the
Purushas.

‘Then follows the Yoga-philosophy as taught by
the venerable Patafigali, consisting of four parts.
Here in the first part meditation, which stops the
activity and distraction of the mind, and, as a means
towards it, repeated practice and dispassionateness
are discussed ; in the second the eight accessories
which serve to produce deep meditation even in one
whose thoughts are distracted, such as (II, 29)
restraint, observances, posture, regulation of breath,
devotion, contemplation, and meditation; in the
third, the supernatural powers ; in the fourth alone-
ness. The chief object of this philosophy is to achieve
concentration by means of stopping all wandering
thoughts.’

After this follows a short account of the Pasupata
and Pifikaritra-systems, and then a recapitulation
which is of interest. Here Madhusidana says, ‘ that
after the various systems have been explained, it
should be clear that there are after all but three
roads.

1. The Arambha-vida, the theory of atomi
agglomeration.
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2. The Parindma-vida, the theory of evolution.

3. The Vivarta-vida, the theory of illusion.

The first theory holds that the four kinds of
atoms (A nu), those of earth, water, fire, and air, by
becoming successively double atoms, &c., begin the
world which culminates in the egg of Brahman.

This first theory, that of the TArkikas (Nyiya
and Vaiseshika) and the Mimimsakas, teaches that
an effect which was not .(the world), is produced
through the activity of causes which are.

The second theory, that of the Simkhyas, Yoga-
pataiigalas, and Pisupatas, says that Pradhina alone,
sometimes called Praksiti or original matter, com-
posed, as it is, of the Gunas of Sattva (good), Ragas
(moderate), and Tamas (bad), is evolved through
the stages of Mahat (perceiving) and Ahamkaira
(subjectivity) into the shape of the (subjective and
objective) world. From this point of view the
effected world existed before as real, though in a
subtile (invisible) form, and was rendered manifest
through the activity of a cause.

The third theory, that of the Brahmavidins
(Vedinta), says that the self-luminous and perfectly
blissful Brahman which has no second, appears by
mistake, through its own power of Mayi, as the
world, while the Vaishnavas (Riminuga, &c.) hold
that the world is an actual and true evolution of
Brahman.

But in reality all the Munis who have put
forward these theories agree in wishing to prove
the existence of the one Supreme Lord without
a second, ending in the theory of illusion (Vivarta).
These Munis cannot be in error, considering that
they are omniscient ; and these different views have
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only been propounded by them, in order to keep off
all nihilistic theories, and because they were afraid
that human beings, with their inclinations towards
the objects of the world, could not be expected at
once to know the true goal of man. But all comes
right when we understand that men, from not
understanding their true object, imagined that
these Munis would have propounded what is con-
trary to the Veda, and thus, accepting their opinions,
have become followers of various paths.’

Much of what has here been translated from
Madhustdana’s Prasthina-bheda, though it gives a
general survey, is obscure, but will become more in-
telligible hereafter when we come to examine each of
the six philosophies by itself; nor is it at all certain
that his view of the development of Indian philo-
sophy is historically tenable. But it shows at all
events a certain freedom of thought, which we see
now and then in other writers also, such as Vigiidna-
bhikshu, who are bent on showing that there is
behind the diversity of Vedanta, Simkhya, and
NyAya one and the same truth, though differently
expressed ; that philosophies, in fact, may be many,
but truth is one.

But however we may admire this insight on the
part of Madhustidana and others, it is our duty, as
historians of philosophy, to study the different paths
by which different philosophers, whether by the
light of revelation or by that of their own unfettered
reason, have striven to discover the truth. It is the
very multiplicity and variety of these paths that form
the chief interest of the history of philosophy, and
the fact that to the present day these six different
systems of philosophy have held their own in the
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midst of a great multitude of philosophic theories,
propounded by the thinkers of India, shows that we
must first of all try to appreciate their characteristic
peculiarities, before attempting with Madhustdana
to eliminate their distinctive features.

These philosophers are—

1. Bidardyana, called also Vyfdsa Dvaipiyana or
Krishna Dvaipiyana, the reputed author of the
Brahma-Shtras, called also Uttara-Mimimsi-Sttras,
or Vyisa-Sttras.

2. Gaimini, the author of the Ptirva-Mimé4msA-
Stras.

3. Kapila, the author of the Simkhya-Sttras.

4. Patafigali, also called Sesha or Phanin, the
author of the Yoga-Sdtras.

5. Kanfda,also called Kanabhug, Kanabhakshaka,
or Ulika, the author of the Vaiseshika-Sitras.

6. Gotama, also called Akshapida, the author of
the Nyidya-Sitras.

It is easy to see that the philosophers to whom
our Sltras are ascribed, cannot be considered as the
first originators of Indian philosophy. These Sttras
often refer to other philosophers, who therefore
must have existed before the time when the Sttras
received their final form. Nor could the fact that
some of the Sttras quote and refute the opinions of
other Sttras, be accounted for without admitting
a growing up of different philosophical schools side
by side during a period which preceded their last
arrangement. Unfortunately such references hardly
ever give us the title of a book, or its author, still
less the ipsissima verba. When they refer to such
topics as Purusha and Prakriti we know that they
refer to the Simkhya, if they speak of Anus or
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atoms, we know that their remarks are pointed at the
Vaiseshikas. But it by no means follows that they
refer to the Sdmkhya or Vaiseshika-Sttras exactly
as we now possess them. Some of these, as has been
proved, are so modern that they could not possibly
be quoted by ancient philosophers. Our Simkhya-
Sdtras, for instance, have been proved by Dr. F. Hall
to be not earlier than about 1380 A.D., and they
may be even later. Startling as this discovery
was, there is certainly nothing to be said against
the arguments of Dr. Hall or against those by which
Professor- Garbe® has supported Dr. Hall's dis-
covery. In this case, therefore, these Sttras should
be looked upon as a mere rifaccimento, to take
the place of earlier Sttras, which as early as the
sixth cent. A.D. had probably been already super-
seded by the popular Simkhya-karikis and then for-
gotten. This late date of our Simkhya-Sttras may
seem incredible, but though I still hold that the
Sttra-style arose in a period when writing for
literary purposes was still in its tentative stage, we
know that even in our time there are learned
Pandits who find no difficulty in imitating this
ancient Satra-style. The Sttra-period, reaching
down as far as Asoka’s reign in the third century,
and his Council in 242 B.c., claims not only the
famous Sdatras of Pinini, but has also been fixed
upon as the period of the greatest philosophical
activity in India, an activity called forth, it would
seem, by the strong commotion roused by the rise
of the Buddhist school of philosophy, and afterwards
of religion.

! Garbe, Die Samkhya-Philosophie, p. 71,
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Literary References in the Upanishads.

It is of considerable importance to remember that
of the technical names of the six systems of phi-
losophy, two only occur in the classical Upanishads,
namely Simkhya and Yoga or Simkhya-yoga. Ve-
dinta does not occur, except in the Svetisvatara,
Mundaka and some of the later Upanishads!. Mi-
mémsi occurs in the general sense of investigation,
Nyiya and Vaiseshika are altogether absent, nor
do we meet with such words as Hetuvidyi, or
Anvikshiki, nor with the names of the reputed
founders of the six systems, except those of the two
Miméimsis, Bidariyana and Gaimini. The names
of Patafigali, or Kandda, are absent altogether, while
the names of Kapila and Gotama, when they
occur, refer, it would seem, to quite different per-
sonalities.

The 8ix Systems of Philosophy.

No one can suppose that those whose names are
mentioned as the authors of these six philosophical
systems, were more than the final editors or re-
dactors of the Sttras as we now possess them. If
the third century B.c. should seem too late a date
for the introduction of writing for literary purposes
in India, we should remember that even inscriptions
have not yet been found more ancient than those
of Asoka, and there is a wide difference between
inscriptions and literary compositions. The Southern
Buddhists do not claim to have reduced their

' A curious distinction is made in a commentary on the
Gautama-Satras XIX| 12, where it is said that ‘those parts of
the Aranyakas which are not Upanishads are called Vedantas.’
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Sacred Canon to writing before the first century B.c.,
though it is well known that they kept up close
relations with their Northern co-religionists who
were acquainted with writing’. During all that
time, therefore, between 477 and 77 B.cC., ever so
many theories of the world, partaking of a Vedinta,
Simkhya or Yoga, nay even of a Buddhist cha-
racter, could have sprung up and have been reduced
to a mnemonic form in various Asramas. We need
not wonder that much of that literature, considering
that it could be mnemonic only, should have been
irretrievably lost, and we must take care also not
to look upon what has been left to us in the old
Darsanas, as representing the whole outcome of the
philosophical activity of the whole of India through
8o many generations. All we can say is that phi-
losophy began to ferment in India during the period
filled by Brihmanas and Upanishads, nay even in
some of the Vedic hymns, that the existence of
Ubpanishads, though not necessarily our own, is .
recognised in the Buddhist Canon, and lastly that—=
the name of Suttas, as a component part of them
Buddhist Canon, must be later than that of th
earliest Brihmanic SfQtras, because in the mear—
time the meaning of the word had been change=a
from short mnemonic sentences to fully developea
discourses. Possibly Sttra was originally mearm -
for the text to be elucidated in a sermon, so tha_t
the long Buddhistic sermons came to be callewc
Suttas in consequence.

! The sacred Bo-tree in the city of Anurddhapura in Ceylor 3

was grown, we are told, from a branch of the tree at Buddbm #
N nen
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Brihaspati-Sttras.

That some of the earlier philosophical Sttras were
lost, is shown in the case of the Brihaspati-SOtras.
These are said to have contained the doctrines of the
out and out materialists, or sensualists, the Lauki-
yatikas or Karvikas, who deny the existence of
everything beyond what is given by the senses.
They are referred to by Bhiskardkirya at Brahma-
Statras III, 3, 537, and as he gives an extract, it is
likely that they still existed in his time, though
no MS. of them has been found as yet in India.
The same applies to such Sttras as the Vaikh4nasa-
Sttras, possibly intended for the Vinaprasthas, and
the Bhikshu-Sttras? quoted by Panzini, IV, 3, 110,
and intended, it would seem, for BrAhmanic, and not
yet for Buddhistic mendicants. It is a sad truth
which we have to learn more and more, that of
the old pre-Buddhistic literature we have but scanty
fragments, and that even these may be, in some
cases, mere reproductions of lost originals, as in
the case of the Simkhya-Sttras. We know now
that such Sttras could have been produced at any
time, and we should not forget that even at present,
in the general decay of Sanskrit scholarship, India
still possesses scholars who can imitate Kilid4sa,
to say nothing of such poems as the Mahibhérata
and RAmiyana, and so successfully that few
scholars could tell the difference. It is not long
ago that I received a Sanskrit treatise written in
SQtras with a commentary, the work of a living

! Colebrooke, Misc. Essays?, I, 429.
A * They were identified by Taranatha Tarkavakaspati with the
- Vedinta-Satras ; see Siddbanta Kaumudi, vol. i, p. 592.
I
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scholar in India, which might have deceived many
a European scholar of Sanskrit literature!. If that
is possible now, if, as in the case of the Kapila-
Sttras, it was possible in the fourteenth century,
why should not the same have taken place during
the period of the Renaissance in India, nay even
at an earlier time? At all events, though grateful
for what has been preserved, and preserved in what
may seem to us an almost miraculous manner, we
should not imagine that we possess all, or that
we possess what we possess in its original form.

Books of Reference.

I shall mention here some of the most important
works only, from which students of philosophy,
particularly those ignorant of Sanskrit, may gain
by themselves a knowledge of the six recognised
systems of Indian Philosophy. The titles of the
more important of the original Sanskrit texts may
be found in Colebrooke’s Miscellaneous Essays, vol.
ii, p. 239 seq., and in the Catalogues, published
since his time, of the various collections of Sanskrit
MSS. in Europe and India.

For the Vedinta-philosophy of Bidariyana the
most useful book is Thibaut’s English translation of
the text of the Sttras and Samkara’s commentary in
the S. B. E., vols. xxxiv and xxxviil

Of books written in German, Deussen’s translation
of the same work, 1887, preceded as it was by his

! It is called Katantrakkhandahprakriya by Kandrakanta
Tarkalankara, 1896, and gives additional Satras to the Ka-
tantra on Vedic Grammar. He makes no secret that Satram
vrittis kobhayam api mayaiva vyaraki, ‘the Satra and the

\oommentary, both were composed by me.’
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‘System des Vedéinta, 1883, can be thoroughly
recommended.

Of the SAmkhya-system we have the Sttras trans-
lated by Ballantyne in 1882-1885, the Aphorisms
of the Simkhya Philosophy of Kapila, with illustra-
tive extracts from the Commentaries, 1852, 1865,
188s5.

In German we have the Simkhya-Pravakana-
Bhishya, Vigfidna-bhikshu’'s Commentar zu den
Samkhya-Sttras, iibersetzt von R. Garbe, 1889.
Also Aniruddha’s Commentary and the original
parts of Vedintin Mahideva’s commentary on the
Sdmkhya-Sttras, by Richard Garbe, 1892.

Der Mondschein der Simkhya Wahrheit, Vaika-
spatimisra’s Sdmkhya-tattva-kaumudi, iibersetzt von
R. Garbe, 1892, is also a very useful work.

The Simkhya K4rikd by Iswarakrishna, translated
from the Sanscrit by H. T. Colebrooke, also the
Bhdshya or commentary by Gaurapdda ; translated
and illustrated by an original comment by H. H.
Wilson, Oxford, 1837, may still be consulted with
advantage.

Other useful works are :—

John Davies, Hindu Philosophy. The Sankhya
Karika of Iswarakrishna, London, 1881.

Die Simkhya-Philosophie, nach den Quellen, von
R. Garbe, 1894.

Of the Ptrva-Mimams4 or simply Mimé4ms4, which
deals chiefly with the nature and authority of the
Veda with special reference to sacrificial and other
duties, we have the Sltras with Sabarasvimin’s
commentary published in the original ; but there is
as yet no book in English in which that system may
be studied, except Professor Thibaut’s translation of

12
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Laugikshi Bhiskara’s Arthasamgraha, a short ab-
stract of that philosophy, published in the Benares
Sanskrit Series, No. 4.

The Vaiseshika system of philosophy may be
studied in an English translation of its Sdtras by
A. E. Gough, Benares, 1873 ; also in a German trans-
lation by Roer, Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgen-
lindischen Gesellschaft, vols. 21 and 22, and in some
articles of mine in the same Journal of the German
Oriental Society, 1849.

The Ny4ya-Sttras of Gotama have been translated,
with the exception of the last book, by Ballantyne,
Allahabad, 1850-57.

The Yoga-Sttras are accessible in an English
translation by Réjendraldla Mitra, in the Bibliotheca
Indica, Nos. 462, 478, 482, 491, and 492.

Dates of the Philosophical Sttras.

If we consider the state of philosophical thought
in India such as it is represented to us in the
Brihmanas and Upanishads, and afterwards in the
canonical books of the Buddhists, we cannot wonder
that all attempts at fixing the dates of the six
recognised systems of philosophy, nay even their
mutual relationship, should hitherto have failed. It
is true that Buddhism and Gainism were likewise
but two philosophical systems out of many, and that
it has been possible to fix their dates. But if in
their case we know something about their dates and
their historical development, this is chiefly due to the
social and political importance which they acquired
during the fifth, the fourth, and the third centuries
B.C., and not simply to their philosophical tenets.
We know also that there were many teachers, con-
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temporaries of Buddha, but they have left no traces
in the literary history of India.

Nor should we forget that, though the date of the
Buddhist Canon may be fixed, the date of many of
the texts which we now possess and accept as
canonical is by no means beyond the reach of doubt.

In the Buddhist annals themselves other teachers
such as G étiputra, the Nirgrantha, the founder of
Gainism, Porana Kisyapa, Kakuda Kaity4yana,
Agita Kesakambali, Samgaya Vairatti-putra, Gosili-
putra, the Maskarin, are mentioned by the side of
Gautama, the prince of the clan of the Sikyas. One
of these only became known in history, G7idtiputra,
the Nirgrantha or gymnosophist, because the society
founded by him, like the brotherhood founded by
Buddha, developed into a powerful sect, the Glainas.
Another, Gosili with the bamboo stick, originally
an Agivaka., then a follower of MahAvira, became
likewise the founder of a sect of his own, which,
however, has now disappeared!. G+idtiputra or
Nitaputta was actually the senior of Buddha.

Though it seems likely that the founders of the
six systems of philosophy, though not the authors of
the Sttras which we possess, belonged to the same
period of philosophical and religious fermentation
which gave rise to the first spreading of Buddha's
doctrines in India, it is by no means clear that any
of these systems, in their literary form, are pre-
supposed by Buddhism. This is owing to the vague-
ness of the quotations which are hardly ever given
verbatim. In India, during the mnemonic period of
literature, the contents of a book may have become

! Kern, Buddhismus, I, p. 182,
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considerably modified, while the title remained the
same. Even at a much later time, when we see
Bhartrihari (died 650 A.D.) referring to the Mimam-
saka, Simkhya, and Vaiseshika Darsanas, we have
no right to conclude that he knew these Darsanas
exactly as we know them, though he may well have
known these philosophies after they had assumed
their systematic form. Again, when he quotes
Naiy4yikas, it by no means follows that he knew
our Gotama-Sttras, nor have we any right to say
that our Gotama-Sttras existed in his time. It
is possible, it is probable, but it is not certain.
We must therefore be very careful not to rely too
much on quotations from, or rather allusions to,
other systems of philosophy.

Samkhya-Sttras.

The Sdmkhya-Sttras, as we possess them, are very
chary of references. They clearly refer to Vaiseshika
and Nyfiya, when they examine the six categories
of the former (V, 85) and the sixteen Padirthas of
the latter (V,86). Whenever they refer to the Anus
or atoms, we know that they have the Vaiseshika-
philosophy in their minds; and once the Vaiseshikas
are actually mentioned by name (I, 25). Sruti, which
the Sadmkhyas were supposed to disregard, is very
frequently appealed to, Smiti once (V, 123), and Va-
madeva, whose name occurs in both Sruti and Smrti,
is mentioned as one who had obtained spiritual
freedom. But of individual philosophers we meet
only with Sanandana Akéirya (VI, 69) and Pasikasikha
(V, 32; VI, 68), while the teachers, the Akiryas,
when mentioned in general, are explained as com-
prehending Kapila himself, as well as others.
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VedaAnta-Sttras.

The VedAnta-Sttras contain more frequent refer-
ences, but they too do not help us much for chrono-
logical purposes.

Bédariyana refers more or less clearly to the
Buddhists, the Gainas, Pisupatas, and PAfikaritras,
all of whom he is endeavouring to refute. He never
refers, however, to any literary work, and even when
he refers to other philosophical systems, he seems to
avoid almost intentionally the recognised names of
their authors, nay even their technical terms. Still
it is clear that the systems of the Parva-Miméimsi,
the Yoga, Sdmkhya, and Vaiseshika were in his mind
when he composed his Sttras, and among Mimdmsic
authorities he refers by name to Gaimini, Bidari,
Audulomi, Asmarathya., Kasakritsna, Karshnigini,
and Atreya, nay to a Bidariyana also. We cannot be
far wrong therefore if we assign the gradual forma-
tion of the six systems of philosophy to the period
from Buddha (fifth century) to Asoka (third century),
though we have to admit, particularly in the cases
of Vedinta, Simkhya, and Yoga a long previous
development reaching back through Ubpanishads
and Brihmanas to the very hymns of the Rig-veda.

It is equally difficult to fix the relative position!
of the great systems of philosophy, because, as
I explained before, they quote each other mutually.
‘With regard to the relation of Buddhism to the six
orthodox systems it seems to me that all we can
honestly say is that schools of philosophy handing
down doctrines very similar to those of our six
classical or orthodox systems, are presupposed by

! Bhandarkar, Samkhya Philosophy (1871), p. 3.



120 INDIAN PHILOSOPHY.

the Buddhist Suttas. But this is very different from
the opinion held by certain scholars that Buddha
or his disciples actually borrowed from our Sdtras.
We know nothing of S&mkhya-literature before the
S&mkhya-karikis, which belong to the sixth century
after Christ. Even if we admit that the Tattva-
samésa was an earlier work, how could we, without
parallel dates, prove any actual borrowing on the
part of Buddha or his disciples at that early time ?

In the Upanishads and Brihmanas, though there
is a common note running through them all, there
is as yet great latitude and want of system, and
a variety of opinions supported by different teachers
and different schools. Even in the hymns we meet
with great independence and individuality of thought,
which occasionally seems to amount to downright
scepticism and atheism.

We must keep all this in mind if we wish to gain
a correct idea of the historical origin and growth of
what we are accustomed to call the six philosophical
systems of India. We have seen already that philo-
sophical discussions were not confined to the Brih-
mans, but that the Kshatriyas also took a very active
and prominent part in the elaboration of such funda-
mental philosophical concepts as that of Atman or
Self.

It is out of this floating mass of philosophical
and religious opinion, which was common property
in India, that the regular systems slowly emerged.
Though we do not know in what form this took
place, it is quite clear that what we now possess of
philosophical manuals, in the form of Sttras, could
not have been written down during the time when
writing for any practical purposes except inscrip-
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tions on monuments and coins was still unknown in
India, or at all events had not yet been employed
for literary purposes, so far as we know.

Mnemonic Literature.

It has now been generally admitted, I believe,
that whenever writing has once become popular,
it is mext to impossible that there should be no
allusion to it in the poetical or prose compositions of
the people. Even as late as the time of Samkara,
the written letters are still called unreal (Anmta)
comparison with the audible sounds, as classified in
the Pratisakhyas;, which are represented by them
(Ved. Sttras II I, 14, p- 451). There is no allusion
to writing in the hymns, the Brahmanas and Upani-
shads ; very few, if any, in the Sttras.  The historical
value of these allusions to writing which occur in the
literature of the Buddhists depends, of course, on
the date which we can assign, not to the original
authors, but to the writers of our texts. We must
never forget that there was in India during many
centuries a purely moemonic._literature, which con-
tinued down to the Sdtra-period, and which was
handed down from generation to generation accord-
ing to a system which is fully described in the
PritisAkhyas, What would have been the use of
that _elaborate system, if ti there had been manuscripts

in existence at the same time ?

v

When that mnemonic literature, that’ Smriti, |

came for the first time to be reduced to writing,
this probably took place in something like the form
of Sttras. The very helplessness of the Sttra-style
would thus become intelligible. Letters at that
time were as yet monumental only, for in India also



122 INDIAN PHILOSOPHY.

monumental writing is anterior to literary writing,
and to the adoption of a cursive alphabet. Writing
material was scarce in India, and the number of
those who could read must have been very small.
At the same time there existed the old mnemonic
literature, invested with a kind of sacred character,
part and parcel of the ancient system of education,
which had so far answered all purposes and was not
easy to supplant. Much of that mnemonic literature
has naturally been lost, unless it was reduced to
writing at the proper time. Often the name may
have survived, while the body of a work was en-
tirely changed. Hence when we see the Simkhya
mentioned by name in the Buddhist texts, such as
the Visuddhi-magga (chap. XVII), it is impossible to
tell whether even at that time there existed a work
on the Simkhya-philosophy in the form of Sdtras.
It is clear at all events that it could not have been
our Sdmkhya-Sttras, nor even the Simkhya-kérikis
which seem to have superseded the ancient Sttras
“early in the sixth century, while our present Sttras
date from the fourteenth.

It might be possible, if not to prove, at all events
to render probable the position assigned here to
Buddha'’s teaching as subsequent to the early growth
of philosophical ideas in their systematic and more
or less technical form, by a reference to the name
assigned to his mother, whether it was her real
name or a name assigned to her by tradition. She
was called May4 or Miyddevi. Considering that in
Buddha'’s eyes the world was Méya or illusion, it
seems more likely that the name was given to his
mother by early tradition, and that it was given
not without a purpose. And if so this could only
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have been after the name of Avidy4 (nescience) in
the Vedinta, and of Praksiti in the Simkhya-philo-
sophy had been replaced by the technical term of
MAyi. It is well known that, in the old classical
Ubpanishads, the name of M4iy4 never occurs ; and it
is equally significant that it does occur in the later
and more or less apocryphal Upanishads. In the
Svetdsvatara, for instance, I, 10, we read, Miydm tu
Prakritim vidyét, ‘Let him know that Prakmti is
Méy4 or May4 Praksiti’ This refers, it would seem,
to the Simkhya system in which Prakriti acts the
part of MAy4 and fascinates the Purusha, till he
turns away from her and she ceases to exist, at all
events as far as he is concerned. But whether in
Samkhya or Vedinta, Miy4 in its technical meaning
belongs certainly to a secondary period, and it might
therefore be argued that MAy4, as the name of
Buddha’s mother, is not likely to have found a place
in the Buddhistic legend during the early period
of Indian philosophy, as represented in the early
Upanishads, and even in the Sttras of these two
prominent schools.

There was, no doubt, a certain amount of philo-
sophical mnemonic composition after the period
represented by the old Upanishads, and before the
systematic arrangement of the philosophical Sttras,
but whatever may have existed in it, is for ever lost
to us. We can see this clearly in the case of the
Brihaspati-philosophy.

The Brihaspati-Philosophy.

Brihaspati is no doubt a very perplexing character.
His name is given as that of the author of two Vedic
bymns, X, 71, X, 72, a distinction being made
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between a Brihaspati Angirasa and a Brihaspati
Laukya (Laukfyatika?). His name is well known
also as one of the Vedic deities. In Rv. VIII, 96,
15, we read that Indra, with Br:haspati as his ally,
overcame the godless people (ddevik visih). He is
afterwards quoted as the author of a law-book,
decidedly modern, which we still possess. Brihas-
pati is besides the name of the planet Jupiter, and
of the preceptor or Purohita of the gods, so that
Brihaspati-purohita has become a recognised name
of Indra, as having Brihaspati for his Purohita or
chief priest and helper. It seems strange, therefore,
that the same name, that of the preceptor of the
gods, should have been chosen as the name of the
representa.tive of the most unorthodox, atheistical,
and sensualistic system of philosophy in India.
We may possibly account for this by referring to
the Brahmanas and Upanishads, in which Brihas-
pati is represented as teaching the demons his
pernicious doctrines, not for their benefit, but for
their own destruction. Thus we read, Maitriyana
Up. 7, 9:—

‘ Brihaspati, having become or having assumed
the shape of Sukra, brought forth that false know-
ledge, for the safety of Indra and for the destruction
of the Asuras (demons). By it they show that
good is evil and that evil is good, and they say
that this new law, which upsets the Veda and the
other sacred books, should be studied (by the
Asuras, the demons). That being so, it is said,
Let no man (but the demons only) study that false
knowledge, for it is wrong ; it is, as it were, barren.
Its reward lasts only as long as the pleasure lasts,
as with one who has fallen from his station (caste).
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Let that false doctrine not be attempted, for thus
it is said!:— |

1. Widely divergent and opposed are these two,
the one known as false knowledge, the other as
knowledge. I (Yama) believe Nakiketas to be
possessed of a desire for knowledge; even many
pleasures do not tempt him away.

2. He who knows at the same time both the
imperfect knowledge (of ritual) and the perfect
knowledge (of Self), crosses death by means of the
imperfect, and obtains immortality by means of the
perfect knowledge 2.

3. Those who are wrapt up in imperfect know-
ledge fancy themselves alone wise and learned,
they wander about floundering and deceived, like
the blind led by a man who is himself blind 3.’

And again :—

‘The gods and the demons, wishing to know
the Self, went once into the presence of Brahman
(their father Pragipati¢). Having bowed before
him, they said : “O blessed one, we wish to know
the Self, do thou tell us!” Thus, after considering,
he thought, these demons believe in a difference of
the Atman (from themselves), and therefore a very
different Self was taught to them. On that Self
these deluded demons take their stand, clinging
to it, destroying the true boat of salvation, and
praising untruth. What is untrue they see as
true, like jugglery. But in reality, what is said
in the Vedas, that is true. What is said in the
Vedas, on that the wise take their stand. There-

! Katha Upanishad II, 4. * Vag. Up. IL
* Kath. Up. II, 5. + Khand. Up. VIII, 8.
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fore let no Brihman study what is not in the
Vedas, or this will be the result (as in the case
of the demons).’

This passage is curious in several respects. First
of all it is a clear reference of one Upanishad to
another, namely to the Khindogya, in which this
episode of Brihaspati giving false instruction to
the demons is more fully detailed. Secondly we
see an alteration which was evidently made in-
tentionally. In the Khindogya Upanishad it is
Pragipati himself who imparts false knowledge of
the Atman to the Asuras, while in the Maltrayana.
Upanishad Brihaspati takes his place. It is not
unlikely that Brihaspati was introduced in the later
Upanishad in order to take the place of Pragipati,
because it was felt to be wrong that this highest
deity should ever have misled anybody, even the
demons. In the Khindogya the demons who be-
lieved in the Anyat4 (otherness) of the Atman, that
is to say, in the possibility that the Atman could
be in some place different from themselves, were
told to look for it in the person seen in the pupil
of the eye, or in the image in a looking-glass, or
in the shadow in the water. All this would, how-
ever, refer to a visible body only. Then Pragipati
goes on to say that the Atman is what moves
about full of pleasures in a dream, and as this
would still be the individual man, he declares at
last that Atman is what remains in deep sleep,
without however losing its own identity.

If then in the Upanishads already Brihaspati was
introduced for the purpose of teaching wrong and
unorthodox opinions, we may possibly be able to under-
stand how his name came to cling to sensualistic
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opinions, and how at last, however unfairly, he was
held responsible for them. That such opinions
existed even at an earlier time, we can see in
some of the hymns in which many years ago I
pointed out these curious traces of an incipient
scepticism. In later Sanskrit, a Birhaspatya, or a
follower of Brihaspati, has come to mean an infidel
in general. Among the works mentioned in the
Lalita-vistara as studied by Buddha a Bérhas-
patyam is mentioned, but whether composed in
Sttras or in metre does not appear. Besides, it
is well known that the Lalita-vistara is rather a
broken reed to rest upon for chronological purposes.
If we may trust, however, to a scholion of Bhis-
kara on the Brahma-Stras, he seems to have known,
even at that late time, some Satras ascribed to
Brihaspati?, in which the doctrines of the Kirvikas
i. e. unbelievers, were contained. But although such
Sttras may have existed, we have no means of
fixing their date as either anterior or posterior to
the other philosophic Sttras. Pinini knew of Sttras
which are lost to us, and some of them may be
safely referred to the time of Buddha. He also
in quoting Bhikshu-Sttras and Nata-Sttras, men-
tions (IV, 3, 110) the author of the former as
Pardsarya, of the latter as Sildlin. As Pirdsarya
i8 a name of Vyésa, the son of Pardsara, it has been
supposed that Pinini meant by Bhikshu-Sttras, the
Brahma-Sttras?, sometimes ascribed to Vy4sa,
which we still possess. That would fix their date
about the fifth century B.c., and has been readily
accepted therefore by all who wish to claim the

! Colebrooke, II, 429. ? See before, p. 113.
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greatest possible antiquity for the philosophical
literature of India. But Pirfsarya would hardly
have been chosen as the titular name of Vyésa; and
though we should not hesitate to assign to the
doctrines of the Vedinta a place in the fifth century
B.C., nay even earlier, we cannot on such slender
authority do the same for the Stitras themselves.

When we meet elsewhere with the heterodox
doctrines of Brihaspati, they are expressed in verse,
as if taken from a Karikd rather than from Sttras.
They possess a peculiar interest to us, because they
would show us that India, which is generally con-
sidered as the home of all that is most spiritual
and idealistic, was by no means devoid of sensual-
istic philosophers. But though it is difficult to say
how old such theories may have been in India it
is certain that, as soon as we get any coherent
treatises on philosophy, sensualistic opinions crop
up among them.

Of course the doctrines of Buddha would be called
sceptical and atheistic by the Brihmans, and Kir-
vika as well as Néstika are names freely applied
to the Buddhists. But the doctrines of Brihaspati,
as far as we know them, go far beyond Buddhism,
and may be said to be hostile to all religious feel-
ings, while Buddha's teaching was both religious
and philosophical, though the lines that separate
philosophy and religion in India are very faint.

There are some tenets of the followers of Brihas-
pati which seem to indicate the existence of other
schools of philosophy by their side. The Barhas-
patyas speak as if being inter pares, they differ from
others as others differed from them. Traces of an
opposition against the religion of the Vedas (Kautsa)
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appear in the hymns, the Bridhmanas, and the
Sttras, and to ignore them would give us an entirely
false idea of the religious and philosophical battles
and battle-fields of ancient India. As viewed from
a Brihmanic point of view, and we have no other,
the opposition represented by Brihaspati and others
may seem insignificant, but the very name given
to these heretics would seem to imply that their
doctrines had met with a world-wide acceptance
(Lokiyatikas). Another name, that of Néstika,
is given to them as saying No to everything ex-
cept the evidence of the senses, particularly to the
evidence of the Vedas, which, curiously enough, was
called by the Vedintists Pratyaksha, that is, self-
evident, like sense-perception.

These Néstikas, a name not applicable to mere
dissenters, but to out and out nihilists only, are
interesting to us from a historical point of view,
because in arguing against other philosophies, they
prove, tpso facto, the existence of orthodox philo-
sophical systems before their time. The recognised
schools of Indian philosophy could tolerate much ;
they were tolerant, as we shall see, even towards
a qualified atheism, like that of the Simkhya. But
they had nothing but hatred and contempt for the
Nistikas, and it is for that very reason, and on
account of the strong feelings of aversion which
they excited, that it seemed to me right that their
philosophy should not be entirely passed over by
the side of the six Vedic or orthodox systems.

Méidhava, in his Sarvadarsana-samgraha or the
Epitome of all philosophical systems, begins with
an account of the Néstika or Karvika system. He
looks upon it as the lowest of all, but nevertheless,

K
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as not to be ignored in a catalogue of the philo-
sophical forces of India. Kirvika (not Karvika)
is given as the name of a Rikshasa, and he is
treated as a historical individual to whom Biwhas-
pati or Vékaspati delivered his doctrines. The
name of Kirvika is clearly connected with that of
KArva, and this is given as a synonym of Buddha
by Bélasistrin in the Preface to his edition of the
Késikd (p. 2). He is represented as a teacher of
the Lokiyata or world-wide system, if that is the
meaning originally intended by that word. A short
account of this system is given in the Prabodha-
kandrodaya 27, 18, in the following words: ‘The
Lokiyata system in which the senses alone form
an authority, in which the elements are earth,
water, fire, and wind (not AkAsa or ether), in which
wealth and enjoyment form the ideals of man, in
which the elements think, the other world is denied,
and death is the end of all things.” This name
Lokayata occurs already in Pinini’s Gana Ukthidi.
It should be noted however, that Hemakandra
distinguishes between Bérhaspatya or Nistika, and
Kirvaka or LokAyatika, though he does not tell us
which he considers the exact points on which the
two are supposed to have differed. The Buddhists
use Lokéyata for philosophy in general. The state-
ment that the Lokdyatas admitted but one Pramina,
i. e. authority of knowledge, namely sensuous per-
ception, shows clearly that there must have been
other philosophical systems already in existence.
We shall see that the Vaiseshika acknowledged
two, perception (Pratyaksha) and inference (Anu-
mina); the Simkhya three, adding trustworthy
affirmation (Aptavikya); the Nyiya four, adding
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comparison (Upaména); the two Mimimsis six,
adding presumption (Arthipatti) and privation
(Abhdva). Of these and others we shall have to
speak hereafter. Even what seems to us so natural
an idea as that of the four or five elements, required
some time to develop, as we see in the history of the
Greek oroixeia, and yet such an idea was evidently
quite familiar to the Karvikas. While other systems
admitted five, i. e. earth, water, fire, air, and ether,
they admitted four only, excluding ether, probably
because it was invisible. In the Upanishads we
see traces of an even earlier triad of elements. All
this shows the philosophical activity of the Hindus
from the earliest times, and exhibits to us the Kir-
vikas as denying rather what had been more or less
settled before their time, than as adding any new
ideas of their own.

So it is again with regard to the soul. Not only
philosophers, but every Arya in India had a word
for soul, and never doubted that there was some-
thing in man different from the visible body. The
Kiarvikas only denied this. They held that what
was called soul was not a thing by itself, but was
simply the body over again. They held that it
was the body that felt, that saw and heard, that
remembered and thought, though they saw it every
day rotting away and decomposing, as if it never
had been. By such opinions they naturally came
in conflict with religion even more than with
philosophy. We do not know how they accounted
for the evolution of consciousness and intellect
out of mere flesh, except that they took refuge
with a simile, appealing to the intoxicating power
that can be developed by mixing certain ingredi-

K 2
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ents, which by themselves are not intoxicating, as
an analogy to the production of soul from body.

Thus we read :—

¢ There are four elements, earth, water, fire, and air,

And from these four elements alone is intelligence
produced—

Just like the intoxicating power from Kinwa,
&c., mixed together ;—

Since in “I am fat,” “I am lean,” these attributes
abide in the same subject,

And since fatness, &c., resides only in the body,
it alone is the soul and no other,

And such phrases as “my body” are only signi-
ficant metaphorically.’

In this way the soul seems to have been to them
the body qualified by the attribute of intelligence,
and therefore supposed to perish with the body.
Holding this opinion, it is no wonder that they
should have considered the highest end of man
to consist in sensual enjoyment, and that they
should have accepted pain simply as an inevitable
concomitant of pleasure.

A verse is quoted :—

‘The pleasure which arises to men from contact
with sensible objects,

Is to be relinquished as accompanied by pain—
such is the warning of fools ;

The berries of paddy, rich with the finest white
grains,

What man, seeking his true interest, would fling
them away, because covered with husks and dust!?’

! See for these verses Cowell and Gough’s translation of the
Sarvadarsana-samgraha, p. 4.
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From all this we see that, though fundamental
philosophical principles are involved, the chief
character of the Karvika system was practical, rather
than metaphysical, teaching utilitarianism and crude
hedonism in the most outspoken way. It is a pity
that all authoritative books of these materialistic
philosophers should be lost, as they would probably
have allowed us a deeper insight into the early
history of Indian philosophy than the ready-made
manuals of the six Darsanas on which we have
chiefly to rely. The following verses preserved by
Médhava in his Epitome are nearly all we possess
of the teaching of Brihaspati and his followers : —

‘Fire is hot, water cold, and the air feels cool ;

By whom was this variety made? (we do not
know), therefore it must have come from their own
nature (Svabhiva).’

Brihaspati himself is held responsible for the
following invective :—

¢ There is no paradise, no deliverance, and certainly
no Self in another world,

Nor are the acts of the Asramas (stations in life)
or the castes, productive of rewards.

The Agnihotra, the three Vedas, the three staves
(carried by ascetics) and smearing oneself with ashes,

They are the mode of life made by their creator !
for those who are devoid of sense and manliness.

If a victim slain at the Gyotishtoma will go to
heaven,

Why is not his own father killed there by the
sacrificer ?

! Dhatri, creator, can here be used ironically only, instead of
Svabhava, or nature.
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If the Srdddha-offering gives pleasure to beings
that are dead,

Then to give a wviaticum to people who travel
here on earth, would be useless.

If those who are in heaven derive pleasure from
offerings,

Then why not give food here to people while they
are standing on the roof ?

As long as he lives let a man live happily ; after
borrowing money, let him drink Ghee,

How can there be a return of the body after it has
once been reduced to ashes?

If he who has left the body goes to another world,

Why does he not come back again perturbed by
love of his relations ?

Therefore funeral ceremonies for the dead were
ordered by the Brahmans.

As a means of livelihood, nothing else is known
anywhere.

The three makers of the Vedas were buffoons,
knaves, and demons.

The speech of the Pandits is (unintelligible), like
Garphari Turphari.

The obscene act there (at the horse sacrifice) to
be performed by the queen has been

Proclaimed by knaves, and likewise other things
to be taken in hand.

The eating of flesh was likewise ordered by
demons.’

This is certainly very strong language, as strong
as any that has ever been used by ancient or
modern materialists. It is well that we should
know how old and how widely spread this
materialism was, for without it we should hardly
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understand the efforts that were made on the
other side to counteract it by establishing the
true sources or measures of knowledge, the Pra-
minas, and other fundamental truths which were
considered essential both for religion and for
philosophy. The idea of orthodoxy, however, is
very different in India from what it has been
elsewhere. We shall find philosophers in India
who deny the existence of a personal god or
fsvara, and who, nevertheless, were tolerated as
orthodox as long as they recognised -the authority
of the Veda, and tried to bring their doctrines
into harmony with Vedic texts. It is this denial
of the authority of the Veda which, in the eyes of
the Brihmans, stamped Buddha at once as a heretic,
and drove him to found a new religion or brother-
hood, while those who followed the Simkhya, and
who on many important points did not differ much
from him, remained secure within the pale of
orthodoxy. Some of the charges brought by the
Barhaspatyas against the Brihmans who followed
the Veda are the same which the followers of
Buddha brought against them. Considering there-
fore, that on the vital question of the authority
of the Veda the Simkhya agrees, however incon-
sistently, with orthodox Brihmanism and differs
from the Buddhists, it would be far easier to prove
that Buddha derived his ideas from Brihaspati than
from Kapila, the reputed founder of the Simkhya.
If we are right in the description we have given
of the unrestrained and abundant growth of
philosophical ideas in ancient India, the idea of
borrowing, so natural to us, seems altogether out
of place in India. A wild mass of guesses at truth
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was floating in the air, and there was no controlling
authority whatever, not even, as far as we know,
any binding public opinion to produce anything like
order in it. Hence we have as little right to
maintain that Buddha borrowed from Kapila as
that Kapila borrowed from Buddha. No one would
say that the Hindus borrowed the idea of building
ships from the Phenicians, or that of building
Stapas from the Egyptians. In India we move
in a world different from that which we are accus-
tomed to in Greece, Rome, or Modern Europe, and
we need not rush at once to the conclusion that,
because similar opinions prevail in Buddhism and
in the Samkhya-philosophy of Kapila, therefore
the former must have borrowed from the latter,
or, as some hold, the latter from the former.
Though we can well imagine what the spirit
of the philosophy of the ancient Indian heretics,
whether they are called Kérvikas or Birhaspatyas,
may have been, we know, unfortunately, much less
of their doctrines than of any other school of
philosophy. They are to us no more than names,
such as the names of Yignavalkya, Raikva, or any
other ancient leaders of Indian thought mentioned
in the Upanishads, and credited there with certain’
utterances. We know a few of the conclusions at
which they arrived, but of the processes by which
they arrived at them we know next to nothing.
What we may learn from these utterances is that
a large mass of philosophical thought must have
existed in India long before there was any attempt
at dividing it into six well-defined channels of
systematic philosophy, or reducing it to writing.
Even when the names of certain individuals, such
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as (aimini, Kapila, and others, are given us as the
authors of certain systems of philosophy, we must
not imagine that they were the original creators
of a philosophy in the sense in which Plato and
Aristotle seem to have been so.

Common Philosophical Ideas.

It cannot be urged too strongly that there
existed in India a large common fund of philo-
sophical thought which, like language, belonged to
no one in particular, but was like the air breathed
by every living and thinking man. Thus only can
it be explained that we find a number of ideas in
all, or nearly all, the systems of Indian philosophy
which all philosophers seem to take simply for
granted, and which belong to no one school in
particular.

1. Metempsychosis—Samsira.

The best known of these ideas, which belong to
India rather than to any individual philosopher, is
that which is known under the name of Metempsy-
chosis. This is a Greek word, like Metensomatosis,
but without any literary authority in Greek. It
corresponds in meaning to the Sanskrit Samsira,
and is rendered in German by Seelenwanderung.
To a Hindu the idea that the souls of men migrated
after death into new bodies of living beings, of
animals, nay, even of plants, is so self-evident that
it was hardly ever questioned. We never meet
with any attempt at proving or disproving it among
the prominent writers of ancient or modern times.
As early as the period of the Upanishads we hear
of human souls being reborn both in animal and
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in vegetable bodies. In Greece the same opinion
was held by Empedocles ; but whether he borrowed
this idea from the Egyptians, as is commonly
supposed to have been the case, or whether Pytha-
goras and his teacher Pherecydes learnt it in India,
is a question still hotly discussed. To me it seems
that such a theory was so natural that it might
perfectly well have arisen independently among dif-
ferent races. Among the Aryan races, Italian, Celtic,
and Scythic or Hyperborean tribes are mentioned
as having entertained a faith in Metempsychosis,
nay, traces of it have lately been discovered even
among the uncivilised inhabitants of America,
Africa, and Eastern Asia. And why not? In
India certainly it developed spontaneously; and if
this was so in India, why not in other countries,
particularly among races belonging to the same
linguistic stock ? It should be remembered, how-
ever, that some systems, particularly the Sdmkhya-
philosophy, do not admit what we commonly
understand by Seelenwanderung. If we translate
the Simkhya Purusha by Soul instead of Self, it
is not the Purusha that migrates, but the Stkshma-
sarira, the subtile body. The Self remains always
intact, a mere looker on, and its highest purpose
is this recognition that it is above and apart from
anything that has sprung from Praksti or nature.

2. Immortality of the Soul.

The idea of the immortality of the soul also should
be included in what was the common property of all
Indian philosophers. This idea was so completely
taken for granted that we look in vain for any
elaborate arguments in support of it. Mortality
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with the Hindus is so entirely restricted to the
body which decays and decomposes before our
very eyes, that such an expression as Atmano
=mmtatvam, immortality of the Self, sounds almost
tautological in Sanskrit. No doubt, the followers of
Brihaspati would deny a future life, but all the other
schools rather fear than doubt a future life, a long-
continued metempsychosis; and as to a final annihila-
tion of the true Self, that would sound to Indian ears
as a contradiction in itself. There are scholars so
surprised at this unwavering belief in a future and
an eternal life among the people of India, that they
have actually tried to trace it back to a belief sup-
posed to be universal among savages who thought
that man left a ghost behind who might assume the
body of an animal or even the shape of a tree. This
is a mere fancy, and though it cannot of course be
disproved, it does not thereby acquire any right to our
consideration. Besides, why should the Aryas have
had to learn lessons from savages, as they at one
time were no doubt savages themselves, and need not
have forgotten the so-called wisdom of savages as
little as the SGdras themselves from whom they are
supposed to have learnt it ?

8. Pessimism.

All Indian philosophers have been charged with
pessimism, and in some cases such a charge may
seem well founded, but not in all. People who
derived their name for good from a word which
originally meant nothing but being or real, Sat,
are not likely to have looked upon what is as
what ought not to be. Indian philosophers are by
no means dwelling for ever on the miseries of life.
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They are not always whining and protesting that
life is not worth living. That is not their pessimism.
They simply state that they received the first im-
pulse to philosophical reflection from the fact that
there is suffering in the world. They evidently
thought that in a perfect world suffering had no
place, that it is something anomalous, something
that ought at all events to be accounted for, and,
if possible, overcome. Pain, certainly, seems to be
an imperfection, and, as such, may well have caused
the question why it existed, and how it could be
annihilated. But this is not the disposition which
we are accustomed to call pessimism. Indian philo-
sophy contains no outcry against divine injustice,
and in no way encourages suicidal expedients. They
would, in fact, be of no avail, because, according to
Indian views, the same troubles and the same
problems would have to be faced again and again in
another life. Considering that the aim of all Indian
philosophy was the removal of suffering, which was
caused by nescience, and the attainment of the
highest happiness, which was produced by knowledge,
we should have more right to call it eudsemonistic
than pessimistic.

It is interesting, however, to observe the unan-
imity with which the principal systems of philosophy
in India, nay some of their religious systems also,
start from the conviction that the world is full of
suffering, and that this suffering should be ac-
counted for and removed. This seems to have been
one of the principal impulses, if not the principal
impulse to philosophical thought in India. If we
begin with Gaimini, we cannot expect much real
- philosophy from his Plrva-Mim4ms4, which is chiefly
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concerned with ceremonial questions, such as sacrifices,
&c. But though these sacrifices are represented as
being the means of a certain kind of beatitude, and
so far as serving to diminish or extinguish the ordi-
nary afflictions of men, they were never supposed to
secure the highest beatitude for which all the other
philosophers were striving. The Uttara-Mimimsi
and all the other philosophies take much higher
ground. Bidariyana teaches that the cause of all
evil is Avidy4 or nescience, and that it is the object
of his philosophy to remove that nescience by means
of science (Vidy4), and thus to bring about that true
knowledge of Brahman, which is also the highest
bliss (Taitt. Up. II, 1). The Simkhya-philosophy,
at least such as we know it from the Karikis and
the Sttras, not however the Tattva-saméisa, begins
at once with the recognition of the existence of the
three kinds of suffering, and proclaims as its highest
object the complete cessation of all pain; while the
Yoga philosophers, after pointing out the way to
meditative absorption (Samidhi), declare that this
is the best means of escaping from all earthly .
troubles (II, 2), and, in the end, of reaching Kai-
valya or perfect freedom. The Vaiseshika promises
to its followers knowledge of truth, and through it
final cessation of all pain ; and even Gotama’s philo-
sophy of logic holds out in its first Sitra complete
blessedness (Apavarga) as its highest reward, which
is obtained by the complete destruction of all pain
by means of logic. That Buddha’s religion had the
same origin, a clear perception of human suffering and
its causes, and had the same object, the annihilation
of Duhkha or suffering (Nirvéna) is too well known to
require further elucidation, but it should be remem-
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bered that other systems also have one and the same
name for the state to which they aspire, whether
Nirvina or Dukkhinta, i.e. end of Dukkha, pain.

If therefore all Indian philosophy professes its
ability to remove pain, it can hardly be called pessi-
mistic in the ordinary sense of the word. Even
physical pain, though it cannot be removed from
the body, ceases to affect the soul, as soon as the
Self has fully realised its aloofness from the body,
while all mental pain, being traced back to our
worldly attachments, would vanish by freeing our-
selves from the desires which cause these attach-
ments. The cause of all suffering having been
discovered in ourselves, in our works and thoughts,
whether in this or in a previous existence, all
clamour against divine injustice is silenced at once.
We are what we have made ourselves, we suffer what
we have done, we reap what we have sown, and it
is the sowing of good seed, though without any
hope of a rich harvest, that is represented as the
chief purpose of a philosopher’s life on earth.

Besides this conviction that all suffering can be
removed by an insight into its nature and origin,
there are some other ideas which must be traced back
to that rich treasury of thought which was open to
every thinking man in India. These common ideas
assumed, no doubt, different guises in different
systems, but this ought not to deceive us, and a
little reflection allows us to perceive their common
source. Thus, when the cause of suffering is in-
quired for, they all have but one answer to give,
though under different names. The Vedinta gives
Avidy4, nescience, the Simkhya, Aviveka, non-dis-
crimination, the Nyiya, Mithydg#idna, false know-
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ledge, and these various aberrations from knowledge
are generally represented as Bandha or bondage, to
be broken again by means of that true knowledge
which is supplied by the various systems of philosophy.

4. XKarman.

The next idea that seems ingrained in the Indian
mind and therefore finds expression in all the
systems of philosophy is a belief in Karman, deed,
that is, the continuous working of every thought,
word, and deed through all ages. *All works, good
or bad, all must bear and do bear fruit,’ is a senti-
ment never doubted by any Hindu, whether to-day
or thousands of years ago .

And the same eternity which is claimed for works
and their results is claimed for the soul also, only
with this difference, that while works will cease to
work when real freedom has been obtained, the
soul itself continues after the obtainment of freedom
or final beatitude. The idea of the soul ever
coming to an end is so strange to the Indian mind
that there seemed to be no necessity for anything
like proofs of immortality, so common in European
philosophy. Knowing what is meant by * to be,’ the
idea that ‘to be’ could ever become ‘not to be’
seems to have been impossible to the mind of the
Hindus. If by ‘to be’ is meant Samséira or the world,
however long it may last, then Hindu philosophers
would never look upon it as real. It never was,
it never is, and never will be. Length of time,
however enormous, is nothing in the eyes of Hindu

! Cf. The Mysteries of Karma, revealed by a Brahmin Yogee,
Allahabad, 1898,
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philosophers. To reckon a thousand years as one
day would not satisfy them. They represent length
of time by much bolder similes, such as when a man
once in every thousand years passes his silken ker-
chief over the chain of the Himalayan mountains.
By the time he has completely wiped them out by
this process the world or Samsira may indeed come
to an end, but even then eternity and reality lie
far beyond. In order to get an easier hold of this
eternity, the very popular idea of Pralayas, i.e. de-
structions or absorptions of the whole world, has
been invented. According to the Vedinta there
occurs at the end of each Kalpa a Pralaya or dis-
solution of the universe, and Brahman is then
reduced to its causal condition (Ké4randvasthi),
containing both soul and matter in an Avyakta
(undeveloped) state!. At the end of this Pralaya,
however, Brahman creates or lets out of himself
a new world, matter becomes gross and visible once
more, and souls become active and re-embodied,
though with a higher enlightenment (Vikisa), and
all this according to their previous merits and de-
merits. Brahman has then assumed its new Kéry4-
vasthi or effective state which lasts for another
Kalpa. But all this refers to the world of change
and unreality only. It is the world of Karman, the
temporary produce of Nescience, of Avidyd, or
M4y4, it is not yet real reality. In the S&mkhya-
philosophy these Pralayas take place whenever the
three Gunas of Prakmiti recover their equipoise?,
while creation results from the upsetting of the equi-
poise between them. What is truly eternal, is not

! Thibaut, V. S. I, p. xxviii. * Simkhya-Satras VI, 42.
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affected by the cosmic illusion, or at least is so for a
time only, and may recover at any moment its self-
knowledge, that is, its self-being, and its freedom
from all conditions and fetters.

According to the Vaiseshikas this process of
creation and dissolution depends on the atoms. If
they are separated, there ensues dissolution (Pralaya),
if motion springs up in them and they are united,
there follows what we call creation.

The idea of the reabsorption of the world at the
end of a Kalpa (@on) and its emergence again in the
next Kalpa, does not occur as yet in the old Upani-
shads, nay even the name of Samsira is absent from
them ; and Professor Garbe is inclined therefore
to claim the idea of Pralaya as more recent, as
peculiar to the Sdmkhya-philosophy, and as adopted
from it by the other systems. It may be so, but
in the Bhagavad-gitd IX, 7, the idea of Pralayas,
absorptions, and of Kalpas or ages, of their end
and their beginning (Kalpakshaye and Kalpidau),
are already quite familiar to the poets. The exact
nature of the Pralayas differs so much, according to
different poets and philosophers, that it is far more
likely that they may all have borrowed it from a
common source, that is, from the popular belief of -
those among whom they were brought up and from
whom they learnt their language and with it the
materials of their thoughts, than that they should
each have invented the same theory under slightly

varying aspects.

! Samkhya-Philosophie, p. 221.
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5. Infallibility of the Veda.

One more common element presupposed by Indian
philosophy might be pointed out in the recognition
of the supreme authority and the revealed char-
acter ascribed to the Veda. This, in ancient times,
is certainly a startling idea, familiar as it may
sound to us at present. The Sidmkhya-philosophy
is supposed to have been originally without a belief
in the revealed character of the Vedas, but it cer-
tainly speaks of Sruti (Sttras I, 5). As long as we
know the Simkhya, it recognises the authority of
the Veda, calling it Sabda, and appeals to it even
in matters of minor importance. It is important
to observe that the distinction between Sruti and
Sm~riti, revelation and tradition, so well known in
the later phases of philosophy, is not to be found
ag yet in the old Upanishads.

6. Three Gunas.

The theory of the three Gunas also, which has
been claimed as originally peculiar to the S&mkhya-
philosophy, seems in its unscientific form to have
been quite familiar to most Hindu philosophers.
The impulse to everything in nature, the cause of
all life and variety, is ascribed to the three Gunas.
Guna means quality, but we are warned expressly
not to take it, when it occurs in philosophy, in the
ordinary sense of quality, but rather as something
substantial by itself, so that the Gunas become in
fact the component constituents of nature. In the
most general sense they represent no more than
thesis, antithesis, and something between the two,
such as cold, warm, and neither cold nor warm ; good,
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bad, and neither good nor bad ; bright, dark, and
neither bright nor dark, and so on through every part
of physical and moral nature. Tension between these
qualities produces activity and struggle: equilibrium
leads to temporary or final rest. This mutual ten-
sion is sometimes represented as Vishamatvam, un-
evenness, caused by a preponderance of one of the
three, as we read, for instance, in the Maitriyana
Upanishad V, 2 : ‘This world was in the beginning
Tamas (darkness) indeed. That Tamas stood in the
Highest. Moved by the Highest, it became uneven.
In that form it was Ragas (obscurity). That Ragas,
when moved, became uneven, and this is the form of
Sattva (goodness). That Sattva, when moved, ran
forth as essence (Rasa)’ Here we have clearly the
recognised names of the three Gunas, but the Maitra-
yana Upanishad shows several Simkhya influences,
and it might therefore be argued that it does not
count for much, in order to establish the general
acceptance of the theory of the Gunas, not for more,
at all events, than the later Upanishads or the
Bhagavad-git4, in which the three Gunas are fully
recognised.



CHAPTER 1V.

Vedénta or Uttara-Miméamsa.

Ir now we pass on to a consideration of the six
orthodox systems of philosophy, and begin with the
Vedinta, we have to take as our chief guides the
Sttras of Bidariyana, and the commentary of
Samkara. We know little of Bidariyana, the re-
puted author of our Sttras. Of course when we
possess commentaries on any Sttras, we know that
the Sttras must have existed before their com-
mentaries, that the Sttras of Bidariyana were
older therefore than Samkara, their commentator.
In India he has been identified with Vyisa, the
collector of the MahAbhirata, but without sufficient
evidence, nor should we gain much by that identifi-
cation, as Vylsa of the MahibhArata also is hardly
more than a name to us. This Vyésa is said by
Samkara, III, 3, 32, to have lived at the end of the
Dvépara and the beginning of the Kali age, and to
have had intercourse with the gods, l.c., I, 3, 33.
But though he calls him the author of the Maha-
bhirata, 1. c., I, 3, 47, Samkara, in the whole of his
commentary on the Vedinta-Sitras, never mentions
that the Vyfsa of the epic was the author of the
book on which he is commenting, though he mentions
Badarfyana as such. This convinced Windischmann
that Samkara himself did not consider these two
Vyéisas as one and the same person, and this judg-

’
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ment ought not to have been lightly disturbed. It
was excusable in Colebrooke, but not after what had
been said by Windischmann, particularly when no new
argument could be produced. All we can say is that, -
whatever the date of the Bhagavad-gitd is, and it is
a part of the Mahdbhérata, the age of the Vedinta-
Sttras and of Bidariyana must have been earlier.
We may also say that Badariyana himself never
refers to any work which could be assigned with
any amount of certainty to any time after our era.
Even when Bidariyana quotes the Smriti, it does
not follow that Samkara is always right when
suggesting passages from the Mahibh4rata (Bhaga-
vad-git4), or from Manu, for it is not too much to
say that similar passages may have occurred in other
and more ancient Smriti works also. BAdarfyana
is certainly most provoking in never quoting his
authorities by name. If we could follow Samkara,
Bidariyana would have referred in his Sttras to
Bauddhas, Gainas, Pisupatas and Péifikardtras, to
Yogins, Vaiseshikas, though not to Naiyiyikas, to
Simkhyas, and to the doctrines of Gaimini'. By the
name of Sruti Bidariyana, according to Samkara,’
meant the following Upanishads, Brihad-ranyaka,
Khindogya, Kéthaka, Kaushitaki, Aitareya, Tait-
tiriya, Mundaka, Prasna, Svetisvatara, and Gidbila.
This must suffice to indicate the intellectual sphere
in which Bidariyana moved, or was supposed to have
moved, and so far may be said to determine his
chronological position as far anterior to that of
another Vyisa, who was the father of Suka, the
teacher of Gaudapida, the teacher of Govinda, the

! Deussen, System des Vedanta, p. 24.
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teacher of Samkara, and who, if Samkara belonged
to the eighth century, might have lived in about
the sixth century of our era .

The literary works to which Samkara refers in his
commentary are, according to Deussen (System, p. 34),
among the Samhitds, that of the Rig-veda, of the
Végasaneyins, Maitriyaniyas and Taittiriyas, and
Kathas, (nothing from the Sima and Atharva-
samhitis) ; among the Brihmanas, the Aitareya,
Arsheya., Shadvimsa, Satapatha, Taittiriya, Tindya,
Khindogya ; among the Aranyaka.s, Aitareya and
Taittirlya; and among the Upanishads, Aitareya,
Brihad-dranyaka, is4, Katha, Kaushitaki-brihmana,
Kena, Khindogya, Maitrdyaniya, Mundaka, Prasna,
Svetisvatara, Taittiriya. These are sometimes called
the old or classical Upanishads, as being quoted by
Samkara, though Paimgi, Agnirahasya, Nirayaniya
and G'dbila may have to be added. As belonging to
Smriti Samkara quotes Mahibhéirata (Bhagavad-gitd),
RAmayana, Mirkandeya-purina, Manu, Yaska, Pdnini,
Paribhishis, Sdmkhya-kirik4, and he refers to Sim-
khya-Sttras (though it is important to observe that he
gives no tpsissima verba from our Samkhya-Sttras),
to Yoga-Sttras, NyAya-Sitras, Vaiseshika-Sitras,
and to Mimé4msi-Sttras. When he alludes to Sugata
or Buddha he refers once to a passage which has been
traced in the Abhidharma-Kosha-vydkhyd. He also
knew the Bhigavatas and the Svapnidhyiyavids.

Though the name of Vedinta does not occur in the
old Upanishads, we can hardly doubt that it was the

! Another stemma of Vyisa, given by native writers, is
Narayana, Vasishtha (Padmabhava), Sakti, Pardsara, Vyisa,
Suka, Gaudapada, Hastimalaka (Sishya), Trotaks, Varttika-
kara, &c.



VEDANTA OR UTTARA-MIMAMSA. 151

Vedantic thoughts, contained in the Upanishads,
which gave the first impulse to more systematic
philosophical speculations in India. Several scholars
have tried to prove that Sdmkhya ideas prevailed
in India at an earlier time than the Ved4ntic ideas.
But though there certainly are germs of Simkhya
theories in the Upanishads, they are but few and
far between, while the strictly Vedintic concepts
meet, us at every step in the hymns, the Brahmanas,
the Aranyakas, and in the Stitras. Vedanta is clearly
the native philosophy of India. It is true that this
philosophy is not yet treated systematically in the
Upanishads, but neither is the Simkhya. To us
who care only for the growth of philosophical
thought on the ancient soil of India, Vedénta is
clearly the first growth ; and the question whether
Kapila lived before Bidariyana, or whether the
systematic treatment of the S&mkhya took place
before that of the Vedinta, can hardly arise.

I only wonder that those who maintain the
priority of the S&mkhya, have not appealed to
the Lalita-vistara, twelfth chapter, where, among
the subjects known to Buddha, are mentioned not
only Nirghantu, Khandas, Yagiiakalpa, Gyotisha, but
likewise Samkhya, Yoga, Vaiseshika, Vesika (Vaid-
yaka?), Arthavidy4, Birhaspatya, Askarya, Asura,
Mrigapakshiruta, and Hetuvidyd (Nydya). There
are several names which are difficult to identify, but
there can be no doubt that the five philosophical
systems here mentioned were intended for Sdmkhya,
Yoga, Vaiseshika, Nyfya, and Béirhaspatya. The
two Mimimsis are absent, but their absence does
not prove that they did not exist, but only that
they were considered too orthodox to form a proper
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subject of study for Buddha. This shows the real
character of the antagonism between Buddhism and
Brihmanism, now so often denied or minimised', and
is confirmed by similar references, as when Hema-
kandra in his Abhidh&na mentions indeed such names
as Arhatas or Gainas, Saugatas or Buddhists, Naiy4-
yikas, Yoga, Sdmkhya or Kdpila, Vaiseshika, Birhas-
patya or Nistika, Karvika or Lokiyatika, but
carefully omits the two really dangerous systems,
the Mimdms4 of Bidariyana and that of Gaimini.

It should also be remembered that considerable
doubt has recently been thrown on the age of the
Chinese translation of the Lalita-vistara, which
seemed to enable us to assign the original to a date
at all events anterior to 70 A.p. The case is not
quite clear yet, but we must learn to be more
cautious with Chinese dates.

It has been the custom to give the name of
Vedéinta-philosophy to the Uttara-Mimimsi of
Béidardyana, nor is there any reason why that name
should not be retained. If Vedinta is used as
synonymous with Upanishad, the Uttara-Mimimsa
is certainly the Veddnta-philosophy, or a systematic
treatment of the philosophical teaching of the
Upanishads. It is true, no doubt, that Vasishtha as
well as Gautama distinguishes between Upanishads
and Vedintas (XXII, g), and the commentator to
Gautama XIX, 7 states distinctly that those parts
only of the Aranyakas which are not Upanishads
are to be called Vedintas. But there is no real harm
in the received name, and we see that the followers
of the Vedanta were often called Aupanishadas.

! S8ee Brahmavadin, Feb., 1898, p. 454.
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Badarfyana.

As to Béidariyana, the reputed author of the
Vedéinta-Sttras, we had to confess before that
we know nothing about him. He is to us a name
and an intellectual power, but nothing else. We
know the date of his great commentator, Samkara,
in the eighth century A.p., and we know that another
commentator, Bodhidyana, was even earlier. We
also know that Bodhiyana's commentary was followed
by Rdménuga. It is quite possible that Bodhiyana,
like Riméinuga, represented a more ancient and more
faithful interpretation of Bidariyana’s Sttras, and
that Samkara’s philosophy in its unflinching monism,
is his own rather than Bidariyana’s. But no MS.
of Bodhiyana has yet been discovered.

A still more ancient commentator, Upavarsha by
name, is mentioned, and Samkara (III, 3, 53) calls
him Bhagavad or Saint. But it must remain doubt-
ful again whether he can be identified with the
Upavarsha, who, according to the Kathé-sarit-sigara,
was the teacher of Pinini.

It must not be forgotten that, according to Indian
tradition, Bddariyana, as the author of the Vedanta-
Sttras, is called Vyisa or Vedavydsa, Dvaipiyana
or Krshna Dvaipiyana. Here we are once more
in a labyrinth from which it is difficult to find an
exit. Vylsa or Krshna Dvaipiyana is the name
given to the author of the Mahibhdrata, and no two
styles can well be more different than that of the
Vyésa of the Mahibhdrata and that of Vyésa, the
supposed author of the so-called Vyéisa-Sttras. I
think we should remember that Vyisa, as a noun,
meant no more than compilation or arrangement,
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as opposed to Saméisa, conciseness or abbreviation ;
so that the same story might be recited Samésena,
in an abbreviated, and Vyisena, in a complete
form.

We should remember next that Vyésa is called
Pirisarya, the son of Parisara and Satyavati
(truthful), and that Panini mentions one Pirdsarya
as the author of the Bhikshu-Sttras, while Vékas-
pati Misra declares that the Bhikshu-Sttras are
the same as the Vedinta-Sttras, and that the
followers of Périsarya were in consequence called
Pirdsarins. (Pan. IV, 3, 110))

This, if we could rely on it, would prove the
existence of our Sttras before the time of Pinini,
or in the fifth century B.c. This would be a most
important gain for the chronology of Indian philo-
sophy. But if, as we are told, Vyisa collected
(Vivyésa) not only the Vedas, the Mahébhirata,
the Puridnas, but also the Vyfisa-Sttras, nay even
a prose commentary on Patafigali's Yoga-Sttras,
we can hardly doubt that the work ascribed to
him must be taken as the work of several people
or of a literary period rather than of one man.
I formerly thought that Vyisa might have repre-
sented the period in which the first attempts were
made to reduce the ancient mnemonic literature
of India to writing, but there is nothing in tradition
to support such a view, unless we thought that
Vyésa had some connection with Nyésa (writing).
Indian tradition places the great Vyisa between
the third and fourth ages of the present world,
whatever that may mean, if translated into our
modern chronological language. If Vyisa had
really anything to do with our Vedinta-Sttras, it
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would hardly have been more than that he arranged
or edited them. His name does not occur in the
Sttras themselves, while that of Badariyana does,
and likewise that of Bidari, a name mentioned by
Gaimini also in his Parva-Mimdms4 . Inthe Bhaga-
vad-git, which might well be placed as contemporary
with the Vedinta-SGtras, or somewhat later, Vyisa
is mentioned as one of the Devarshis with Asita
and Devala (X, 13), and he is called the greatest
of Rishis (X, 37). But all becomes confusion again,
if we remember that tradition makes Vyisa the
author of the Mahibhirata, and therefore of the
Bhagavad-git4 itself, which is even called an Upani-
shad.

The only passage which seems to me to settle
the relative age of the Vedinta-Sttras and the
Bhagavad-gitd is in XIII, 3%, “Hear and learn from
me the Supreme Soul (Kshetragiia) that has been
celebrated in many ways by Rishis in various metres,
and by the words of the Brahma-Sitras, which are

definite and furnished with reasons’ Here the

words ‘Brahma-stitra-padaik,’ ‘the words of the
Brahma-Sdtras,’ seem to me to refer clearly to
the recognised title of the Vedinta or Brahma-
Sttras. Whatever native authorities may say to
the contrary, the words ‘definite and argumenta-
tive’ can refer to SGtras only. And if it is said, on
the other side, that these Brahma-Sttras, when they
refer to Smriti, refer clearly to passages taken from
the Bhagavad-gitd also, and must therefore be later,
I doubt it. They never mention the name of the

' Colebrooke, M. E., I, p. 354.
* Prof. T, R. Amalnerkar, Priority of the Vedanta-Sutras, 1893.
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Bhagavad-git4, nor do they give any ipsissima verba
from it, and as every Smriti presupposes a Sruti,
these references may have been meant for pas-
sages which the Bhagavad-gitd had adapted, and
may have shared with other Smrtis. Brahma-
Sdtra, on the contrary, is a distinct title, all the
more significant where it occurs, because neither
the word Sttra nor Brahma-Sttra occurs again in
any other passage of the Gitd. However, even
admitting that the Brahma-Sttras quoted from the
Bhagavad-gitd, as the Gitd certainly appeals to
the Brahma-SQtras, this reciprocal quotation might
be accounted for by their being contemporaneous,
as In the case of other Stras which, as there can
be no doubt, quote one from the other, and some-
times verbatim.

Asto the commentary on Pataiigali's Yoga-Sttras
being the work of the same Vyésa, this seems to
me altogether out of the question. There are
hundreds of people in India who have the name
of Vyésa. Nor has it ever been positively proved
that Patafigali, the reputed author of the Yoga-
Sttras, was the same person as Patadigali, the author
of the Mahibhishya, the great commentary on
Pénini’'s grammar, and on KatyAyana's Virttikas.
Some scholars have rushed at this conclusion,
chiefly in order to fix the date of the Yoga-Sttras,
but this also would force us to ascribe the most
heterogeneous works to one and the same author !,

Even the age of Patafigali, the grammarian and
author of the Mahdbhishya, seems to me by no

! Both Lassen and Garbe, Die Samkhya-Philosophie, p. 46,
inclined to accept the identity of the two Patafigalis.
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means positively settled. I gladly admit the plau-
sibility of Goldstiicker’s arguments that if Patafigali
presupposed the existence of the Maurya-dynasty he
might be placed in the third century B.c. I look
upon the Arkih, which he mentions in the famous
Maurya-passage, as having been devised by the
Mauryas for the sake of trade, as the first coins with
images of the gods, introduced by the Maurya-
dynasty. Such coins, when they contain images
of the gods, should not, according to the gram-
marian, be called simply by the names of the gods,
but by a derivative name, not Siva, but Sivaka,
Just as we distinguish between an Angel and an
Angelot. And I pointed out before, the very gods
mentioned here by Patafigali are the gods the
images of which do occur on the oldest Indian coins
which we possess, viz. Siva, Skanda, and Visikha,
the last, if taken for Kima. As a constructive date
therefore, that assigned by Goldstiicker to Pataiigali
might stand, but that is very different from a posi-
tive date. Besides, the name of Maurya in the Mahi-
bhéshya is doubtful and does not occur again in it.
We saw before that Bidariyana refers in his
Sdatras to Gaimini, the author of the Parva-Mimimsi-
Satras, and that Gaimini returns the compliment
by referring to Bidariyana by name. Badariyana
18 likewise acquainted with the atheistical doctrines
of Kapila and the atomistic theories of Kanida,
and tries to refute them. But in India this is
far from proving the later date of Béidariyana.
‘We must learn to look on Bidariyana, Gaimini,
Kapila, and similar names, as simply eponymous
heroes of different philosophies; so that at what-
ever time these systems were reduced to the form
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of Sdtras, certain opinions could be called by their
names. Colebrooke states, on the authority of a
scholiast to Manu and Yég#iavalkya, that the instruc-
tions of a teacher were often reduced to writing by his
pupils, and that this would account for the fact
that the author of a system is often quoted in the
third person in his own book. It would be interest-
ing if this could be established with reference to
ancient texts, but I remember nothing of the kind.
All this is very discouraging to students accustomed
to chronological accuracy, but it has always seemed
to me far better to acknowledge our poverty and the
utter absence of historical datesin the literary history
of India, than to build up systems after systems which
collapse at the first breath of criticism or scepticism.

When I speak of a chronology of thought, what
I mean is that there is a chronology which enables
us to distinguish a period of Vedic thought, sub-
divided into three periods of Mantras, Brihmanas,
and Upanishads. No one would doubt the succes-
sion of these three periods of language, but if some
scholars wish to extend each period to thousands of
years, I can only wish them success. I confess I do
not share the idea that we should claim for Indian
literature as remote an antiquity as possible. The
same attempts were made before, but nothing was
gained by them, and much was lost as soon as more
sober and critical ideas began to prevail. After the
Upanishad-period would follow that of Buddhism,
marked, on the Buddhist side, by the Suttas, on
the Brihmanic side, and possibly somewhat earlier,
by the large mass of Sttra literature. To that
period seem to me to belong, by similarity of thought,
if not of style, the six systems of philosophy. I
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should have said by style also, because the earliest
form in which we possess these systems is that of
Stitras. Unfortunately we know now how easily even
that very peculiar style can be, and in case of the
Simkhya and some of the legal Smritis, has been
imitated. We must not therefore ascribe too much
weight to this. The next period would be what
I have called that of the Renaissance, beginning at
a time when Sanskrit had ceased to be the language
spoken by the people, though it continued, as it has
to the present day, to be cultivated by the learned.

Such are the difficulties that meet us when we
attempt to introduce anything like chronological
order into the literature of India, and it seems to
me far better to state them honestly than to disguise
them. After all, the importance of that literature,
and more particularly of its philosophical portion,
is quite independent of age. It has something to
teach us quite apart from the names and dates of its
authors ; and grateful as we should feel for any real
light that can be thrown onthese chronological mazes,
we must not forget that the highest interest of the
Vedinta and the other philosophies is not their age,
but their truth.

Fundamental Doctrines of the Vedanta.

If we ask for the fundamental doctrines of the
Vedinta, the Hindus themselves have helped us
and given us in a few words what they themselves
consider as the quintessence of that system of
thought. I quoted these words at the end of my
‘Three Lectures on the Vedanta’ (1894) :—
‘In one half verse I shall tell you what has been
taught in thousands of volumes : Brahman is true,
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the world is false, the soul is Brahman and nothing
else!/’

And again :—

‘There is nothing worth gaining, there is nothing
worth enjoying, there is nothing worth knowing but
Brahman alone, for he who knows Brahman, is
Brahman.’

This résumé of the Vedinta is very true, and
very helpful as a résumé of that system of philo-
sophy. After all we must distinguish in every
philosophy its fundamental doctrines and its minute
details. We can never carry all these details in
our memory, but we may always have present be-
fore our mind the general structure of a great system
of thought and its salient points, whether it be the
philosophy of Kant or of Plato or of Bidardyana. It
would be quite impossible in a historical sketch of
the six Indian philosophical systems to give all their
details. They are often unimportant, and may
easily be gathered from the texts themselves, such
as we have them in the original or in translations ;
but they must not be allowed to crowd and to
obscure that general view of the six systems which
alone is meant to be given in these pages.

We have another and still shorter abstract of the
Vedanta in the famous words addressed by Uddélaka
Aruni to his son Svetaketu (Khind. Up. VI, 8),
namely, ‘Tat tvam asi,” ‘Thou art That.” These words,
however, convey little meaning without the context
in which they occur, that is to say, unless we know
what is meant by the Tat, that, and by the Tvam,
thou. The Tat is what we saw shadowed forth in

! See also Theosophy, p. 317.
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the Upanishads as the Brahman, as the cause of
the world, the Tvam is the Atman, the Self in
its various meanings, from the ordinary I to the
divine Soul or Self, recognised in man; and it is
the highest aim of the Vedinta to show that these
two are in reality one’. This fearless synthesis,
embodied in the simple words Tat tvam asi, seems
to me the boldest and truest synthesis in the whole
history of philosophy. Even Kant, who clearly
recognised the Tat or it, that is the Ding an sich
behind the objective world, never went far enough
to recognise the identity of the Tat, the objective
Ding an sich, and the Tvam, the Ding an sich on
the subjective side of the world. Among ourselves
such a synthesis of the subjective with the objective
Self would even now rouse the strongest theological,
if not philosophical, protests, whereas the theologians
of India discuss it with perfect equanimity, and see
in it the truest solution of the riddle of the world.
In order fully to understand it, we must try to
place ourselves firmly on the standpoint of the
Vedanta philosophers, forgetting all our own in-
herited theological misgivings. Their idea of the
Supreme Cause of the universe went far beyond
what is meant by God, the creator and ruler of the
world (Pragipati). That being was to them a mani-
festation only of the Supreme Cause or Brahman, it
was Brahman as phenomenal, and it followed that,
a8 Brahman, as they held, was indeed the cause of
everything, the All in All, man also could be nothing
but & phenomenon of Brahman. The idea therefore
that it would be blasphemy to make the creature

! Mandiokya Up. II, Ayam Atma Brahma.
M
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equal to the creator so far as their substance was
concerned, never presented itself to their minds.
Their Tat was something behind or above the purely
personal creator, it was the absolute divine essence,
the Godhead, manifested in a subjective and personal
creator, and present likewise in all its phenomenal
manifestations, including gods and men. Even their
god beyond all gods (Deveshu adhi ekak) did not
satisfy them any longer, as it did in the hymns of the
Rig-veda ; and though they might have shrunk from
identifying gods and men with that personal divine
being, Pragipati, the lord of all creatures, they saw
nothing but truth in the doctrine that man in his true
nature was the same with Brahman, that he shares in
the nature of Brahman, or in the spirit of God. They
saw, in fact, that God is hardly a name that can be
used for that Supreme Brahman, the absolute Cause
of the universe, and the absolute Cause of Pragipati
also, when taken as the creative god. I say when
taken as such, for we ought never to forget that we
have always to be satisfied with what we take God
‘to be (VidyAm4tra), and that we can never go beyond.
Translated into the language of the early Christian
philosophers of Alexandria, this lifting up of the Tvam
into the Tat might prove the equivalent of the idea
of divine sonship, but from the Vedinta point of view
it means real identity, real recognition of the original
divine nature of man, however much hidden and dis-
figured for a time by Avidy4, or ignorance, and all its
consequences. With us unfortunately such questions
can hardly be discussed in a calm philosophical spirit,
because theology steps in and protests against them
as irreligious and blasphemous, just as the Jews de-
clared it blasphemy in Christ to teach that He was
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equal to God, nay that He and the Father were one,
Tat tvam asi. If properly understood, these Vedanta
teachings may, though under a strange form, bring
us very near to the earliest Christian philosophy,
and help us to understand it, as it was understood
by the great thinkers of Alexandria. To maintain
the eternal identity of the human and the divine is
very different from arrogating divinity for humanity ;
and on this point even our philosophy may have
something to learn which has often been forgotten
in modern Christianity, though it was recognised as
vital by the early fathers of the Church, the unity
of the Father and the Son, nay, of the Father and
all His sons.

The teachers of the Vedinta, while striving to
resuscitate in man the consciousness of the identity
of the Tat and the Tvam, and, though indirectly,
of man and God, seem to be moving in the most
serene atmosphere of thought, and in their stiff and
algebraic Sttras they were working out these mighty
problems with unfaltering love of truth, and in an
unimpassioned and truly philosophic spirit.

It is as difficult to give an idea of the form of
the Upanishads as of the spirit that pervades the
Upanishads. A few extracts, however, may help to
show us the early Vedéintists as they were, groping
their way in the dark. We do not indeed get there
the pure wine of the Vedanta, but we get the grapes
from which the juice was extracted and made into
wine. The first is taken from the Khindogya Upani-
shad which belongs to the Sima-veda and is generally
regarded as one of the earlier Upanishads .

! Translated in 8. B. E,, I, p. 92
M2
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First KHANDA.

1. Svetaketu was the son of Aruni, the grandson
of Aruna. To him his father (Udd4laka, the son
of Aruna) said: ¢ Svetaketu, go to school ; for there
is none belonging to our race, darling, who, not
having studied (the Veda), is, as it were, a Brahma-
bandhu, i.e. a Bradhmana by birth only.’

2. Having begun his apprenticeship (with a
teacher) when he was twelve years of age, Sveta-
ketu returned to his father, when he was twenty-
four, having then studied all the Vedas,—conceited,
considering himself well-read, and stubborn.

3. His father said to him: ‘Svetaketu, as you
are so conceited, considering yourself well-read,
and so stubborn, my dear son, have you ever asked
for that instruction by which we hear what is not
heard, by which we perceive what is not perceived,
by which we know what is not known?’

4. ‘ What is that instruction, Sir ?’ he asked.

The father replied : * My dear son, as by one clod
of clay all that is made of clay is known, the differ-
ence being only the name, arising from speech, but
the truth being that all is clay ;

5. ‘And as, my dear son, by one nugget of gold
all that is made of gold is known, the difference
being only the name, arising from speech, but the
truth being that all is gold ;

6. ‘And as, my dear son, by one pair of nail-scissors
all that is made of steel (KArshniyasam) is known,
the difference being only the name, arising from
speech, but the truth being that all is steel,—thus,
my dear son, is that instruction.’

7. The son said: ‘Surely those venerable men
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(my teachers) did not know that. For if they had
known it, why should they not have told it me?
Do you, Sir, therefore tell me that.’ ¢Be it so,’
said the father.

SeEcoND KHANDA.

1. ‘In the beginning, my dear son, there was
that only which is (v 6v), one only, without a second.
Others say, in the beginning there was that only
which is not (73 u3 &), one only, without a second ;
and from that which is not, that which is, was
born.

2. ‘But how could it be so, my dear son?’ the
father continued. ¢ How could that which is, be
born of that which is not? No, my dear son, only
that which is, was in the beginning, one only, without
a second.

3. ‘It thought, may I be many, may I grow
forth. It sent forth fire.

‘That fire thought, may I be many, may I grow
forth. It sent forth water.

¢And therefore whenever anybody anywhere is
hot and perspires, water is produced on him from
fire alone.

4. ‘ Water thought, may I be many, may I grow
forth. It sent forth earth (food).

‘ Therefore whenever it rains anywhere, most food
is then produced. From water alone is eatable
food produced.

SEVENTH KHANDA.

1. ‘Man (Purusha), my son, consists of sixteen
parts. Abstain from food for fifteen days, but
drink as much water as you like, for breath comes
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from water, and will not be cut off, if you drink
water.’

2. Svetaketu abstained from food for fifteen days.
Then he came to his father and said : ¢ What shall
Isay?’ The father said: ‘Repeat the Rik, Yagus,
and Siman verses” He replied: ‘They do not
occur to me, Sir.

3. The father said to him: ‘As of a great lighted
fire one coal only of the size of a firefly may be left,
which would not burn much more than this (i.e. very
little), thus, my dear son, one part only of the sixteen
parts (of you) is left, and therefore with that one part
you do not remember the Vedas. Go and eat!

4. ‘Then wilt thou understand me.” Then Sve-
taketu ate, and afterwards approached his father.
And whatever his father asked him, he knew it all
by heart. Then his father said to him :

5. “As of a great lighted fire one coal of the size
of a firefly, if left, may be made to blaze up again
by putting grass upon it, and will thus burn more
than this,

6. ‘Thus, my dear son, there was one part of the
sixteen parts left to you, and that, lighted up with
food, burnt up, and by it you remember now the
Vedas. After that, he understood what his father
. meant when he said: ‘ Mind, my son, comes from

food, breath from water, speech from fire, He
~ understood what he said, yea, he understood it.

NinteE KHANDA.

1. ‘As the bees, my son, make honey by col-
lecting the juices of distant trees, and reduce the
Juice into one form,

2. ‘And as these juices have no discrimination,
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so that they might say, I am the juice of this tree
or that, in the same manner, my son, all these
creatures, when they have become merged in the
True (either in deep sleep or in death), know not
that they are merged in the True.

3. ‘Whatever these creatures are here, whether
a lion, or a wolf, or a boar, or a worm, or a midge,
or a gnat, or a musquito, that they become again
and again.

4. ‘Now that which is that subtile essence, in it
all that exists has its Self. It is the True. It is
the Self, and thou, O Svetaketu, art it.’

¢ Please, Sir, inform me still more,” said the son.

‘Be it 8o, my child,’ the father replied.

TenTH KHANDA.

1. ‘ These rivers, my son, run, the eastern (like the
Gangi) toward the east, the western (like the Sindhu)
toward the west. They go from sea to sea (i.e. the
clouds lift up the water from the sea to the sky, and
send it back as rain to the sea). They become indeed
sea. And as those rivers, when they are in the sea,
do not know, I am this or that river,

2. ‘In the same manner, my son, all these crea-
tures, when they have come back from the True,
know not that they have come back from the True.
Whatever these creatures are here, whether a lion, or
a wolf, or a boar, or a worm, or a midge, or a gnat,
or a musquito, that they become again and again.

3. ‘That which is that subtile essence, in it all
that exists has its Self. It is the True. It is the
Self, and thou, O Svetaketu, art it.’

¢ Please, Sir, inform me still more,” said the son.

‘Be it so, my child,’ the father replied.
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ELevENTH KHANDA.

1. ‘If one were to strike at the root of this large
tree here, it would bleed, but it would live. Ifhe were
to strike at its stem, it would bleed, but it would live.
If he were to strike at its top, it would bleed, but it
would live. Pervaded by the living Self that tree
stands firm, drinking in its nourishment and rejoicing ;

2. ‘But if the life (the living Self) leaves one
of its branches, that branch withers; if it leaves
a second, that branch withers ; if it leaves a third,
that branch withers. If it leaves the whole tree, the
whole tree withers. In exactly the same manner,
my son, know this.” Thus he spoke :

3. ‘This (body) indeed withers and dies when the
living (Self) has left it ; the living (Self) dies not.

¢ That which is that subtile essence, in it all that
exists has its Self. It is the True. It is the Self,
and thou, Svetaketu, art it.’

‘ Please, Sir, inform me still more,” said the son.

‘Be it 80, my child,” the father replied.

TwerLrrHE KHANDA.

1. ‘Fetch me from thence a fruit of the Nyagrodha
tree.

¢ Here 18 one, Sir.’

‘Break it.’

It 1s broken, Sir.’

‘ What do you see there ?’

‘These seeds, almost infinitesimal.’

‘ Break one of them.’

‘It is broken, Sir.

‘What do you see there ?’

¢ Not anything, Sir.’
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2. The father said: ‘My son, that subtile essence
which you do not perceive there, of that very
essence this great Nyagrodha tree exists.

3. ‘ Believe it, my son. That which is the subtile
essence, in it all that exists has its Self. It is
the True. It is the Self, and thou, O Svetaketu,
art it.’

‘ Please, Sir, inform me still more,” said the son.

‘Be it 8o, my child,’ the father replied.

THIRTEENTH KHANDA.

1. ‘Place this salt in water, and then wait on me
in the morning.’

The son did as he was commanded.

The father said to him; ‘Bring me the salt, which
you placed in the water last night.’

The son having looked for it, found it not, for, of
course, it was melted.

2. The father said : ¢ Taste it from the surface of
the water. How is it ?’

The son replied : * It is salt.’

‘ Taste it from the middle. How is it ?’

The son replied : ‘It is salt.’

¢ Taste it from the bottom. How is it ?’

The son replied : ‘It is salt.’

The father said : ‘Throw it away and then wait
on me.’

He did so; but the salt continued to exist.

Then the father said: ¢ Here also, in this body,
indeed, you do not percelve the True (Sa.t) my
son ; but there indeed it is.

‘ That which is the subtile essence, in it all that
exists has its Self. It is the True. It is the Self,
and thou, O Svetaketu, art it.’
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¢ Please, Sir, inform me still more,’ said the son.
‘ Be it 80, my child,” the father replied.

FourTEENTH KHANDA.

1. ‘As one might lead a person with his eyes
covered away from the Gandhiras, and leave him
then in a place where there are no human beings ;
and as that person would turn towards the east, or
the north, or the west, and shout, “I have been
brought here with my eyes covered, I have been
left here with my eyes covered,”

2. ‘And as thereupon some one might loose his
bandage and say to him, “Go in that direction, it
is the Gandhéras, go in that direction;” and as
thereupon, having been informed and being able to
judge for himself, he would by asking his way from
village to village arrive at last at the Gandhéras,—
in exactly the same manner does a man, who meets
with a teacher to inform him, learn that there is
delay so long only as “I am not delivered (from this
body); and then I shall be perfect.”

3. ‘That which is the subtile essence, in it all
that exists has its Self. It is the True. It is the
Self, and thou, O Svetaketu, art it.’

¢ Please, Sir, inform me still more,’ said the son.

‘Be it 80, my child,” the father replied.

FrrreeNTH KHANDA.

1. ‘If a man is ill, his relatives assemble round
him and ask: “Dost thou know me? Dost thou
know me?” Then, as long as his speech is not
merged in his mind, his mind in breath, breath in
heat (fire), heat in the Highest Being (Devatd), he

knows them.
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2. ‘But when his speech is merged in his mind,
his mind in breath, breath in heat (fire), heat in the
Highest Being, then he knows them not.

‘That which is the subtile essence, in it all that
exists has its Self. It is the True. It is the Self,
and thou, O Svetaketu, art it.’

¢ Please, Sir, inform me still more,’ said the son.

‘Be it so, my child,’ the father replied.

The next extract is from the Katha Upanishad
of the Yagur-veda, and has by many scholars been
classed as of later date.

First VaLLi.

1. Vigasravasa, desirous (of heavenly rewards),
surrendered (at a sacrifice) all that he possessed. He
had a son of the name of Nakiketas.

4. He (knowing that his father had promised to
give up at a sacrifice all that he possessed, and
therefore his son also) said to his father: ‘ Dear
father, to whom wilt thou give me ?’

He said it a second and a third time. Then the
father replied (angrily) :

‘I shall give thee unto Death.’

(The father, having once said so, though in haste,
had to be true to his word and to sacrifice his son.)

5. The son said: ‘I go as the first, at the head
of many (who have still to die); I go in the midst
of many (who are now dying). What will be.the
work of Yama (the ruler of the departed) which
to-day he has to do unto me?

6. ‘Look back how it was with those who came -
before, look forward how it will be with those who
come hereafter. A mortal ripens like corn, like

corn he springs up again.’
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(Nakiketas then enters into the abode of Yama
Vaivasvata, and there is no one to receive him.
Thereupon one of the attendants of Yama is sup-
posed to say :)

7. ‘Fire enters into the houses, when a Brihmana
enters as a guest. That fire is quenched by this
peace-offering ;—bring water, O Vaivasvata !

8. ‘A Brihmana that dwells in the house of a
foolish man without receiving food to eat, destroys
his hopes and expectations, his possessions, his
righteousness, his sacred and his good deeds, and
all his sons and cattle.’

(Yama, returning to his house after an absence
of three nights, during which time Nakiketas had
received no hospitality from him, says :)

9. ‘O Brihmana, as thou, a venerable guest, hast
dwelt in my house three nights without eating,
therefore choose now three boons. Hail to thee!
and welfare to me !’

10. Nakiketas said : ¢ O Death, as the first of the
three boons I choose that Gautama, my father, be
pacified, kind, and free from anger towards me ; and
that he may know me and greet me, when I shall
have been dismissed by thee.’

11. Yama said: ‘With my leave, Auddalaki Aruni,
thy father, will know thee, and be again towards
thee as he was before. He shall sleep peacefully
through the night, and free from anger, after having
seen thee freed from the jaws of death.’

12. Nakiketas said: ‘In the heaven-world there
is no fear ; thou art not there, O Death, and no one
is afraid on account of old age. Leaving behind
both hunger and thirst, and out of the reach of
sorrow, all rejoice in the world of heaven.’
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13. ‘Thou knowest, O Death, the fire-sacrifice
which leads us to heaven ; tell it to me, for I am
full of faith. Those who live in the heaven-world
reach immortality,—this I ask as my second boon.’

14. Yama said: ‘I will tell it thee, learn it from
me, and when thou understandest that fire-sacrifice
which leads to heaven, know, O Nakiketas, that it
is the attainment of the eternal worlds, and their
firm support, hidden in darkness.’ ’

15. Yama then told him that fire-sacrifice, in the
beginning of the worlds, and what bricks are re-
quired for the altar, and how many, and how they
are to be placed. And Nakiketas repeated all as it
had been told to him. Then Mrityu, being pleased
with him, said again:

19. ‘This, O Nakiketas, is thy fire which leads to
heaven, and which thou hast chosen as thy second
boon. That fire all men will proclaim as thine.
Choose now, O Nakiketas, thy third boon.’

20. Nakiketas said : ¢ There is that doubt, when a
man is dead,—some saying, he is; others, he is not.
This I should like to know, taught by thee ; this is
the third of my boons.’

21. Death said: ‘On this point even the gods
have been in doubt formerly; it is not easy to
understand. That subject is subtle. Choose an-
other boon, O Nakiketas, do not press me, and let
me off that boon.’

22. Nakiketas said: ‘On this point even the
gods have been in doubt indeed, and thou, Death,
hast declared it to be not easy to understand, and
another teacher like thee is not to be found:—
surely no other boon is like unto this.’

23. Death said : ‘Choose sons and grandsons who
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shall live a hundred years, herds of cattle, elephants,
gold, and horses. Choose the wide abode of the
earth, and live thyself as many harvests as thou
desirest.’

24. “ If thou canst think of any boon equal to that,
choose wealth, and long life. Be (king), Nakiketas,
on the wide earth. I make thee the enjoyer of all
desires.’

25. ‘Whatever desires are difficult to attain among
mortals, ask for them according to thy wish ;—these
fair maidens with their chariots and musical instru-
ments,—such are indeed not to be obtained by
men,—be waited on by them whom I give to thee,
but do not ask me about dying.’

26. Nakiketas said: ‘Thoughts of to-morrow,
O Death, wear out the present vigour of all the
senses of man. Even the whole of life is short.
Keep thou thy horses, keep dance and song for
thyself’

27. ‘No man can be made happy through wealth.
Shall we have wealth, when we see thee? Let us
live, as long as thou rulest? Only that boon
(which I have chosen) is to be chosen by me.’

28. ‘What mortal, slowly decaying here below,
and knowing, after having approached them, the
freedom from decay enjoyed by the immortals, would
delight in a long life, after he has pondered on the
pleasures which arise from beauty and love ?’

29. ‘No, that on which there is this doubt, O Death,
tell us what there is in that great Hereafter. Naki-
ketas does not choose another boon but that which
enters into what is hidden.’
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SEcoND VaALLL

1. Death said: ‘The good is one thing, the pleasant
another; these two, having different objects, chain
a man. It is well with him who clings to the good ;
he who chooses the pleasant, misses his end.’

2. ‘The good and the pleasant approach man:
the wise goes round about them and distinguishes
them. - Yea, the wise prefers the good to the
pleasant, but the fool chooses the pleasant through
greed and avarice.

3. ‘Thou, O Natkiketas, after pondering all plea-
sures that are or seem delightful, hast dismissed
them all. Thou hast not gone into the road that
leadeth to wealth, in which many men perish.’

4. ‘Wide apart and leading to different points are
these two, ignorance, and what is known as wisdom.
I believe Nakiketas to be one who desires know-
ledge, for even many pleasures did not tear thee
away.’

5. ‘Fools dwelling in darkness, wise in their own
conceit, and puffed up with vain knowledge, go
round and round, staggering to and fro, like blind
men led by the blind.

6. ‘The Hereafter never rises before the eyes of
the careless child, deluded by the delusion of wealth.
“This is the world,” he thinks, “there is no other;”—
thus he falls again and again under my sway.’

7. ‘He (the Self) of whom many are not even able
to hear, whom many, even when they hear of him,
do not comprehend ; wonderful is a man, when found,
who is able to teach this (the Self); wonderful is
he who comprehends this, when taught by an able
teacher.’
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9. ‘That doctrine is not to be obtained by argu-
ment, but when it is declared by another, then, O
dearest, it is easy to understand. Thou hast obtained
it now ; thou art truly a man of true resolve. May
we have always an inquirer like thee !’

10. Nakiketas said: ‘I know that what is called
treasure is transient, for the eternal is not obtained
by things which are not eternal. Hence the Naki-
keta fire-sacrifice has been laid by me first; then,
by means of transient things, I have obtained what
is not transient (the teaching of Yama).’

11. Yama said: ‘Though thou hadst seen the
fulfilment of all desires, the foundation of the world,
the endless rewards of good deeds, the shore where
there is no fear, that which is magnified by praise,
the wide abode, the rest, yet being wise thou hast
with firm resolve dismissed it all.’

12. ‘ The wise who, by means of meditation on his
Self, recognises the Ancient, who is difficult to be
seen, who has entered into darkness, who is hidden
in the cave, who dwells in the abyss, as God, he
indeed leaves joy and sorrow far behind.’

13. ‘A mortal who has heard this and embraced
it, who has removed from it all qualities, and has
thus reached that subtle Being, rejoices, because he
has obtained what is a cause for rejoicing. The=
house (of Brahman) is open, I believe, O Nakiketas__"

18. ‘The knowing Self is not born, it dies not
it sprang from nothing, nothing sprang from it. Thm
Ancient is unborn, eternal, everlasting; he is ne—
killed, though the body is killed.’

19. ‘If the killer thinks that he kills, if the kille=
thinks that he is killed, they do not understand ; £<
this one does not kill, nor is that one killed.’
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20. ‘The Self, smaller than small, greater than
great, is hidden in the heart of the creature. A
man who is free from desires and free from grief, sees
the majesty of the Self by the grace of the Creator
(or through the serenity of the elements).’

21. ‘Though sitting still, he walks far; though
lying down, he goes everywhere. Who, save
myself, is able to know that God, who rejoices
a.nd re_]01ces not ?’

‘The wise who knows the Self as bodlless
w1th1n the bodies, as unchanging among changing
things, as great and omnipresent, he never grieves.’

23. ‘That Self cannot be gained by the Veda,
nor by understanding, nor by much learning. He
whom the Self chooses, by him the Self can be
gained. The Self chooses him (his body) as his
own.’

24. ‘But he who has not first turned away from
his wickedness, who is not tranquil, and subdued,
or whose mind is not at rest, he can never obtain

the Self (even) by knowledge.’

TaIRD VALLL

1. ‘There are the two, drinking their reward in
the world of their own works, entered into the cave
(of the heart), dwelling on the highest summit (the
ether in the heart). Those who know Brahman call
them shade and light; likewise, those householders
who perform the Trindkiketa sacrifice.’

2. ‘May we be able to master that Nékiketa rite
which is a bridge for sacrificers; which is the
highest, imperishable Brahman for those who wish
to cross over to the fearless shore.’

3. ‘Know the Self to be sitting in the chariot,
N
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the body to be the chariot, the intellect (buddhi)
the charioteer, and the mind the reins.’

4. ‘The senses they call the horses, the objects of
the senses their roads. When he (the Highest Self)
18 in union with the body, the senses, and the mind,
then wise people call him the Enjoyer.’

5. ¢ He who has no understanding and whose mind
(the reins) is never firmly held, his senses (horses) are
unmanageable, like vicious horses of a charioteer.’

6. ‘But he who has understanding and whose mind
is always firmly held, his senses are under control,
like good horses of a charioteer.’

7. *He who has no understanding, who is unmind-
ful and always impure, never reaches that place, but
enters into the round of births.’

8. ¢But he who has understanding, who is mindful
and always pure, reaches indeed that place, from
whence he is not born again.’

9. ‘But he who has understanding for his cha-
rioteer, and who holds the reins of the mind, he
reaches the end of his journey, and that is the
highest place (step) of Vishnu.

10. ‘Beyonds the senses there are the objects,
beyond the objects there is the mind, beyond the
mind there is the intellect, the Great Self is beyond
the intellect.’ S |

11. ‘Beyond the Great there is the Undeveloped,
beyond the Undeveloped there is the Person
(Purusha). Beyond the Person there is nothing—
this is the goal, the furthest road.’

12. ‘That Self is hidden in all beings and does not
shine forth, but it is seen by subtle seers through
their sharp and subtle intellect.’

13. ‘A wise man should keep down speech am\
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mind ; he should keep them within the Self which
is knowledge ; he should keep knowledge within the
Self which is the Great; and he should keep that
(the Great) within the Self which is the Quiet.’

14. ‘Rise, awake! having obtained your boons,
understand them! The sharp edge of a razor is
difficult to pass over; difficult is the path (to the
Self) ; the wise tell it.’

15. ‘He who has perceived that whlch is without
sound, without touch, without form, without decay,
without taste, eternal, without smell, without begin-
ning, without end, beyond the Great, and unchange-
able, is freed from the jaws of death.’

Translation of the Upanishads.

May I be allowed to say here a few words with
regard to my translation. Those who know my trans-
lation of the Upanishads, published in 1879 and 1884,
will easily see that I have altered it in several places.
But I do not wish it to be understood that I consider
my translation even now as quite free from doubt.
Our best scholars know how far we are still
from a perfect understanding of the Upanishads.
When therefore, in 1879, I undertook a translation
of all the more important Upanishads, all I could
hope for was to give a better translation than what
we had before. Though I was well aware of the
difficulties of such an undertaking, I knew that I

could count on the same indulgence which is always

granted to a first attempt at translating, nay, often,

a8 [n our case, at guessing and deciphering an ancient

text, Nor have I been at all convinced that 1 was

"rong in following a text, such as it is presupposed

Y the commentaries of Samkara, instead of intro-
N2
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ducing conjectural emendations, however obvious
they seem to be. Scholars should learn that the
more obvious their emendations are, the more
difficult it becomes to account for the introduction
of such palpable corruptions into an ancient text,
such as it was at the time of Samkara. My
determination also, whenever it was impossible to
discover a satisfactory meaning, to be satisfied
with Samkara’s interpretations, who after all lived
a thousand y