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FOREWORD
by
Srl Nrsimha Seva Rasikan
OPPILIAPPAN KOIL V.SADAGOPAN
(Editor, Sadagopan.org)
% ok kK k

The Vedartha Sangraha is the first of the nine works bequeathed to us
by Acharya Ramanuja. It is the first among his nine treatises from a
chronological point of view and thus precedes Sri Bhashyam, his
magnum opus. It is also a very sacred work in that it was presented
before Lord Srinivasan of Tiruppati as a pravachanam. It has therefore
been recognized as a Testament at the sacred feet of the Lord of Seven
Hills. Sri Sudarsana Suri has written a Sanskrit Commentary on Vedartha
Sangraham. Sri Bhashyam is an elaborate philosophical work and is
considered as “an independent exposition of the philosophy of the
Upanishads including all controversial passages of the Upanishads“ as
well. Vidwan S.S.Raghavacharya of Karnataka and M.S.Rajagopalan
Ayyangar of Kumbhakonam have translated Vedartha sangraham into
English. It is a monumental task undertaken by these two scholars. It
serves as a commentary on the upanishads that paved the way for the
writing of Sri Bhashyam.

The subject matter and scope of Vedartha Sangraham has been
organized under twelve headings according to Dr.V.K.S.N. Raghavan in
his Doctoral Thesis on the History of Visishtadvaita Literature completed
in 1976:

(1) Exposition of Visishtadvaita

(2) The Views of the rival Schools

(3) Criticism against the tenets of Advaita, quoting scriptural texts,
examining this view

(4) Criticism of Bhaskara's system

(5) Criticism of Yadhavaprakasa's school

(6) Visishtadvaita exposition in detail such as Tattva-Reality, Hita
meaning the attainment of Brahman and Purushartha, the Supreme goal
of Life

(7) Sources of knowledge

(8) Supermacy of Vishnu

(9) God as material and Instrumental cause

(10) Criticisms on Mimamsa

(11) The existence of the Supreme abode/nitya Vibhuti and



(12) The Teachings of the Vedas.

Dr. Raghavan further observes that the Vedanta deepa and Vedanta
Saara are shorter commentaries than Sri Bhashyam and Vedartha
sangraham. Among the four, the Vedanta Deepa discusses the main
purport of each Sutra while Vedanta Sara describes the essential
meaning of each Sutra and adhikarana and is intended for the sadakan
with aspirations to delve deeper into the study of Sri Bhashyam.

The translation of Vedartha sangraha into English is a great help by the
two scholars to aspirants, who wish to enrich their knowledge
about Visihtadvaitam as taught by Bhagavad Ramanuja. Sri
M.S.Rajagopala Ayyangar swamy, the sishyar of Chinnamu Patrachar
Swamy of Kumbhakonam has created an excellent translation of
Vedartha sangraha and we are indebted to him for his Translation in to
English with ample foot notesfor our benefit to enhance our
understanding of Acharya Ramanuja's magnificent treatise revered as
Sri Bhashyam. Sri Rajagopalan Swamy has also completed another
major Kaimkaryam (Viz.) the translation of Srimad Rahasya Traya
Saram of Swamy Vedantha Desikan. As a part of the effort to archive
rare English translation of source granthams of
Visishtadvaita darsanam, we are presenting out of Print books such as
Vedartha Sangraha, Sarvartha siddhi and Srimad Rahasya traya Saram,
in our portal Sadagopan.org.

Sri Hayagriva Likhita Kaimkarya Ghoshti invites you to enjoy this English
translation of Vedartha Sangraha by Sriman Rajagopala Ayyangar
written few decades ago.

Namo Sri Veda Purushaya,
Dasan, Oppiliappan Koil Varadachari Sadagopan



Preface
—_—

In this English rendering of Sri Ramanuja’s
Vedarthasangraha, 1 have tried to be as close and faithful
to the original as the idiom of the English language would
permit. Here and there, when I felt that the addition of
words, phrases or sentences would make the author’s
meaning cleaser, I have inserted them in the body of the
text within bmackets. In the section dealing with the
doctrines of the Mimamsakas, the original is too terse fo
be easily understood. I have, therefore, made the transla-
tion explanatory, as I felt that a faithful and close transla-
tion might not be clear enough. When longer explanations
are necessary, they are given separately as notes in small
type.

I am bound to express my deep indebtedness to the
late Sri Vangipuram Vasudevachariar Swami’s excellent
edition of Vedarthasangraha in Grantha script with Tamil
translation and notes. Sri K. S. Patrachariar, M. A.,
scrufinised the Xnglish rendering with the Sanskrit
original by his side and drew my attention to several
omissions as well as inaccuracies. To go through an
original treatise and make suggestions for i1ts improvement
is comparatively easy; but to go through a translation and
compare it with the original, word by word and sentence
by sentence, with a view to examining its accuracy yequires
much greater concentration and patience. Only those who
have done this kind of scrutiny can appreciate the trouble
involved in it. It is, therefore, impossible for me to thank
him adequately for his kindness in having undertaken this
task,

My grateful thanks are due also to my guru, Sri
Ubhaya-Ve. Sinnamu Srinivasa Patrachariar Swami ef
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Kumbakonam, to whom I applied for the clarification
of the meanings of cerfain passagess I am grateful
also to Sri R. Kesava Ayyangar, B.A., B.L., Advocate,
Triplicane, for elucidating a point that I referred to him.
My heartfelt thanks are due to my friend, Sri K. Varada-
chariar, B.A., B.L., Advocate, Kumbakonam, for help
readily and willingly given in connection with the reading

of the proofs.

In conclusion, I should like fo express my warm
appreciation and gratitude to the Cauvery Colour Press
for the speedy execution of their part of the work.

M. R. RAJAGOPALAN.
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SRI RAMANUJA'S VEDARTHA SANGRAHA

INTRODUCTION

Bhagavan Ramanuja, the great exponent of the Visishta-
dvaita system of philosophy, was the author of nine treatises:
Vedartha Sangralu, Sri Bhashya, Vedanta Deepa,
Vedanta Sara, Gita Dhashya, three prose works called
Vaikunta Gadya, Sararagati Gadye and Sri Lance
Gadya and a book called Ni/ya which deals with the daily
rites and duties that should be performed by every Sri Vaish-
navite. Among these, Sri Dliwsly is bis famous commentary
on Badarayana’s Bralima Sutras. The commentary on the
first sutra is a lengthy thesis in which the author shows the
untenability of rival systems of philosophy and expounds a
number of disputed passages in the Srutis and Smiitis as
being in favour of his own system. Vedanfe Sara and
Vedanta Deepa are also commentaries on the Iralma
Sutras, but are briefer than Sy; Bhashya and leave out
lengthy controversial discussions. They were evidently inten-
ded by the author to suit the average reader wko is unac-
quainted with the methods of logical and interpretative
disputation. Vedartha Sangraha, which was written before
Sri Bhashya and which is referred to in the later work, may
be considered primarily as a dissertation on the Visishtadvaita
doctrine to show that it is more in keeping with the spirit of
the Vedas or srutis than Advaita or Bhedabheda. Though
this scems to have been the author’s purpose, he has also
appended, to this discussion, short essays on the validity of the
Upanishads as a source of true knowledge which had been
questioned by the Mimamsakas, the truth concerning the
Supreme Deity whether it is Brahma, Vishnu or Siva and the
existence of a region of eternal glory (Nitya vibhuti), a
transcendental world beyond this world of matter, where
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Narayana, whom Ramanuja identifies with the Supreme
Brahman of the Upanishads, ever dwells with His Consort and
His attendants, in His mansions of wonderful beauty and
grandeur and to which the souls of those that have attained
release from the bondage of sumsara proceed.

The othet five treatises are not wholly philosophical.
They are religious out-pourings and not dissertations on the
doctrines of Visishtadvaita.

Vedartha Sangaral:, being controversial in nature, is
written in the usual manncr of philosophical disputations in
Sanskrit literature.  Dialectic  subtlety and ingenuity of
interpretation are of the very essence of such treatises. Occa-
sionally, however, when the 2uthor has to speak of the glory
of Narayana and of His iufiaite compassion, he bursts into
a rhapsody of devout fervour, which comes from the very
depths of his soul.  While arguing his case against the Advai-
tins and the exponents of other systems, Sri Ramanuja assumes
that che reader is acquainted with their fundamental doctrines,
as also their interpretations of well-known passages in the
Upanishads. The reader who has no such acquaintance is
likely to find the discussion unintelligible. In order to
facilitate an easier understanding of the text, it may be
necessary to present, in bricf, the maindoctrines of the systems
of philosophy dealt with in the book. It is not the object
of this introduction to give a comprehensive study of
Visishtadwaita or to summarise all the arguments employed
by Ramauuja to refute rival doctrines. Its purpose is just
to provide, as it were, the backeground of the controversial
forum, in order to enable the reader to follow the disputation
in the text without much difficulty. '

Every system of Hindu Philosophy except that of the
Charvakas has a bearing on religion and holds distinctive
views on {qtfvq or the real nature of what we see around
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us and of what we believe to be around us and within us, on
purushartha or the goal or aim of life and on* Jiita or the
kind of means or wupayn which will enable us to actain the
goal. A brief account of these views held by the exponents
of rival systems is essential for a study of controversial
treatises on these points.

Tattva or what is real

Our senses present to us a world with a wonderful variety
of objects, men, beasts, birds, insects, worms, plants and
the like, as also inanimate things like the sun, the moon and
the stars, each with its own peculiar qualitics like colour, form,
flavour, fragrance andi the like. There are also objects not
capable of being perceived by the senses hut believed to exist
on the authority of the Scriptures. The question arises, “Are
all these things that exist and are believed to exist real? If all of
them are not real, is any of them real? If so, what are they?”
Before answering this question, a preliminary definition of
what is meant by ‘real’ or reality has to be given,

The Advaitins, who follow the teaching of Sri Sankara-
charya, define reality as that which endures for ever, for all time,
without any change or modification, whatsoever. In their view
whatever exists only for a short time is unreal. It is a mere
appearance or illusion similar to that which occurs when a
serpent is seen by mistake in what is only a rope, There is
only one ‘real’ which accords with their definition and that is
Brahman. It alone lasts for ever without change. The werld
that we see around us, so varied and so wonderful, is a false
and illusory appearance, adliyas-y superimposed on the
substrate or adliishtana, which alone is real and true, namely
Brahman, Brahman, somehow, became associated with a
factor causing this illusory appearance, which is called Maya
or Aridya, (ignorance or nescience), and the illusory world is
seen superimposed on Brahman in the same way as the form
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of a serpent is super-imposed on what is really a rope.
To this illusory appearance or creation Advaitins give the name,
vivarta. The cieation of the world means really the origin of
the illusory appearance of the world on Brahman, If you
ask the Advairins why they consider the world, which appears so
real, asillusory, they reply as follows:- ““To sense-perception or
pratyalksha the world seems real, but we know many instances
in which pratyalsha misleads us into false knowledge cr
illusion (/Ziramn). The shell is often mistaken for silver Ly
sensesperception; the rope, as has bzen stated before, is mistaken
for a serpent; when in a moving railway train, the passenger
sees the trees and other things as moving, while the train seems
to be stationary. It is only a litcle later that the mistake is
realised and the false knowledge replaced by the truth, So also
in the case of the werld’s reality”’. If you ask the Advaitin, ¢1f
sense=preception is, as you say, deceptive and unreliable, is
there any other means of knowing the truth’?, he replies,
#Certainly there is. The Sastra(Srutior Veda)is always reliable
and can give unmistakable knowledge of the truth of things.
The * sastra’ or Scripture is a sure and trustworthy means of
knowledge and it says that only Brahman is real and that all
the rest: namely, the world, is illusory. The syuti says “All
this (namely, the world that we see) is Brahman' (Chandogya
Upanishad 111-14). This means that there is nothing else than
Brahman. Again in the sixth chapter of the ‘Chandogya
Upanishad, where Svetaketu is taught what iscalled Sad Vid-
ya, it is stated,* This existed, my dear, as Sat at first, ‘alone and
without a second’”’. Sgt here means Brahman, whichis reality
or true existence, The words ‘alone and without a second’
clearly state that nothing else existed then. *This’ means *the
world.””  So the objects that we see around us are only modi-
fications and names which have no real existence. The point
is also thus illustrated, “If you know a lump of mud, you have
known all things made of mud like pots, and pitchers,



because the latter are cnly forms and names which are
unreal. Only mud is real. In the same way cnly
Brahman is real like the mud in the illustration and the
world, with all the sentient and non-sentient things in i,
consists merely of illusory forms and names superimposed cn
Brahman. So when the one, namely, Brahman, is known, all
the rest are known as well. This implies that these other
things do not exist in realicy”. ‘‘Again’, continues the
Advaitin, “could there be anything more emphatic than the
teaching addressed in the same sryfi to Svetaketu namely,
““That Thou art”? It states, in no uncertain terms, the identity
between Brahman and the individual self (here, that cf
Svetaketu.) In other Upanishads, too, the same truth is raught
in texts like “I am Brahman” (4Lam Dralima asm:.) Tke
existence of anything other than Brahman is, in the same way,
denied in many syutis which say ¢ There is no such thing
as plurality here (neha nana asti kinchana.) The existence
of the manifold world is here stated to be false or illusory.”

At this stage, if the student of Vedanta asks tke
Advaitin, *Well, what do you mean by Brahman about which
you say that it alone exists?”, he replies as follows:- “I have
already stated that the syt calls it the only reality satyam.
Further since the self within us, the Jivatma, is said, by the
sruti, to be identical with Brahman and since the self is self-
luminous and shines without any other aid, it has to be called
chit (i. e., it is different from the non-sentient things like
pots and cloths which require to be lighted up by something
else before they become manifest to perception. So Brahman
is sentience or consciousness or, asthe syufi callsit, jnanam
(Taittiriya Upanishad)’. The student might here intetrupt
the Advaitin with this question; *If Brabman is consciousness
or knowledge, as you say, it must be conscious of something
else. When we say we are conscious, we always mean that we
are consofouss of some object ecither within us er wichout,



If there is any such object of which Brahman, which is
consciousness, is conscious, it would follow that there are other
objects besides Brahman of which Brahman is conscious.”
The Advaitin is ready with his reply to this objection:
“Brahman, it is true, is consciousness, but it is not conscious
of anything else, for there is no such thing of which it could
be conscious. It is pure consciousness without any discriminas
ting features, like consciousness of pot, cloth and the like.
There is an instance of su:h consciousness experienced by every
one of us almost every day. In our waking hours, we are
conscious of the external world and of the thoughts and feelings
within us; when we go to sleep and dream (stapn ), we are
conscious of a world of illus>ry shows or phantasms,  But
when we are in deep sleep, without dreaming of anything
sushu pti, there is consciousness, pure and alone, for otherwise
the man would be siid to have died and yer the s'e:per is rot
conscious of anything,  That is why Taittiriya Usanishad
says of Brahkman:- Satyam, Jnanan, Anant-n, Brakma,
Brahman is Reality, Consciousnes:, Infiniteress, You see what
Anantam means. Brahman is everywhere and therc is nothirg
else.”  The student of Vedanra is likely ro put the following
questicn now:—  “'Do you mean to say that Brahman has
these three attributes, reality, consciousness, and infiniteness?
Is the sruti that you quoted just now a definition of the
nature of Brahman?”’,

The Advaitin hastens to correct the misapprelension in
the following words:  ¢*No, no. Brahman has no arttributes
or qualitics. If it had, there would be not only Brahman but
its atrributes, as well. But the Sy tis clearly say “Brahman is
one, without a second’’. Further there are texts in the Srutis:
which expressly state that Brahman is without parts (nir-
avaya,va). without activity (neshhs (,'!/a), and without qualities
(nirguna) or differentiating features (’heda).. It-can be
described only in negative terms, It is not this, not this,
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nets neti’. **What, then, do you mean”’, the student asks, ‘‘by
satyam’ ‘junanam’s ‘anantam’, if they are notattributes?”
The Advaitin answers: “When the sruti says * satyam jna-
nan, ancillan ‘I)’rahma, ‘It means tosay what Brahman s not.
Brahman is other than the unreal or non-existing (satyam); it
is other than non-sentience ( jnanam), itis other than the finite
(anantan. That does not mean three different attributes.
The three negatives mean only a single thing, ¢Brahman®.
If these words mean three dulerent attributes, it would follow
that there are three objects or substantives (siseshyas) of which
they are atiributes (/iseshasa).  But there is only Brahman,
According to our Adviita doctrine, Brabman is knowledge or
consciousness, not the knower or possessor of knowledge. It
is infiniteness and not the possessor of infiniteness. Some
Srutis add also “unanda’ to the three words already quoted
from the s;uti. It means that Brahman 1is other than
‘Qulklham’ or pain and misery.”

I'rom what has been said so far, it may have become clear
that Advaita, in its purest and most uncompromising form,
does not recognise the real existence of anything other thar
Braliman. Then what about the world of sentient and non-
seatient things which are said to exist? Advaita recognises
three orders or degrees of existence (satta). One is transient
or temporary appearance or existence, pratibhasika satta like
that of the serpent which appears in the rope as an illusion.
In a few moments the illusion disappears, or, as it is termed,
is sublated by true knowledge; far higher or superior is the
existence of the world with all that it contains. It is real for
all practical purposes ( vyavaharika satta ). This existence
persists as long as the Jivatma is in the bondage of samsaras
but when the q#na attains release or nulkt’, the world
disappeats like any other illusion and the pure atma shines
alone and without a second.” This a¢ma which is the same
as Brahman is the only true Reality (paramarthika satta).
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There are some schools of Advaitins who hold also that
there is only one Jiva in samsara, namely, the speaker er
thinker himself and that all other sentient beings (J;vas) which
appear to exist are as unreal as the non-sentient things. This
view is called Ika Jiva Vada and Sri Ramunuja makes a
reference to it, while refuting Advaira in general,

It was stated before that Advaitins consider Sastra ot
Srutt as a more reliable euthority or pramana than prat-
yalksha or sense-perception. This statement bas now to be
qualified and clarified. There is one form of pratyalsha which
they look upon as a reliable source of knowledge. Take the
case of a pot in front of us. Even before we preceive the pot
as a pot, we perceive, says the Advaitin, that there isexistence
or sqt or what corresponds to 5 (ast/). At the very first
instant, moment or kshan«, what pratyalsha reveals is is or
mere existence and in the perceptions that follow in later
instants, ‘pot’ appears illusorily on the /s and we say ‘There
is a pot.” This second or later perception is illusory and
presents differentiating features like the quality of being a pot
and others (Dlieda) which mark it off from, say, a cloth; when
the pot is taken away, and a cloth is seen in its place, the
perception of the cloth is super-imposed on bare existence,
namely, the is spoken of before and later still, other things
like table, chair, pen etc., are super-imposed, illusorily, on it.
The one permanent feature that persists throughout and for
ever is is or bare existence or saf and the other percepts,
pet, cloth, table and the like supersede one another without
persistence. So this bare existence or sat is alone real, being
persistent; the temporary appearances, such as pot, cloth
etc., are unreal. The first instant’s perception which does not
present differentiating features is called nirvikalpa prat.
yaksha and it is a source of true knowledge and the later pere
ceptions presenting differentiating features are called savikalpa
pratyaksha and‘are illusory, What persists for ever is alone
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true or real and this is one of the fundamental dactrines of
Adpvaita, viz., whatever is temporary or transient is unreal or
illusory. When the Advaitin claims greater authority for
Sastra or Sruti, other students of Vedanta are tempted to
ask, ‘‘According to your doctrine, everything other than
Brahman is false or illusory, This would mean that the
Sruti i-e Veda is illusory and false. How, then, could
the Sruti, which is itself false, give true knowledge such
as Brahman alone being real, the identity between the
Jivatma and Brahman, and the like? Is not the know-
ledge given by an illusory or tainted source likely to be
false also?” To this the Advaitinreplies as follows:-
"Sometimes information coming from an illusory source may
be true or give a knowledge of the truth. Those who
have made a special study of the science of dreams say,
for example, that if one dreams of a man with black
teeth, one’s death will soon follow. Such prognostications
are afterwards found to be true. The dream is, however,
unreal,”’

A further question might be asked also, “If Sruti or
Sastra destroys all illusions and reveals the only Reality,
Brahman, what about the Sru¢i itself? Is there anything
else that destroys S ut/, which itself is also an illusion?”’
The Advaitin answers thus:— “The fire in a forest
burns away all trees, creepers, bushes and the like and
when they are all burnt away, the fire is consumed of
itself and perishes without any other agency causing its
destruction.”” If, according to Advaita, the only Reality is
Brahman and if Brahman has no attributes, no activities,
no parts, no desires, no knowledge and no will, one
might ask. ““Is there no place in the Advaitic scheme
for the Personal God of religion who is omniscient,
omnipotent and full . of compassion for all the beings
created by Him and who is worshipped with love and
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devotion for the sake of His grace and fot final salvation?”’
The Advaitin says in replys~= ¢Yes, there is. The only
Reality is, of course, Brahman, but as stated before,
this Brahman, which is without form, without colour,
without attributes, or in other wotds, without differentiating
features of any kind, becomes associated ‘somehow’ with
a factor which obscures it or shadows it, called, maya
or avidya. When Brahman is shadowed by maya, Saguna
Braliman or Iswara or the Personal God of religion
with ateributes like omniscience and omnipotence results
and it is He that is the cause, maintenance, and
destruction of the world-appearance and that is the
object of veneration and worship. But as Saguna
Braliman results from maya, He is as unreal as the
Jivatma shadowed by the same principle which, in the
case of the Jiva, is wusually called avidya or ignorance
or nescience. But maya and avidya are not essentially
different. Saguna Brahman or God exists, of course,
but His existence is of the second order referred to,
namely, vyavaharika satyam. He is true for all practical
putposes, and may be adored or worshipped as long as
the Jiva is in bondage or samsara due to avidya and
may even be the means of the Jiva proceeding thence
to the realisation of Brahman or mukéi which will be
defined presently.  Suiguna Brahman dissociated from
maya is identical with the Jiva dissociated from avidya,
for such dissociation would mean pure Brahman.

The student of Vedanta has one more doubt which
he would like to get cleared. He might ask the Advaitin:~
“You say that Brahman is the only Reality and that
there is no other Reality at all, but from what you
have said just now, it appears that there is another principle,
tattva or reality named maya or avidya which, by its
association with Brahman, causes the illusion of God and
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the world of sentient and non-sentient beings. If this
is so, would there not be two ‘Reals’ Brahman and
this avidya? The Advaitin has a ready answer.— ¢No.
avidya has no real existence and is not real.,” What
then, is avidya, one might ask. The Advaitin saysi—
‘Avidya is not ‘sat’ or a really existing thing, which is
Brahman alone, nor can it be said to be non-existent
like the horn of a hare or the flewer in the sky which
dces not exist at all. So avidya is not asat or a non-
existing thing,”” The student may find this curious and
ask himself how a thing can be neither sat nor asat
neither true nor untrue. The Advaitin’s explanation is as
follows:—Auvidya is a thing that exists for all practical
purposes, but may, sometime or other, cease to exist. So
its existence is something peculiar, it is different from both
the real and true on one side and the untrue and the non-
existent on the other, like the horn of a hare. As an instance
of this peculiar existence which can be defined neither as sat
nor as asat and which has to be called an indefinable kind
of existence (@nirvachaniya) we may take the mirage chat is
seen by travellers in hot countries. Something like a pond
appears before the weary traveller; the images of trees and
other objects are seen in the water, as it seems to be, of that
pond. He proceeds thither perhaps with the object of
quenching his thirst, but when he is actually on the spot,
there is neither pond nor water, The mirage existed and was
seen for sometime. So you cannot say it did not exist; it
disappeared when the man came to the spot; so it cannot be
called real. So it is neither real nor non-existent. Avidya
now exists for us, but when we arrive at muktz or release from
bondage, it would cease to exist and only Brahman will then
remain, alone and without a second”’.

It would be evident from what has been said that
‘Advaita postulates two Brahmans, a higher ot  Para Brahman
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which is  Nirguna, Niraviwyavr, Nishkriya  without
attributes, without parts, without activity, which can be
called only Pure Consciousness ani a lower or Apara
Bralhman or Iswara, who is omniscient and omnipotent,
who creates the manifold world of appearances and sustains it.
But this lJower Brahman is unreal, being the effect of maya.
He exists, it is true, for all practical purposes (vyavaharika
satyan) but would cease to exist after mulkti. Since
Brahman alone is real, according to Advaita, it follows that
the individual self or Jiva (to which class you and I and
all other sentient beings belong) is also unreal. But we
should clearly discriminate what is unreal in rhe Jiva from
what is real. Brahman, it has already been stated before,
is pure consciousness or experience which is conscious of
nothing and experiences nothing. The Jiva says, “I sce the
pot, Iknow this is a pot’ and so on. Here, in ““I see” and
“I know'’, there is an element calling itself I’ and it looks
upon itself as a seer or one who does the act of seeing or as
a knower, who does the act of knowing. This “I" which
is the knower, the doer, the one who sees and so onis super-
imposed illusorily on pure consciousness or Btahman which
underlies the Jiva and is the substratum of the knower, the
seer, the doer. This substrate is alone real and that which
gives rise to the notion of ‘1°, of the knower, seer, doer etc.,
is illusory, Consciousness, which is pure, can have no such
thing as the feeling or notion of ‘I' or of its being a knower
seer, doer, and the like. So the Afma or pure consciousness
on which these illusions appear is alone real and it is identical
with Brahman. It is no such thing as being a knower, seer,
doer and the like. These are unreal appearances and are of
the nature of jada or nonsentient things. In dreamless sleep
the notion or feeling of ‘I’ and of being a knower and doer
disappears and pure consciousnessor Brahman alone remains,
Such will be the state in muktc also, The atman or
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Brahman or pure consciousness (or anubhuti), has no
quilities or relationships such as being a knower or doer. In
every form of knowledge, such as «“I know the pot”, there
are three concepts, that of the knower ‘I’ that of the pot
which is the object of knowledge and knowing, These three
are illusory, what is true ot real is mere consciousness and
this is A#man or Brahman.

PURUSHARTHA or the Supreme Goal of Life in Advaita

Every system of Hindu philosophy which is religious
has to answer the question, ¢“What is the ultimate
aim or supreme goal of life?”” The great majority of us
go on living without this thought ever rising in our
minds, but the moment we begin to think and feel
that we should not drift like logs on rhe sea without
any aim or object, this question will ask for a reply.

Since Advaita considers that we, Jivas, are really
Brahman but that we Fave, owing to beginningless
avidya or ignorance, fallen into the current of births
and deaths, subject to the suflerings of samsara, it
would follow that the supreme goal or purushartha
would be, according to Advaita, to get rid of this
avidya which has been the cause of our identifying
ourselves with the body and the mind and to realise
that we have all along been and are really Brahman

(Aham Brahma Asmai).

In the Upanishads, however, there are some passages
where the soul or self is said to be led along a
luminous path (Archiradi) by Amanava Purusha to
Brahman, where it enjoys perfect bliss. The Advaitin
explains away these passages as describing a lower form
of mukti or release from bondage, where the self which
has been meditating on Saguna Brahman or Brahman
with attributes reaches the region.of Saguna Brahman.
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To such souls there is no coming back to Bimsara
but it is not the final state of mukte. It is what
Advaitins call krama mukti. There is yet another step
to be taken by the self or soul which it will realise
as the result of Jrana and that is Pure Consciousness
or Brahman. This alone is real mukts,

The means of attaining Mukti or upaya or Sadhana

Since Advita teaches that the bondage of Samsara is
due to awvidya or ignorance, the only means by which
avidya, the cause of this bondage, could disappear is Jnana
or knowledge. The Sastra or Sruti teaches this know-
ledge by which the self understands that, in reality, it is
Brahman, (‘TatTcam Asit That thou art’) The know -
ledge of the identity of the Jiva with Brahman is the
only means by which the ignorance or Aridya could be

got rid of.

The @ita describes three ways or Yogas to be
followed by the seeker after salvation or mukti. One
of them is /arma yoga, the performance of the rites and
duties pertaining to the man’s station in life, his varna
and his asrama in a spirit of complete detachment,
without any thought of their consequences or fruits
(nishkama karma.) The rites and duties are to be
petformed as forms of worship to the Lord. The Gita
also teaches a second way, bhakti yoga which consists
in loving devotion, adoration and meditation of the Lord
(upasana.) The third way is jnana yoga or the way
of knowledge or jnana and the Jnani is praised
highly in several passages. The Advaitin holds that,
the direct means or sadhana which leads directly
and at once to moksha or liberation is only jnana.
In support of his view, he cites the authority of
such passages in the Srutis as the following; “He who
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knows Brahman becomes Brahman,” “Having ‘known’ Him
(Brahman) he attains immortality and there is no other way.’’

The performanee of karma in the spirit of utter
detachment is, of course ordained, but it can, at Dbest,
create only a desire for attaining true knowledge of
Brahman by causing mental purity (chitta suddhi). Devotion
adoration and meditation (upasana) or what is called
bhakti yoga is concerned enly with Saguna Brahman and
its fruition will result only in karma mukti or sojourn
in the world of Saguna Bralman. Thereafter attaining
true knowledge of the identity of the self with Brahman,
the self will realise that it has all along been and is
in reality Brahman. Thus in the Advaitic system, only
Jnana is the means cf mukti. The juani might give
up the performance of the rites and duties ordained in
the Sistra as he no longer needs these props.

Sri Ramanuja’s Visishtadvaita
I. On Tattva

After this preliminary study of Sri Sankaracharya’s views
on Tuttva, Purushartha and Upaya in the system of
Advaita philosophy, we may proceed to the study of Sri
Ramanuja’s views on these points as set forth in his Vedartha
Sangraka. The reader would have noticed that the Advaitin
approaches the inquiry into these points in two ways ; first,
through the Srutis or revelation, which he considers as
superior even to sense=perception, inference and reason and
afterwards through reason, inference or yu/kti,

Sri Ramanuja adopts the same method in his approach.
Taking the evidence of the srutis first, what do we find ?
There are some srufis or passages in the Upanishads which
describe Brahman as being without imperfections, without
qualities or attributes, without change or modification,
without activity and as being of the nature of pure conscious.
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ness or jnana and bliss gnanda. In the Katopanishad and
Brihadaranyaka Upanishad, it is said that there is no
such thing here as the many, or as plurality. “These and
other such texts deny the existence of the many. There are
other Srutis, however, which say of Brahman; ¢He is
omniscient” (Mundaka Upanishad:) ‘‘By his mere will, He
creates the Universe” *He gives forms and names to all
things”’.  “He is free from faults, from old age, from death,
from sorrow, from hunger and thirst and is all-perfect and
omnipotent’’ (Chandogya Upanishad), These Srutis deny
the existence of faults and imperfections and affirm the
existence in Him of positive qualities and attribuces like
omniscience and omnipotence. A third set of passages in the
Srutis declares:—  ¢All this is Brahman, because all things
are created by Him, sustained by Him and are merged in
Him”. <All this has Brahman for its 4/ma.” These afirm
the world with all its varied contents as the creation of
Brahman and also their oneness with Him. There are, however,
other Srutis which say, ‘‘Man can attain immortality by
realising that the individual self is different from the Supreme
Self which inspires and directs it.” “Having understood the
difference between the self that enjoys or experiences, the
object that is enjoyed or experienced, and also the Supreme
Self that directs everything etc”’. (Svetasavatara Upanishad)
“He has all things under His control and rules over all”,
(Brihada,ranya,ka Upa,nishad) and again, “He is the Lord
of the world,” *He is the Supreme Ruler among all rulers
and is the Supreme Deity over all deities.”” These Srutis
state that Brahman is different from all else and that He rules
over all.  Other Srutisagain declare as follows:— ¢He has
entered into all beings and rules them from within as their
self or soul. This A¢ma is the Inner Ruler, Immortal.
“The earth is His body, the waters are His body, Light
is His body, the soul (or the jiva) is His body. He is
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the inner self that controls all from within”’ (Brihada-
ranyaka Upanishad). - These passages state that the
relationship that exists between Brahman and the world
consisting of sentient and non-sentient beings 1s that
which exists between the soul and the body.

When there are such apparent inconsistencies in the
Srutis regarding the essential nature of Brahman, how are
we to explain them? One explanation might suggest itself
at fiese sight, namely, that the Srutis were composed by
different seers at different times and that these seers
held divergent views about the nature of Brahman; but
none of the orthodox commentators of the Upanishads
ot Brahma Sutras, would subscribe to this view, neither
Sankara, nor Ramanuja, nor Bhaskara, nor Madhvacharya
nor any others.  They all agree in thinking that the
Srutis are not divided among themselves and that all
of them declare the same truth without any inconsistency
or contradiction. The Srutis, they say, are not the work
of any human or divine being and are eternal revelations
of Tattva, Purushartha and Hita or Upaya. Their
authority is unquestioned. If inconsistencies or contradictions
are noticed, they are only apparent and due to wrong intet-
pretations of the meaning of the passages.

How Advaitins explain away these apparent inconsise
tenciesand contradictions has already been indicated. According
to them, the Srutis describe two Brahmans, a higher Para
or Supreme Brahman without attributes and without activity,
change or modification and a lower or Apara Brahman, who
has the attributes, and activites mentioned in some passages.
This lower Brahman is Iswara who is called the Ruler of the
world, its director and so on. But He is unreal in the
ultimate reckoning. Only pure, attributeless Brahman is real.
Another explanation of theirs is that the passages which assign
attributes and activities to Brahman express the prima-facie

3
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view which is rejected by the passages which deny attributes
and activities. The passages which deny attributes are later
than the passages which affirm and therefore sublate or super-
sede them,

Sri Ramanuja is a realist. To him, Brahman, Iswara or
God is real, so also the Jivatma or the individual self or soul.
These souls are infinite in number and not one. Further
matter or prakritt with all its modificatiors or evolutes is
real. So there are three ‘Reals' or Tattvas, Brahman or
Iswara, the Soul or self (Jiva), (speaking of it as a class) and
Prakritt or matter (inclusive of its evolutes).

Speaking of the first T'atfva, namely, Brahman or Iswara,
Ramanuja is emphatic in declaring that the Brutis do not
speak of the existence of two Brahmans, a higher and a lower,
and that the one Brahman, the Supreme Being which is
described in the Srutis has infinite auspicious qualities. Those
passages which seemingly deny attributes in Brahman and call
it Nirguna deny the existence in Brahman only of the three
qualities ascribed to Prakriti, namely, sattvam, rajas and
tamas. What is denied is only the existence in Brahman of
faults and impetfections. How else could we explain such
attributes as omniscience and omnipotence which are ascribed
to Brahman in the very passages which deny a number of
attributes? Nirguna means ‘‘without blemishes, faults or
imperfections”’. In reply to the Advaitin who states that the
passages in which Brahman is said to possess atttibutes express
the prima facie view and that they are superseded or sublated
by the passages which deny attributes, Sri Ramanuja saysi—
“All the knowledge concerning the nature of Brahman has to
come to us only from Scripture ot Sruti. We can have no
valid knowledge of it from any other source; It would indeed
be funny if the Srutus first said that Brahman had qualities and
activities only to deny it afterwards, Why should the Srutis
state at first something that is not true and then denp its truth?'
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The Advaitin may ask: +*But how do you explain those
passages which state that Brahman can be described only in
negative terms (Neti-Nett)? Do they not mean that Brahman
is without attributes and that it is not this, not this, not that
and so on?”

Ramanuja answers the question as follows;,—The Srute
which says Neti-Neti “not this”, “not this” really means
that Brahman’s nature ot Svarupa and qualities are incapable
of adeqi:ate and complete description and that what is at all
possible is only a partial or fragmentary description, What
the Sruts states by saying “not this”* “not this” is that Brah-
man is not to be considered as being limited to this or that,
but that it is these and an infinity of others as well, which
defy adequate enumeration. The passage in question is in
Brihadaranyaka Upanishad IV. iii. 6. It is said there
that Brahman is two-fold, that it has a tangible form and is
also formless. Then follows the statement neft - neti, which
means Iti na, Iti na, ¢ not this only ’, ¢ not this only’. The
author of the Bralima Sutras has explained the meaning of
this text or Srute in 111, ii, 21 as follows: —* What is denied
is, of course, (that Brahman is only ) this much., Therefore
the Sruti proceeds further to describe Brahman. What is
said in the Sruti after Neti-Nett, is that there is nothing
superior to Brahman and that it is the real (Satyam) of all
reals (satyasya); for the individual souls (pranas) are real
and Brahman is the Real among all reals’””. The individual
self is called ¢ Real’ because, in its essential nature, it
does not undergo any change or modification like matter cr
prakriti.

The Advaitin will now ask, -But what do you say to the
passage: ‘There is no such thing here (i) in Brahman as the
many or plurality (rana) ? Does it not clearly say that only
Brahman exists and that there is nothing else, no other geal
and not even any attributes within itself ?”’
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Sti Ramanuja’s answer is to this effect:=  *This idea
that there is no such thing in Brahman as the many (nana) is
found in the Kata Upanishad 11, and in the ‘Briladaran-
yaka Upanishad’ V1. Immediately after this statement, the
Sruti declares that Brahman has all things under His control
(sarvasya vasi) and that He rules over all (carvasya tsanah).
In the face of these later passages, how can it be maintained
that Brahman bas no attributes at all, while rulership and
control are ascribed to Him ?”" It may be said by the Advaitin
that the passage in question denies the existence of anything
other than Brahman. To this Ramanuja would reply as
follows:— That is certainly not the meaning’. To decide
what the true interpretation of the text is, we should go back
to a consideration of the apparently divergent Srutis quoted
before, some seemingly denying the existence of anything
other than Brahman, some stating that all this is Brahman,
because it is created and sustained by Brahman and is merged
in it, which seem to recognise the realicy of the world with
its sentient and non-sentient beings and others stating that
Brahman is different from the individual self which enjoys
or experiences, and from matter which is the object of such
enjopment or experience. What are we to make of these
apparently inconsistent statements? The Advaitin flatly
declares that the Srutis which speak of the reality of the
world and of the differences between Brahman and the jivas
on the one hand and Brahman and matter on the other, are
not valid and that only those passages like *This existed, my
dear, as Saf without a second” are authoritative. This
would imply rejection of all the passages in the Upanishads
which speak of the Jiva and of Prakriti or matter and of
the attributes of Brahman as real. Similarly if we take the
Bvetasvatara passage cited before, which says that Brahman,
the Jiv@ and Prakriti are real and different from one another
as valid aud authoritative, we shall have to reject the authority
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of those texts which declare that Brahman is the only reality
and that there is no such ching as the many. Is there any
interpretation or view which would enable us to explain and
reconcile these apparently divergent Srutis without rejecting
any of them as invalid? Ramanuja says, ¢ Yes, there is and
this key which would reconcile all the texts is found in the
Brikadaranyaka text usually called Antaryami Bralma—
nam. It says that the world of matter or ncn-sentient things
is the body of Brahman and that Brahman is its soul. Likewise,
ic says that all sentient beings or Jivas are Brahman’s body,
Brabman being their soul. This relationship between body
and soul existing between the world and Brahman is the key-
doctrine of Sri Ramanuja’s Visishtadvaita system. According
to it, Brahman has chet and achit, which are as real as
Brahman itself, as His body. He is their soul, their Inner
Self, controlling and directing them from within, If this
central doctrine of Sri Ramanuja’s system which is explicitly
stated in the Antaryami DBrahmanam is accepted, it
would enable us to reconcile all the divergent texts referred
to before, without rejecting the validity of any of them.
Since Brahman is the soul or inner self of all, Brabman with
chit and achit, the scntient and non-sentient things, as His
body, forms a unity or a Single Real and there is indeed
nothing else, for the world with all its variety is included in
Brahman as its body. This body is really an attribute or
prakara of the soul; and we often speak of the scul of a
man with its prakara or body as a single thing or unity, In
the same way Brahman is, according to the Srutis, a single
Real and there is nothing else, for all else form the body of
Brahman which is inseparable from it and may therefore be
included as one with the Svarupa or the substantive part of
Brahman which has, for its attributive amsa or part, the
world of chit and achit. Thus the texts that, in the opinion
of the Advaitin, teach unity, find an easy explanation with-



22

out denying the reality of the world and calling it an illusion.
At the same time, the body of man is different from his soul.
So also the world of chit and achit, which is the body of
Brahman, isdifferent from the Inner Soul or self of all, namely,
the Svarupa of Brahman and the Svetasvatara and other
texts which speak of cthe differences between Iswara, the
individual selt, and matter or prakriti are easily explained as
being consistent with this Srufi called Antaryami Brah-
mana. Thus Brahman with c/iit and achit as its prakaras
or attributes is the only Reality and Ramanuja’s system is
therefore Visishta Advaita.

The student of Vedanta is likely to raise an objection to
what has been said about the world being the body of Brahman,
Iswara, or God. The body of the Jiva is usually said to be
due to past karma and to be the cause of all the ills of
samsara If Brahman has a body like outselves, does is not
follow that He, too, is subject to karma and the consequent
sufferings of samsara? Ramanuja would answer this question
as follows;—¢‘Brahman’s body is not the result of any
past karma of His. In order to understand this aright, we
should first define what is meant by the term ‘body’. The
body is sometimes defined as composed of matter and as being
the seat of the senses and of pleasures and pains. But this is
not a proper definition. The body of a sentient being is
something that is supported and controlled by its soul or self
and that exists solely for the fulfilment of the purposes of the
soul or self. If this definition is a true definition (and its
truth cannot be denied), the question of Brahman suffering
from samsara owing to the possession of a body will not
asise””

The Srutis which say that Brahman is without change
or modification (nsrvikara) are easily explained in Visishtad-
vaita, because the Svarupa or substantive part or  Viseshya
ams@ of Brahman never undergoes any change and remains
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ever Satyam, Jnanam, Anantam, (‘Reality, Consciousness
and Infiniteness.) In the attributive part or amsa of Brahmae
which is its body, there are two reals, chit and achit. These
alone undergo changes. The achit portion or prakrits,
which is in such a subtle state or sukshma dasa, in pralaya
(ie)) before creation, that it can hardly be said to exist at all,
becomes modified in creation or Srishtt into Sthula or gross
matter and evolves into various forms like earth, water, fire,
air, ether (akasa), the senses, etc., and we see them in the
pot, cloth, wood, metal, the bodies of animals and so on.
The chit or sentient part, which also lies in Brahman during
pralaya as indistinguishable and insignificant, so much so
that it may be said not to exist at all, becomes asscciated
with prakriti in the gross or sthwla state in accordance with
its past karma and is seen as the self in gods, men, animals,
plants and so on. And let us remember that Brahman is the
Inner Self of chit and achit, both in their subtle’and in their
gross state; the sentient being ¢/t thus enclosed in the body,
enjoys or experiences pleasures and pains due to samsara,
while the Svarupa of Brahman, the substantive, which
has the chit as its body, remains changeless and unaffected by
the sorrows of the latter.

We are now in a position to understand Ramaznuja’s
interpretation of what is stated in Sadvidya which Advaitins
consider as strongly supporting their doctrine. ¢This, my
dear, existed before as saf, alone and without a second.”
This is the text in question, ‘“Before”” says Ramanuja, means
“during pralaya’”. “This” means, of course, the world of
chit and achit. Saf, which, Advaitins say, means pure
existence (salyam) or Brahman, means, according to
Ramanuja, Brahman with chit and achit in their subtle state.
Sat does not mean “pure and mere existence’’; for, in other
Upanishads, the same sentence occurs with substitutes like
Atma or the Self, Brahman and even Narayana; so it refers
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to the Supreme Being with attributes; for, immediately after,
the Sruti, says :— ‘It willed to become the many’. Then
follows a description of srishti or creation. So will is
ascribed by the Sruts itself to Sat in this very passage which

is considered to support the Advaita doctrine of a Brahman
without attributes.

This naturally leads us to another passage in the
Chandogya Upanishad: Chapter VI, where Sadvidya is
taught by his father to Svetaketu, The father asks, at the
beginning of the chapter, whether Svetaketu asked his teachers
about that, by knowing which everything else becomes known.
Svetaketu does not know how, by knowing one thing, all
things could become known and the father afterwards explains
his meaning to Svetaketu, The Advaitins explain the
meaning of this passage thus: ¢ Brahman being the only
Reality, when it is known, all other things become known,
because they are only illusory appearances which have no
reality. Since no other ‘reals’ exist, by knowing Brahman
all beccme known.”” Svetaketu finds it difficult to under-
stand this. So the father, says the Advaitin, gives illustra-
tions to explain the statement as follows:- “When you
kaow a single lump of mud, all things made of mud are
known (such as pots and pitchers), for all changes and
modifications are mere forms and names which have no reality.
Only mud is real”. The passage in the Srufi, says the
Advaitin, means, that Brahman alone is real like the mud in
the illustration and that other things which are super-imposed
on it are mere forms and names having no reality. Ramanuja
denies that the original statement and the mud illustration
which follows it are a statement of the Advaitic doctrine of
Brahman being the only ‘real’”’. His explanation of the
passage is to this effect:— Svetaketu is here taught the trurh
that Brahman with chi¢ and achif as His body in the subtle
state in pralaya, (ic) before creation, gives rise to Brahman
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with chif and achit in their gross state (namely the world
that we see). The former is the material cause (upadana
karana) from whizh arises the effect (karya) namely the
world with Brahman as its Inner Self. What the father
teaches his son is thiss When Brahman, the cause, is
known, the effect, namely, the world of chi¢ and achit with
Brahman as its soul is also known, for the effect, farya, is
only the cause, karana, with new states, forms and names
which enable it to serve certain practical purposes. This does
not deny the reality of the world. Pots and pitchers are
modifications or new states of mud with new forms and names
and serving certain new purposes, but as substance, they are
only mud and are not essentially different from mud which
has only entered a new state or condition,

Towards the end of this same sixth chapter of
Chandogya Upanishad she well-known sentence, Tut Tvam
Asi, is repeated several times, as it were, to enforce the
teaching in Svetaketu’s mind. To the Advaitin this isa
Maha Valkya reaching the identity of the Jiva with Brahman.
Tat is.Brahman, the ultimate and only Real, on which the
illusory world appears. Tvam (thou) is Svetaketu, who is
addressed by his father. The two are said to be the same,
The Advaitin asks, ¢‘Can there be 2 more emphatic declara..
tion of the unity or identity of Brahman and the Jiva than
these words which are repeated ever so many times in that
context? This Mahavakya declares that there is only one
‘real’, namely, Brahman, which is the cause or substrate of
the origin, maintenance and dissolution of the world and it is
declared to be the individual self of Svetaketu in #That Thou
Art”; but on the face of it, the sentence would appear to
convey no coherent meaning, for how can the individual self
of Svetaketu with its limited powers be the same as Erahman
which is infinite > So the direct or primary meaning of the
word *“ Thou ”’ will have to be given up as being incongruous

4
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and a secondaty or indirect meaning (lakshana) will have to
be taken. The result of this would be: ¢ That *’ would
mean pure Brahman. without actributes, activity, change or
relations of any kind and * thou’ should be taken to mean
not the individual self of Svetaketu, which is the direct mean-
ing, but Brahman without the limitations, attributes,
activities etc,, of the individual, a meaning arrived at by
having recourse to the indirect meaning (or lakshana).
There would then be no equation of two different things but
an identity or unity, namely, Brahman’’. The Advaitin, who
gives this explanation of the Maharakya “ That thou art ”
illustrates it with an example from ordinary life. Having
seen a person, called, say, Devadatta, in the past, in a
certain place, we now see him, say, in some other place and
say, * This is that Devadatta’. Since the Devadatta seen
formerly in one place cannot be the same asthe Devadatta
seen now in a different place, we have to resort to lakshana
and give up the qualifications and relationships such as
‘ formerly * ¢in one place ' and *now’ ‘in a different
place . What results in thus giving up the direct meanings
which would not convey a coherent meaning, is the: bare
identity, namely, Devadatta, So also, Brahman in ¢ That
Thou Art ’.

In reply to this Advaitic explanation of identity as
contained in ‘ That thou art’, Ramanuja submits the whole
question of appositional or coordinative use of words, as in
¢ That thou art’ ‘¢ Janaka is a king ", * This is that
Devadatta ”’, ¢ Ayodhya was the capital of the Raghus ’ and
so on, to a careful investigation. It is really a question for
grammarians to decide. What do we really mean when we
say ‘Janaka is a king ' ? ls it simply the identity of Janaka
or something more ? So also in ¢‘ Ayodhya was the capital
city of the Raghus ”’, is the purport merely ¢ Ayodhya’ or
something more 2 This kind of grammatical apposition or
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co-ordination of two substantive words is called samanadhi-
karanya in Sanskrit and as ¢ That thou art’, the Advaitin’s
Mahavakya, is an instance of samanadhikaranya,
Ramanuja considers it necessary to determine the meaning and
purpose of this appositional use more than once in Vedartha-
sangraha. The purpose of samanadhikaranya is to show
that two or more different attributes, qualities or relationships
refer to a single object. For example in ¢ Janaka is a king ’,
the word ¢ Janaka ®, signifies a person with a specific form
and with that name. The word ¢ king’ means something
different, namely, his being the ruler of a kingdom. The
sentence having the co-ordination or samanadhikaranya
aims at showing that these two sets of different attributes
meet in the same person and not the bare identity of Janaka.
In the example cited by the Advaitin, “This is that Devadatta’,
Ramanuja says that there is no incoberence or absurdity in
taking the direct meaning of the words just as they are (ie)
the Devadatta seen formerly in the place A is the same as the
Devadatta seen now in the place B. The same person could
have been in one place in the past and in a diffent place at
present. Where is the absurdity in it? So we may take the
direct meaning of the words ‘the Devadatta seen in the past
in the place A, ¢is’ the Devadatta seen at present in the
place B." In fact the aim of the samanadhikaranya is just
to show that ‘being present in A at a former time’ and ‘being
present now in B’ are both in Devadatta. There is absolutely
no reason why we should give up the direct and primary
meaning. It may be asked what is the relevency of all this
discussion of the meaning of samanadhikaranya to the
interpretation of the Makavakya ¢That thou art”? Ramanuja
replies as follows:——thn the direct and primary meanings of
*That ’ and ‘ thou’ may be taken just as they are and a
sound, coherent and valid meanmq can be had for the sentence,
whete is the need for tesortinig to lakshana ot thé indireet
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and secondary meaning’? He then proceeds to explain what
he considers to be the real meaning of Tat Tvam Asi,
¢ That thou art ’; * That * of course signifies the Supreme
Brahman who is the cause of the origin, maintenance and
dissolution of the world. * Thou, at first sight, would
seem to mean Svetaketu or Svetaketu’s self but it really
means here the soul or the Inner Self within the scul of
Svetaketu. When we use the word or name ‘Devadatea’,
it refers to the bodily configuration of Devadatta, but does
not stop there. It is not merely his body that is meant by
the word ¢ Devadatta’ but his Atma soul or self as well.
The denotation or meaning of the word does not stop there;
it refers also to the soul or Inner Self or Antaryami who has
the soul of Devadatta for His body, as set forth in the
Brihadaranyaka Upanishal. So * That thou art ' means
Brahman who is the cause, the support etc., of the world, is
also the inner Self or Antaryami who dwells within the soul
of Svetaketu. Here two different attribures, that of being
the cause etc., of the world and that of being the inner self
of Svetaketu are ascribed to the same object, namely, Brahman,
and this is the real purport or significance of samanadhi-
karanya as understood by grammarians, whose authority in a
matter like this should be unquestioned. But it may be
asked: *Is not Ramanuja also giving up the primary and
direct meaning of ‘ thou ' ramely, Svetaketu’s self and taking
up lakshana or an indirect and secondary mean'ng wiz.. the
inner self within the self of Svetaketu? ‘ Ramanuja’s answer
is as follows, ¢ Take any word, say, cow. It has three
meanings, all primary and direct, namely, the bodily
configuration of the cow, the self or soul of the cow and
likewise, the Inner Self within the soul of the cow, which is
Brahman or God or Iswara. Laymen who are not acquainted
with Vedanta are not aware of this third significance or
meani_ng which is as direct and as primary as the other two.
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So my interpretation is sound and in accordance with the
Antaryami Brahmanam and the science of grammar,

To sum up: In ¢ Visishtadvaita' as expounded by
Ramanuja, the Upanishads impart to us knowledge of only
one Brahman and that is Saguna Bralhman cr Brahman with
infinite auspicious qualities. He has c/iit and aciit as His
body. The words Nirguna, Niranjana, etc., mean only
that Brahman has none of the faults and the imperfections
found in the Jiva. Visishtadvaita agrees with Advaita in
holding that the essential nature or Svarupa of Brahman is
Jnana or consciousness, but maintains, in addition, that
Brahman, who is consciousness, has for its attribute, jnana.
Brahman is thus the knower as well as knowledge or consciouse.
ness. Without a knower, there can be no such thing as bare
consciousness. The knowledge or jnana which is an attribute
of Brahman is «called dharmabhuta jnana or attributive
knowledge, to distinguish it from the Svarupa (or substance)
of Brahman which is also called Jnana. As has been pointed
out, the Brahman of the Upanishads is also the God of
religion who creates, maintains and sustains the world. It
is He who rewards the Jiva with mulkti, when he strives
for it.

The Jiva in Visishtadvaita is as real as Brahman itself,
Its essential nature svarupa, is also jnana but it differs
from Brahman in being atomic (anu), whereas: Brahman is
allepervasive or omnipresent (vibhu), The Jivatma, has
knowledge for one of its attributes and this knowledge is called
dharma bhuta jnana, or attributive knowledge. Though the
individual self or Jivatma is anu, its atcributive knowledge
is capable of infinite reach. Owing, however, to beginning-
less avidya or karma, this attibutive knowledge has undergone
contraction, but in the state of muktz or release from samsaras
it will become infinite in jts reach and will be capable of
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understanding all things at the same time. Sri Ramanuja
states also that there is another class of individual souls called
Nitya: in the region of eternal glory, which he calls Nitya
Viblhuti, Their attributive knowledge has always been
infinite in its range as they have never been in the bondage of
samsara. The arguments by which he establishes this will
be seen in chapter-g.

Prakritt or matter is also real in Ramanuja’s system.
It undergoes modiflcations into various fattras (24 in number)
which are the same as the 24 reals in the Sankhya system.
Prakriti and its evolutes exist tor the enjoyment or experience
of the individual souls in accordance with their past karma,

PURUSHARTHA in VISISHTADVAITA.

The ultimate or supreme goal of life is to attain release
from samsara, and er:joy the bliss of Brahman and not, as in
Advaita, to beccme Brahman. The aridya which is the same
as karma belongs to the jiva and not to Brahman. Ramanuja
accepts the view that the released soul will enjoy infinite bliss
in Nitya Vibhuti or God’s Region of Eternal Glory.

THE MEANS or UPAYA.

Of the three Yogas, taught in the Gita, Dhalti or
devotion with its highest development, which Ramanuja calls
parama bhakti, is the direct and only means of attaining
multi, Karma and jnana are essential but are only
accessories to bhakti; karma or the rites and duties prescribed
for each varnma and each asrama, have to be performed as
long as life lasts and are, on no account, to be given up.:

One of the texts in the Mundaka Upanishad says that
Brahman reveals Himself only to him with whom He is
pleased. Brahman would be pleased only with him, who has
deserved well of Him by supreme devotion in accordance with
the Sastras, Bhakti is, therefore, the only means or upaya
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for attaining the bliss of Brahman, At the same time,
Ramanuja states that bhakti and jnana are not essentially
different. Bhakti, too, is knowledge or jnana. When
Jnana deepens sufficiently, it attains the form of Ohakts. It
is this deep jnama which has developed int> Ulalti that is
the upaya or means to mukti.

It was said above that the Suvarupa or essential nature
of Brahman and of the individual self in its purity is jrana
and that Brahman and the Jiva have jrana cr knowledge as
an attribute. It may be asked how jrana which is a
substance or dravya could be an attribute of jrnana
(srarupa-jnana). Attributes are usually of the nature of
gunas or qualities and not substances or dravya. Ramanuja
replies to this objection by stating that there is no such
invariable rule. Even a substance may be an attribute of
another substance as when we speak of a dandz or a man with
a stick or danda. Here danda or stick, which is a substance,
is an attribute of the dandi.  The only difference is that the
stick is not inseparable from the man, whereas attributive
knowledge is inseparable from the knowledge which is the
svarupa or substance of the Jiva or Brahman. So also the
Jiva and Prakriti, or matter, though substances (dravya),
are inseparable attributes of Brahman, being His body.

It was pointed out before that the Advaitin postulates
a factor called maya or avidya, which, by some kind of
shadowing or association with Brahman, causes the illusory
appearance of the world. Ramanuja submits this theory to
an elaborate and critical examination and shows that maya,
cannot he defined in any manner to the satisfaction of others
and that it lands Advaita in inconsistencies and contradic-
tions, These arguments may be studied in the text itself

of Vedarthasangraha .
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So far the evidence of the Srutis. Approaching the
question from the point of view of reason, Ramanuja does
not accept the Advaitin’s contention that only what persists
for ever is real. It may be remembered that in pratyaksha,
according to the Advaitin, there is only one aspect that
persists right through, namely, mere existence or what corres-
ponds to asf; or *is‘ and that chis existeuce or ast¢ alone
is real and that pot, cloth, table, etc., as in the perceptions
¢ this is a pot, * *thisis a cloth,” ¢this is a table’, and so
on, do not persist, as they replace one another and are
therefore unreal, Ramanuja states in reply that if an object
like pot is seen toexist in a certain place, at a certain time
and another object. say, cloth, is seen there at the next instant
or afterwards, it does not follow that the thing which does
not persist is unreal. To put it in other words, the Advaitin
holds that only what exists for ever and is not superseded or
sublated by anything else, is real. Ramanuja, on the other
hand, maintains that the reality or unreality of a certain
thing has nothing to do with the duration of its existence.
A thing may exist only for a short time and yet be real. The
Advaitin might ask thereon, ¢The objects that we see in
dreams are seen only for a very short time and are replaced or
superseded by others. Do -you think that these objects or
experiences in dreams are real> Is it not agreed on all hands
that dreams ate unreal?’ Ramanuja would reply to this
effect :— I do not admit for a moment that because a thing
exists only for a short time, it is unreal. Dreams, too, are
real in our system. They are crcated by Iswara to reward or
punish the Jivatma for his karma. The fact of their
transience cannot be considered as a reason to deny their
réality. So it would come to this that in Visishtadvaita,
there is no experience or object that is unreal. **

The Advaitin may ask, ” What about the shell that is
mistaken for silver owing to a defect in the vision or in the



light?” Ramanuja’s answer is that, in the shell there is an
¢ element ’ or aspect of real silver which accounts for the
mistake or illusion. It is this fraction of real silver that is
taken to be all silver.

’

In Visishtadvaita, Brahman, Iswara or God, for all
these mean the same, is both the cause and the effect. As
has been indicated before, Brahman with chit and achit in
their subtle state is the upadana karana or matetial cause
and Brahman with chet and achit in their sthula state as the
world is the effect.

In reply to the Advaitin’s contention that first perception
(pratyaksha) or petception at the first instant or lshana
presents only bare existence without any differentiating
features (bheda) and that this nirvikalpaka pratyaksha
is alone true and valid, presenting as it {does, pure Brahman
without any differentiating {eatures, Ramanuja denies that,
even in the first instant, there is any such thing as
nirvikalpaka pratyaksha and that even in that instant, the
perception presents not bare existence but the configuration or
physical structure of the object which has differentiating
featutes, All perceptions, whether of the first instant or of
the later, are only savikalpaka or sakara pratyaksha.

Besides the criticism of Advaita which occupies  the
greater part of Vedarthasangraha, brief teferences are made
also to the Bhedabheda systems of Bhaskara, and Yadava-
prakasa,

In Bhaskara’s system, mayavada or the theory’
of the world bemg an illusory appearance due to the
shadowing of  Brahman by maya, is strongly
condemned.  The reality of the world is affirmed as strongly
as in Visishtadvaita; but the identity of the Jiva with

4-A
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Brahman, which is the apparent purport of such texts as ‘That
thou art’ is sought to be explained in a manner different from
that adopted by Advaitins and Visishtadvaitins. Brahman is
considered to be full of infinite auspicious qualities, as in
Ramanuja’s system, But owing to some limiting adjuncts or
upadhis Brahman becomes the Jivas subject to samsara and
its ills. Unlike maya in Advaita, which is postulated to
account for the Jivas, these adjuncts or upadhis are real in
Bhaskara's system. Brahman, in a sense, is different from the
Jiva, as it has been conditioned by the upadhi. At the same
time, in mukti when the adjuncts will be got rid of, the
Jtva or individual self becomes one with Brahman by knowing
its unity with Brahman as taught in such passagesas *He who
knows Brahman becomes Brahman”, Thus in another sense,
there is no difference between Brahman and the individual
self. This system is therefore called Bhedabheda. In holding
that in mukti, the individual self becomes Brahman, from
which its difference is only adventitious, Bhaskara’s system
has affinities with Advaita.

The adjuncts or wpadhas, are the body, the senses and the
mind. The means of attaining mukt: or becoming Brahman
are both karma and jnana, neither of them being merely
accessory. In Yadhavaprakasa’s system, Brahman has, within
itself, a certain power or energy by which it evolves (parinama)
into Iswara, chit and achit.

'The means of attaining mukéi, which is the same
as becoming Brahman, are karma and jnana, both being.
equally important as in Bhaskara’s system. The jiva, which
is a modification or parinama of Brahman, becomes Brahman
again and this explains the purport of the Maharakya *That
thou art ’. This system is also called Bhedabheda, as the
Jiva, in one sense, is different from Brahman and, in another,
the same as Brahman, ' '



35

Sri Ramanuja’s criticism of these two spstems may be
studied in the text itself,

The short essays on ¢ The Supreme Deity,’ ‘Nitya
Vibhuts, and Brahman’s being both the ‘Upadana Karana’,
and the ‘ Nimitta Karana of the world are easy and do not
require any explanatory notes. A separate introduction is,
however, given at the beginning of the essay on the views of
Mimamsakas.

Nore :—In Yadavaprakasa's system, the Jiva in mukii becomes one with
Brahman by remaining within it as its sak#i with a separate
consciousness of its own,

(See Srutaprakasika ; 4-4-4) *



Vedartha Sangraha
b
Sri Ral:anuia

I offer adoration to Vishnu on whom depend all
things without exception, sentient as well as non-
sentient—Vishnu who reclines on the serpent Sesha
and who is free fromm all imperfections and is,
likewise, the treasure-house of all auspicious

qualities.

Note :—In this Mangala Sloka, Sri Ramanuja offers Lis obeisance to his
Ishtadevata and, at the same time, implicitly and explicitly states
briefly, some of the doctrines of his philosophical system. By
stating that all things, sen’ient and non-sentient, depend upon
Vishnu, he refers to what is called Vishnu’s Lila vibhuti,
namely, this world of ours with all its variety, which exists for His
play or sport. By sayin; that Vishnu reclines on the serpent
Sesha, He hints at the region of eternal glory, which is Vishnu’s
Nitya vibhuti. As against Advaitins who hold that Brahman is
without attributes and dilferentiating fcatures (Bheda), Ramanuja
states that Vishnu, who is i3rahman, has attributes which are
innumerable and auspicious. By the words Aseshachitachit (all
sentient and non—sentient things, the author also hints at the
existence of many souls and not a single self or atman,
as Advaitins hold. The wo'd Vastu which aseshachitachi: qualifies
hints at sentient and non-sentient things being real aand not
illusory as Sankara maintains. By offering his adoration, it may
also be inferred that Ramanuja suggests to us the means of
attaining Brahman, Sanskrict critics have laid down a rule that
the introductory sloka or mangala sloka should give the gist of the
book briefly, or at least hint at it,

2. Pre-eminent shines the sage Yamuna by
whom was dispelled the darkness of delusion
(1) which maintained that Brahman was subject
to ignorance or avidy: and fell into the bondage of
births and deaths (samsara), (2) the delusion
which held that Brahman became heipless owing to
its connexion with adjuncts cther than itself (para-
wpadhi) and likewise, too, the delusion that Brahman

5
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is the seat of imperfections (owing to its evolution
into the sentient and the non-sentient world).

NoTE :—In the second sloka, Sri Ramanuja pays his homage to his great
Guru, Yamunacharya (otherwise known as Alavandar) who, by
his treatises, Aimastddhi, Samvit Siddhi, Iswara Siddhi, Gitartha
Sangraha and the like, refuted the doctrines of rival 8ystems like
Advaita by showing that they were against the Sru#is and against
reason.

In (1) the delusion is that of the Advaitins; in (2) it is that of
Bhaskara, the exponent of one school of Bhedabheda and in (3)
Ramanuja refers to the view of Yadavaprakasa who favoured
another school of Bhedabheda.

This is the gist of the Upanishads whose aim is
to impart distinctive knowledge of what is good to
the whole world :- Meditation, adoration, obeisance,
eto., of the two feet of the Supreme Being., done
with intense love, are the means of attaining Him,
when they are accompanied by the performance of
the duties of one’s varna (caste) and asrama (stage of
life) and preceded by a knowledge of the real nature
of the Jiva and of the Supremoe Being. “ He who is
in the soul and within the soul, whom the soul is not
aware of, He whose bedy is the soul (of the Jiva),
who controls the soul, that spirit is the Inner Ruler
Immortal”. Brh. Up. (6—T7—22) ** This (Being) is
the innermost soul of all beings, free from all
imperfections, resplendent, the same everywhere.
He is Narayana”. 8Surbala Upanishad (7).

“The seers of Brahman long to know Him with
the help of the Vedic texts, by the performance of
saorifices (yajna) in accordance with wvarna and
asrama, by charitable gifts, by tapas (meditation) and
by freedom from desires. Brh. Up. 6—4—22,

“ He who knows Brahman attains the supreme ",
(Taittiriya Upanishad ).
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Nore :(—According to Ramanuja, the word knows (veda) here means adoses

“ He who knows Him in this manner becomes
immortal (free from bonds). Therc is no other way
of attaining” (Purusha Sults), and there are other
texts like it.

Note t—Knows means worships or adores. Vide Note above.

The soul of the Jiva, in its real nature, has none
of the varied differences arising from the specific
modifications of Prakrit or matter, such as gods and
men and has knowledge and bliss alone as its
attributes. When the difference such as exists
between gods, men and the like, arising from larma
has been destroyed, the difference betwcen one soul
(Jira) and another is not capable of being expressed
in words and can only be felt by themselves. Only
this much can be said of the soul, that it is of the
nature of knowledge or consciousness. This is true
of all souls.

The Inner Ruler Immortal is Bhagavan
Narayana who., as Purushottama, is different
from all else. He is the sole cause of the origin,
continuance and dissolution of the Universe of
sentient and non-sentient things described alove,
as also of granting release from samsara. His nature
is different from that of all things other than Himself
by virtue of His being at variance with all imperfec-
tions and by virtue of His being the home of infinite
bliss. He possesses hosts of infinite and countless.
auspicious qualities. He is referred to in all the
Upanichads in varied terms like sarvatma (the
Universal Soul), Parabrahman (the Supreme
Brahman), Parajyotis (the Supreme Light or
Splendour), Paratattva (the Supreme Truth),
Paramatma (tho Supreme Spirit) and Sa¢ (Reality)
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In their attempt to explain His greatness, the Srutis
(Vedantic texts) refer to the world in phrases like
tacchakti (His power), tadamsa (a fragment or portion
of His), taivibhuti, (His magnificence). tadrupa (His
form), taccharira (His body), tttans (His body) and
so also by co-ordinating Him with the world because
He controls it by being the inmost soul of all things,
sentient and non-sentient.

Nore:—Samanadhikaranya. When two things are put in grammatical
apposition with each other, there is said to be Samanadhikaranya
between them. In the famous Upanishadic text That Thou art,
That and Thou are in apposition or coordination with each other,
When we say *‘Janaka is the king’’, Janaka and the king are put
in coordination with each other. Two words having different
meanings are employed to describe the same object. In the text,
“That Theu art’* addressed to Svetaketu, 1/at¢ and Thow are used
in co-ordivation or grammatical apposition with each other.
According to Ramanuja, That refers to the Supreme Being who
creates, sustains and destroys all things; Thou refers to the
Supreme Being, the Inner Ruler who controls the soul of Svetaketu
from within, The meaning of the text is, therefore, as follows ;—
*‘The Supreme Being who is the Lord of the Universe is, O Sveta-
ketu, the Inner Ruler who is the soul of your soul’’, Ramanuja
argues thus: When we say *Svetaketu’, we refer not only to the
bodily form of Svetaketu but to the soul of Svetaketu as well.
The signification of the term does not stop there. It refers also to
the Supreme Being who is the soul of Svetaketu’s soul and of whom
Svetaketu’s soul is the body, Sankara, on the other hand,
maintains that samanadhikaranya or appositional use or coordina-
tion of words expresses identity between the two things, ‘“*That
Thou Art’’ means, according to him, the identity of the individual
self with the Supreme Spirit.

The philosophical systems of Sankara (Advaita), and of
Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa (Bhedabheds).

In their attempt to explain this co-ordination
(between Brahman and the self as also Brahman
and the world), as found in “That Thou art” and
“All this is Brahman”, whose purpose is to bring
out the greatness of Brahman by stating that He is
in all things, some (commentators) maintain the
following view :- \
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“Brahman is pure knowledge or consciousness,
devoid of any difference or specific particularity
(visesha); though Brahman is eternally free and self-
evident or self-luminous, it is identical with the
individual self as understood from the coordination
(samanadlikaranyam) contained in texts like That
Thow Art. Brahman itself is in the bondage (of
samsara) owing to ignorance or nescience (avidya);
and that which obtains release is Brahman. The
whole Universe with its endless differences like
Iswara and sentient beings and non-sentient things
controlled by Him which are other than pure
conscionsness without difference are illusory (mithya);
the distinction that one is in bondage and that
another is free from it has no basis; it is also illusory
to think that some *souls attained salvation or
releage from bondage before now; only one body is
animated by the soul or self and the other bodies
are soulless; it is impossible to state which that one
body is. The acharya or preceptor who teaches
divine knowledge is illusory; Sastra or scripture is
illusory too; the one who understands the scripture
is illusory and likewise the knowledge arising from
soripture; and all this is understood only from
this illusory soripture.

Nore:—This is Ramanunja’s summing up of Sankara‘’s advaita and his
doctrine of Maya and illusory appearance,

_ ® NoTe :—"Like Suka, Prahlada and Vamadeva.

Bhaskara’s Bhedabheda.

Others maintain that Brahman, though possessed
of all auspicious qualities like freedom from imperfec-
tions, should be considered, in the light of the texts

“declaring identity (between Brahman and the world
‘and between Brahman and the individual self), as
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becoming subject to bondage and rolease owing to its
association with some limiting adjunct ( Upadhi)
and that it is also subject to various modifications of
an impure nature.

Nore;—This is Ramanuvja’s summing up of Bhaskara's Bhedabheda
system.,

NoTr t—Maedification:; Changes in matter or changes into various non-
sentient objects.

Yadavaprakasa's Bhedabheda.

Others still, in explaining the truth of the texts
teaching identity hold that, though Brahman is the
sea of unsurpassed and boundless qualities, it is of
such a naturc as to become gods, men, animals,
dwellers in bell and in Svarga, and souls that have
attained release. By nature, He is ditferent as well
as not different from them and is subject to various
modifications of an impure nature.

Nore :—What do the Srufis mean when they speak of the individual self
as being identical with the Supreme Self or Brahman and of all
things being Brahman? The answer to this question is different
in the different systemis and it is this answer which gives each
system its definite character, According to Sankara, since the
individual self is Brahman shadowed by avidya (ignorance or
nescience) and since this avidya is itself illusory, there is only one
Reality, namely Brahman and no other. The individual
self, when it realizes its identity with Brahman becomes
Brahman. Brahman is pure chif or consciousness. It is not
conscious of anything else, for there is nothing else that is real,
Nothing can be predicted of this chit except that it is or that it
is sat,

Bhaskara and his followers say that Brahman has attributes or
qualities and that it is not mere indifferent chit: Brabman is
possessed of countless auspicious qualities and is not bound by
Karma; but owing to its association with wpadhis or limiting
adjuncts, it is seen as gods, men, animals and the like, These
Upadhis are the bodies and senses like those of gods, men, animals
and plantse Brahman changes into gods, men, animals and plants
and so also into inanimate forms of matter. This explains, accord-
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ing to Bhaskara, the statement of identity in texts like ‘'That
Thou art’’ and *All is indeed Brahman’'. The Upadhis are, in
Bhaskara’s system, rcal. Hence, the individual selves and the
world of inanimate objects are real. Bhaskara condemns the
doctrine of Maya and the theory of the world’s illusory appearance.
Brahman is, in reility, not different from the individual souls
except for the latter’s adventitious association with Upadhis.
When the Upadhis disappear in mukti, there is no ditference at all
between Brahman and the individual souls. Brahman is, by
nature, not different from sentient and non-senticnt things. The
differance between Brahman and non-senticnt things is nataral,
In the case of sentient things the differencc is due to the adventi-
tious association with Upadhis.

Yadavaprakasa agrees with Bhaskara in describing Brahman as
possessed of attributes or quulities, He holds that Brahman is
capable of existing as gods, men, animals and plants and iikewise
as non-sentient objects. By nature, it is both different and non-
different from them.

To Bhaskara, the difference between Brahman and the conscious
self is adventitious, being the result of Upadhi. Essentially, there
is no difference between them. In the case of non-sentient objects,
the difference is natural and essential. To Yadavaprakasa, on the
other hand, in the case of both sentient and nonsentient objects,
the differences are natural and not adventitious and so also the
non-difference. Even without Upadhi, Brahman has the capacity
of becoming senticnt and non-sentient things.

These two systems are called Bhedabhed 1 (ie) bheda and abheda, be«
cause, according to them, Brahman is both different from the Jivas
and non-sentient objects and ut the same time not different.

Criticism of Sankara’s Advaita.

Against the first of these three views (Sankara’s
Advaita), those who have made a comprehensive
study of the meaning of the 8rutis adduce the
following unanswerable objections:-

For instance : The word That (in “ That Thou
art ’) refers to Brahman as the subject treated in
the context. The origin, sustenance, and dissolution
of the world are said to arise from its will in such
words as begin with “It willed to become many” and
end with “The world with all the souls (Prajas) in it,
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my child, has its origin in Sa¢ (Reality) or Brahman,
its support aud sustenance in 83t (Reality or
Brahman) and its dissolution in 82¢”. In other
contexts, boundless, unsurpassed and innumerable
auspicious attributes like omniscience, omnipotence,
the lordship of all, the attribute of having all things
as its modes (prakaras), having neither equals nor
superiors, the nature of one who has all the means
.of satisfying whatever is desired and whose purposes
are for ever realised and the power of illuminating all
other things are predicated (in the &rutis) and
likewiso His being at variance with every form of
imperfection as in the words  untouched by sin ”.
All these are adversely affected on this view (4dvaita),
as it holds that Brahman is without any difference
or particularity or attribute (nérvisesha).

(By way of answer) it might be said by the
Advaitin, “At the beginning of that context (in
Chandogya Upanishad), it is declared that, “‘by knowing
the One, all things are known”. This implies that
only the ultimate cause is true. The 8ruti then
proceeds to explain how the cause alone is true and
how all effects are false by giving the illustration of
mud, after which, in the passage “ 81¢ (Reality or
Brahman) alone, my child, existed at first, One and
without a second ”, all difference is said to be non-
existent—difference from like things and from unlike
things. Other texts in different contexts which
clarify this passage teach Brahman’s being without
any difference, particularity or attribute. They are :-
“*Brahman is truth, consciousness, infiniteness .
“t(Brahman) is without parts, without action,
without attributes and without faults.” “{(Brahman)

*Taittiriya Upanishad.
~ t Taittiriya Upanishad.
t Taittiriya Aranyaka.
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is of the nature of consciousness and bliss”, and
the like. It is wrong to say that, if many words are
employed to signify the same object (as in truth,
consciousness, infiniteness), they would become
synonymous (and consequently tautological and
unnecessary), for though the object signified is
only one, all these words are appropriate as they
bring out Brahman’s being opposed to every form of
difference or particularity (visesha).

Nore ¢+—When the Sruti says, Brahman is *‘truth, consciousness,
infiniteness"”, the Advaitin explains its meaning thus:—Brahman
is other than untruth or that which is unreal. It is other than
that which is non-sentient, it is other than the finite. These are
three negative statements about a single entity and are no¢ three
different and positive attributes,

Note :—The illusivation of mud ; When his father says, By knowing the
one all things are known'’, Svetaketu does not understand how
that could be. His father explains the statement with an
illustration. He says;— *In the same way as everything made
of mud is understood from a single lump of mud® (out of which
the others are made). The teacher elaborates the point by
adding "The effects arising from mud are only words and names.,
Only the mud is real’’. This is the Advaitic interpretation of the
text and is brought in to justify the view that only the primal
cause, Saf, is true or real and that all the effects which appear
thereon are mere names and appearances which are illusory’’,
Ramanuja’s interpretation of this text will be found elsewhere,

This is not a proper answer. According to this
view (Advaita ), since everything is illusory (mithya),
there is nothing else that requires to be known. It
cannot then be proved that all things are known by
knowing the One. If the meaning of “all things are
known by a knowledge of the One (i.e.) Brahman)”
is that, since they and the One are of the same
nature, when the One is known, the rest are also
known, it will have to be admitted either that
Brahman and the world (its effect) are both real or
that they are bobh unreal. :

6
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On the view (held by us) that everything (in the
world) has Brahman as its innermost soul, it would
be easy to understand how by knowing the One,
everything (else) is known.

Nore:—Ramanuja’s view is this; The world has Brahman as its soul and
' is therefore an attribute (Viseshana) of Brahman. So, when
Brahman is known, everything elgse is known, because Brahman
is the substantive of which everything else is an attribute. The
substantive being the same in both cases, when thc One is known,

the others are known as well,

This is the meaning (of the Sruti):- The father
said to Svetaketu, “You are puffed up (with pride).
Did you at all ask about that Adesa?”. (You seem
elated as if you knew everything; did you ask aboub
that Adesa also?).

Adesa is one by whom everything is ruled. Adesa
means Prasasanam (rule or government as in the text);
“It is *in accordance with the rulership of this
Alkshara (Brahman), O Gargi, that the sun and the
moon 7ecetve thewr support”. Manu uses the word in
the same sense: t* Prasasitaram sarvesham: the ruler
over all”. Here, too, after declaring by the word
‘One’ that Brahman is the material cause of the
world, the idea that He alone is the ruler of the
world is brought out by the word Advitiya “without a
second”, which denies the existence of any other
ruler. So. what was said (by Svetaketu’s father)
means: Did you ask about the One who rules the
Universe and who is also its material cause? It is
by hearing of Him, by thinking of Him, by knowing
Him, (all other things) that have not been heard of,
thought of, or known, become heard of, thought of
and known”. The idea in the mind (of the father)

* Br.Up.5,80. S
t Manu: Smr1t112—-1—22 ’
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is this:— “Have you learnt (from your teachers about
Brahman who is the ultimate cause of such things
as the origin, the welfare and the dissolution of the
whole world, who is also omniscient, who has always
all objeots of desire and who is the ocean of infinite
and noble attributes ?”

Nore :—Adesa: Sankara lovks upon this wourd as synunymous with
Upadssa, ‘teaching’ and that which is taught. It means
according to him, Brahman, the subject matter of instruction
and not Brahman who is the ruler. If the latter interpretation
were accepted, it would imply that Brahmain has attributes,
So, he rejects it.

The cause itself is called the effect when it
assumes varied and peculiar configurations (sam-
sthana). Therefore, since Brahman is the cause of
all, by knowing Brahman, the cause, which has,
for its body, sentient and non-sentient things in
their subtle state, the whole world. which is the
effect, becomes known. Having this (truth) in
mind, the father said to his son, “Did you ask
about That by hearing of which everything is heard
of, by thinking of which everything is thought of
and by knowing which everything is known?".

The son does not understand what "is inthe
father's mind, namely, that all these things have
the same one cause. He thinks that when two things
are different from each other, it is not possible to
know one of them by knowing the other. So he asks,
* Of what nature, revered sir, is that Adesa’.”

The father being urged in this way proceeds to
explain the idea iu his mind. This idea may be
stated as follows:~ The Supreme Brahman who is
characterised by consciousness, bliss and freedom
from all imperfections, whose magnificence is
infinite, who is possessed of infinite, unsurpassed
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and innumerable collections of attributes including
omnipotence (satyasamkalpatva) and who is ever the
same without change or modification (avikari) has,
for His body, sentient and non-sentient things and,
by His lecla or sportful activity and by His will,
assumes, in a part or portion (amsa) of Himself, the
configuration of the world with its countless and
varied forms consisting of things that move and
things that do not move. Hence, by knowing Him
(Brahman), all the rest is known. He explains,
with the help of an example, what is seen in the
world of everyday life, viz., that the effect is none
other than the cause.

Nore:—According to Visistadvaita, the world is the body of Brahman.
It may be asked what is meant here by the body, The body
should not be defined as the seat of movement and of the senses.
That substance whickh is invariably supported and controlled by
another and which exists to serve the purposes of that other is the
body of that other substance. In this sense the world of inani-
mate matter and the souls of sentient beings are the body of the
Supreme Lord., In Himself there is no change or modification
(vikava); changes and modifications occur only in His body as a
result of. His_will.

“In the same way as, by knowing a single lump
of mud, my dear, all things made of mud would
become known; in order to become fit for the
interchange of thoughts in words, modifications and
names are attained by mud. The truth is that they
are all mud”. (The meaning of the B8rut: is as
follows) :— The same substance, mud, attains
modifications which are of the nature of varied
configurations or states, such as pots and dishes,
and acquires also varied names, but since all these
states are only particular configurations of mud, it
is only the substance, mud, that exists in these forms
and not any other substance. “In the same way as
by knowing a lump of mud, its modifications like
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dishes which are only particular configuragions
thereof become known”. This is the meaning.

Thereafter, the son, who does not know how
Brahman is the sole cause of the whole world, says,
“ Revered Sir, kindly explain this to me ”. In order
to show that Brahman, who is omniscient and omni-
potent, is alone the cause of all,} he (the father) says,
“This * was, at first, my dear, only Sz2f, only One
without a second ”.

In this passage, “this” refers to the world. “At
first” means “before creation”. By (the words)
only Sat, (the truth) that the world existed in the
form of Sat (its cause) is brought out; even during
creation, it is likewise in the from of &8at; but,
before creation, the world existing as sa¢ could not
be distinguished by names or forms. From this
explanation itself, it is clear that saf is the material
cause (upadana karana). The word advitiya (without
a second) explains how Brahman alone is the
instrumental or operative cause (nimitta karana)
and denies the existence of any nimitta karana other
than Brahman.

Nore ;—In the case of the pot, mud is called the material cause and the
potter the instrumental cause.

The thought in his mind that the one who
governs (or controls) is also the material cause
(upadana karana), as implied in the question put at
the very beginning, wviz., “Did you ask about that
Adesa by hearing of which everything else that is
unheard of becomes heard of — this thought he now
explains very olearly ; 82¢ which is itself the material
cause and the instrumental cause willed (as follows):~

* Oh. Up, 6-1, 4,
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“I will become the many; I will be born (as the
many) ”. Chandogya Upanishad: 6-2-3

The Supreme Brahman Himself, who is referred
to in the word Sa‘ who is cmniscient and omnipo-
tent and whose purpose is cver realised, willed to
become the world with all its diverse and countless
beings, sentient and non-gentient, (saying), “I will
become the many and, for that purpose. be born as
the many . Though He has all the objects that may
be desired, (He willed so) for (His) sport. (Having
so determined), le created from a fragment of a
part of His, (namely, His bedy which is an attribute
of His), the elements beginning with ether (Akasa).
Again the same Supreme Deity denoted by the word
Sat willed (as follows):— “Lo! 1 I will enter into
these three deities with my body, viz.,, the individual
self and endow them with names and forms”., The
Sruti explaing, by the “individual self which is my
body”, that the individual self has Brahman as its
soul ; it further shows that all non-sentient things
(achit) become entitics only owing to the entrance
into them of the individual self which has Brahman
as its soul and that only all things that are of this
description (achit) acquire names and forms.

Norg;—These three deities; - Ether, air and fire., the three elements are
called deitics here. Water and earth are also referred to by
implication.

Nori :—Iiven non-seniient things have, according to Visishatadvaita,
an element of chit or conscivusness, though it is extremely small.

Notr !~ fragment of a part of [11s: Refore creation, Brahman éxisted
with sentient and non-sentient things (chit and achit) in their
subtle state, when they could not be distinguished by names
or forms. In creation, the substantive part or. (visishya) amsa
or svarupa of Brahman creates, by its'will, from out of the

'f Ch. Upo 6*8,"’2-
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attributive part (viseshana amsa), namely, His body consisting of
subtle chit and achit, the grosser forms of animate and inanimate
things which we now see in the world. What changes or under=
goes modifications is the body or the attributive part of Brahman
and not its svarupa or substantive part which is unchanging
(niyvikara).

What has been said (so far) means this:- The
individual self (Jivatma), being the Dbody of
Brahman, isan attribute or mode (pralara) of His
and has Brahman as its soul, as is (declared) in
another srut: : “He whosc body is the self (Jicatma);”’
things which have tho configurations of gods, men
and the like, being the bodies of the individual self,
are its modes (or attributes) and for that reason, all
these have Brahman as their soul. Therefore, all
words in familiar use in the world as denoting
(things) which are formed by the combination of the
root (prakritt) and the termination-(all words) such
as god, man, Yakshas, Rakshasa, cow, deer, bird,
tree, creeper, wood, stone, grass, pot, cloth. etc.,
denote, through the things which have the respective
configurations implied as their signification, both
the individual self presiding over it and the Supreme
Self which is the soul (of the individual self).

Note :—According to Ramanuja, when we say Devadaila, we mean not
only the bodily configurarion of Devadatta, but also the self or
soul of Devadatta and, likewise also, the Supreme Self who is
the soul of Devadatta‘s soul {which is its body).

Thus, the world which consists of all the
sentient and non-sentient things has Sa! as its
material cause and Sat as its instrumental cause.
Likewise, it has Sat as its support (adhara), and is
governed by Sat and exists to subserve the purposes
of Sat. All this and the like are explained at length
in Brutis like *“ These * beings (prajas) arise, my
dear, from Sat their origin, have their being in

* Chandogya Upanishad : -6-8-6. -
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established this, by such means as the relationship
between cause and effect, the Sruti: “All this has
this (Brahman) as its soul and that alone is real
(satyam)”’ points out that Brahman, being the soul
of the whole world, is alone true. Having declared
that He alone is the soul of the whole world and that
the whole world is His body, the Srut: concludes
with the application of the general truth established
before that all things have Brahman as their soul
to the case of a particular individual self (namely,
Svetaketu) by saying * That Thou art”. Therefore,
this mode or individual self signified by the word
‘Thou’ is also Brahman”. What has been said
means this :- When it is said “All this has this as
its soul”, by (the phrase) ‘all this,’ the world
consisting of sentient and non-sentient things is
referred to and it is declared (by the Srut:) that of
this world, this (viz, Brahman) is the soul. In
relation to the world, Brahman is explained to be
the soul”. This is the meaning.

We should consider what (exaetly) is meant by
Brahmatmakatvam or having Brahman as its
atma or soul. *“Is it because of the relationship
that exists between soul and body or is it identity of
nature ? If (it is said that it is due to) identity (of
the world and Brahman) that the qualities of
Brahman implied at the beginning, such as ever-
realised purpose or will, in the text, “It willed that
It would become the many and be born” - would
become * contradicted (or sublated). That the
world has Brahman as it3 soul owing to the relation-
ship (between the two) of body and soul is understood
specifically from another sruti, wiz, ¢ Ha.vmg

Nore:—* contradicted because neither noun-sentient things nor .entxent
things in the world have such qualities. .
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entered within as the ruler, He is the soul of all
persons”. From this, it is specifically understood
that Brahman is the soul or self of all, that He is
the soul of all persons and that everything is His
body. (Further), there is another sruf: which says:
*“He * who stands in the soul (of the Jiva) and is
within the soul, of whom the soul is not aware, to
whom the soul is the body and who controls the soul,
He is thy soul, the Inner Ruler, who is immortal.”

Here (in the present context) also, by the phrase
“by means of the individual self who is my body”,
the same is meant as has already been stated.
Therefore, since all sentient and non-sentient things
are the body of Brahman, Brahman who has every-
thing for His body and everything as His attribute
(prakara) is also signified by all words. ‘“That {art)
Thou”— by this co-ordination, only Brahman which
has the individual self as its body and, likewise,
the individual self as its attribute is signified. When
it is stated in this manner, this is understood to be
the purport:- He (i. e. the individual self) who is
at first understood from the word * Thou ” as the
presiding spirit in the body is himself the body of
the Supreme Self and the attribute of the Supreme
Self; he is sustained by the. Supreme Self and is
unable to exist and act apart (from the Supreme
Self), Hence, the word ‘¢ Thou’ signifies the Inner
Ruler who has ‘thee’ as His attribute. In the
Sruti “I will enter through the individual self who
is my body and endow (all things) with names and
forms”, the individual self, who has a body of his
own, acquires his name only by being the body of
Brahman.

In the co-ordination or grammatical apposition
(Samanadhikaranya) between “That” and ‘ Thou'’

* Brhadaranyaka :Upanichad. Antaryamsi Brahmanan.

7
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(in * That art Thou ”), the two words refer only
to Brahman. Of the two, the word ‘That’ signifies
Brahman, the ultimate cause of the world, the
treasure-house of all auspicious qualities, free from
all imperfections and changeless. The word ‘ Thou’
refers to the same Brahman who has the individual
self, which is His body, as His attribute by being the
Inner Ruler of the Individual self. Thus, the two
words ‘ That’ and ‘Thou’ refer to the same Brahman
by the difference in their meanings. Brahman’s
being free from imperfection and from all change
(or modification), His being the treasure-house of all
auspicious qualities and His being the cause of the
world are not contradicted (or affected in any way)-

Norei—Co-ordination or samanadhikaranyana. Sankara holds that
the co-ordination in *That art Thou’® means only identity er
oneness of the Jiva and Brahman. Ramanuja e¢ontends that
there is co-ordination or grammatical apposition only when two
words having different meanings apply to the same thing and not
when they signify their identity.

Those persons who have not studied Vedanta do
not realise that all non-sentient things and all
individual selves have Brahman as their soul. They
think that the signification of all words is confined
only to the respective objects which are (only)a
portion of what is expressible by them. Those who
have studied Vedanta are, on the other hand,
aware, as a result of their study of Vedantic texts,
that, since all things are created out of Brahman
and have Brahman as their Inner Ruler, they have
Brahman as their soul and that all words signify
Brahman who has all things as His (modes or
attributes) (prakara).

(It may be asked), ‘“ Well, if so, the significance
of words like ‘cow’ as denoting the respective object
(commonly understood in ordinary life) will be
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affected adversely.” It is not so. When it is stated,
“I will endow them with names and forms”, it means
that all words are expressive of (signify) Brahman
who has for His attributes clit and achit. Since the
Supreme Being, who is the primary part of the
signification of a word, is not capable of being
understood by such means as perception (pratyaksha),
laymen who use the word think that its signification
becomes completbe in what is only a part (and that a
secondary part) of the signification. By the study
of Vedanta, the knowledge of the signification
becomes complete. Thus all words employed in the
Veda point to their respective meanings ending with
the Supreme Being. All words are only Vedio.
After creating all things as before (as in previous
creations/, the Supreme Brahman took the words
again and again from the Veda and employed them
as names to denote those things, as also their
ultimate (soul) viz.,, the Supreme Being.

So says Manu :-

“He t (the Supreme Being) created the names
of all things, their varied activities and also their
specific forms (samstha) from the words inthe Veda”.

The word samstha (in the sloka) means ‘forms’ or
configurations, Likewise Bhagavan Parasara says :-
“He, § the Supreme Being, established, at the
beginning, the names and forms of all beings such
as gods and all activities only from the words in
the Vedas.”

So also the Sruti:- “The } Supreme Being
created the sun and the moon as before ”. The

'+ Manu Smriti: 1, 20. : |

. § Vishnu Puranam: 1, 5, 63,

t Taittiriya 1 (Anuvaka ). ‘
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meaning is “Having created the sun and the like as
before, he gave them also names as before”.

In this way is explained the statement that the
world is none other than Brahman. From this, it is
clearly understood how by knowing the Ome, all
things become known. Sinoce all things are the effects
(or modifications) arising out of Brahman, they are
real, only in so far as they have Brahman as their
soul and in no other way. That is why it was said,
“That is truth (Reality)” in the same way as in the
illustrative example, all modifications arising out of
mud are true only in so far as they are mud.

Note:—Among the passages in the Upanishads that refer to Brahman,
some are called ¢ causation texts'' {Karana Vakya). One such
is thc passage which begins with *‘ Sat alone, my dear, existed
at the beginning, It willed to become many’. Other passages
explain the nature of Brahman, who is the cause of the world.
These are called ‘clarifying texts * (sodhaka vakya). An instance
of this is the text in the Taittiriya Upanishad which describes
Brahman as Reality, Consciousness and Infiniteness,

Hitherto, Ramanuja has been discussing the real significance of
the ’ causation texts *. He now proceeds to examine, in the same
way, the real import of the clarifying texts.

The clarifying texts also make the nature of the
Supreme Brahman clear (by describing Him) as free
from faults (or imperfections) and as the treasure-
house of all good qualities.

Even if the words (truth, oconsciousness and
infiniteness) are understood as signifying the opposite
of all (those) qualities, since difference, attribute,
or partioularity ocannot be avoided in deciding
the oppositeness to the respective quality, a thing
which has no difference or particularity (bheda)
cannot be proved as existing.
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Nore:=From now on, Ramanuja seeks to show that Brahman which
is stated by Advaitins to bs without any attribute, difference or
particularity (bheda) cannot be proved to exist as such.

Notes:— The words Ramanuja has in mind and does not state
are those in the clarifying passage, ‘*Brahman is Truth (satyam)
(Reality), consciousness (jnana) and infiniteness (anantam)*’
in the Taittiviya Upanishad. What d> these words mean?
Advaitins who deny difference, particularity or any positive
attribute in Brahman explain the words thus. Brahman is said
to be Truth or Reality, It means that Brahman is other than
the unotrue or unreal. Brahman is the non-existence of unreality.
When Brahman is said to be Jrana, the meaning is that it is
other than the uncons:ious. Infiniteness means the opposite of
finiteness or non.existence of finiteness. These three words do
not, according to them, mean three different qualities or even
three different aspects of Brahman, They referonly to the non-
existence of thres things and thercfore signify only the same
unity. The absence of a pot, the absence of a cloth, the
absence of a dish and so on, do not signify three or more positive
entities but only a single unity. Ramanuja presumes that the
reader knows the Sruti and the meaning given to the passage
by Advaitins and proceeds to criticise their interpretation.

Advaitins say that these three words, ‘*Truth, consciousness and
infiniteness’ should not be interpreted as three different
qualities relating to Brahman. Their reason is that if there are
three different adjectives or attributes to a substantive, they
would mean three different objects possessing these respective
qualities. They cite, as an example, the phrase “the cow with
broken horns, without horns and with horns intact’. These
three attributes would imply three different cows and not a single
cow, So also, if truth, consciousness and infiniteness are
taken as threc positive attributes of Brahman, the unity of
Brahman would be impossible. Ramanuja’s answer to this
objection is as followss It is only if the three attributes are
opposed to one another, as in the example cited by the Advaitins,
that the substantive will have to be three entities. But, if there
is no mutual incompatibility among the attributes, the unity
would not be affected. For example, if it is said *“The young,
dark-complexioned, redeyed Devadatta’, the single Devadatta
may have all the three attributes, as they do not contradict one
another, ’

The Advaitins might raise the following objec-
tion:- Well, when it is declared that Brabman is
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mere knowledge (or consciousness), the conclusion
is inevitable that it has no attributes or particulari-
ties like knowledge, (It cannot therefore be stated
that Brahman who ¢s knowledge possesses knowledge
as a quality. How can knowledge, which is Brahman,
be said to possess knowledge as an attribute?).

(This objection does not hold good). Words
denoting attributes and which distinguish an object
signify also the object through the attributes
(as is seen in words like ‘cow’. So, the author
of the Sutras says: “Since * it possesses that
quality as its essence (uvz. knowledge), it (the
Atman) is called by that name as in the case of the
Prajra.” Since Brahman who is referred to as
¢ Prajna.’ (the wise one), Bralhman, the wise, He
who knows all and sees all, the one who knows all
is alone called “ Truth, knowledge and infiniteness .
because He has knowledge as His essential quality.
The Sutrakara says also, “This is t not improper
as (the quality in question) lasts as long as the self
exists ”, By the attribute ‘knowledge’, Brahman’s
nature is also indicated. It does not mean that
Brahman is mere knowledge (without the attribute
of knowing). If it is asked, “How is this learnt?”,
the answer is that it is learnt from hundreds of Vedic
texts like the following :- “ He who ! knows all and
sees whatever is in all” and such others as indicate
Brahman as the knower, “His 2 might is declared to
be supreme and varied and His knowledge, strength
and action are natural to him;” *By ® what means
can one know the knower?”. Since knowledge is

* Brahma Sutras: 2-3-29.

t Brahma Sutras: 2-3-30.

! Mundaka Upanishad: 1-1-9,

? Svetasvatara Upanishad: 6-8,

* Brihadaranyaka Upanishad: 4-4-14,
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only an attribute, it cannot be proved to be also a
thing. Therefore the words truth, knowledge and
infiniteness denote only Brahman who is qualified
by attributos like knowledge signified by these words.

Note:—Prajna (or Brahman) is called ananda or bliss because blies is an
essential atiribute of His,

The meaning of Samanadhikaranyam or co-ordination
as in Tat Tvam Asi (That Thou Art.)

Nota:—{So far Ramanuja has been arguing that the Srutis give plenty
of evidence for a Brabman with attributes, a Brahman that
knows and not a Brahman without any attributes, a Brahman
that is mere consciousness which is conscious of nothing, He
now points out that grammatical co-ordination or apposition
(samanadhikaranya) as understood by grammarians agrces only
with his interpretation of Tat Tvam Ass ‘* That Thou Art ”’
as given on page 54 and that the Advaitic interpretation is
unwarranted).

» If it is said that, in “That Thou art”, the two
words, That and ‘Thou’ lose their primary meaning
and declare only the pure object (without any
adjuncts or attributes), there will also be thc fault
of ignoring the primary (or direct) meanings.
The Advaitin might say, ‘Since the aim of the sen~
tences is only to show that the two are one, the indi-
rect interpretation or (figurative interpretation) of
the word (lakshana) is no fault. For example, in the
statement “This is that Devadatta”, the word *‘that”
denotes Devadatta related to a particular place and
a particular time and the word ‘this’ Devadatta
related to a place close by and the present time;
the unity or oneness of Devadatta is thereby indi-
cated. . Here, it is impossible that the same (person)
should simultaneously appear to be related to places
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and times opposed to one another. Therefore the
two words establish only the mere object “Devadatta”
and its oneness. But this argument of the
Advaitin cannot be accepted. Even in the state-
ment, “This is that Davadatta”, there is no trace
of indirect signification (lakshana), as there is no
objection to the (primary and) direct meaning being
taken., There is no inconsistency in the same object
(or person) being related to two actions, one in the
past and another in the present. In the decalaration
that the object which is related to a past action
and to a present is only one, there is no absurdity
(or objection), as the object’s existence in another
place was in the past and its existence in the
immediate neighbourhood is in the present. The
opposition betwen the past and the present is removed
by the difference in the time, Even if indirect
signification is admitted to exist, the opposition
is removed by the indirect signification being taken
of one only (of the two words). But, we maintain
that there is no indirect signification at all (in it),
since what was connected with one place in the
past may. without any contradiction, be connected
with a different place at present. In the same
manner, here also, it has been pointed out that
there is no contradiction (or inconsistency) in the
Supreme Brahman, who is the cause of the world,
being also the soul of the Jiva or the individual self
as his inner ruler. By grammatical co-ordination
is understood only the identity of two things with
their respective attributes as they are, and not bare
identity which is arrived at by ignoring them (wiz.
the attributes). Those who know the meaning of
grammatiocal co-ordination declare that it exists,
when words expressive of different meanings apply to
the same object. It is this kind of identity that is

proved by us.
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Note:=When we say ‘the Emperor Asoka *‘, there is grammatical ¢cow
ordination or apposition between the words ’Emperor’ and
¢ Asoka ’. The two words have different meanings, ‘' the one who
was an Emperor*’ and the one whose name was Asoka. These
two attributes meet in the same individual, when there is
grammatical co-ordination (samanadhikaranya).

Further, it is not proper to determine the purport
of;the sentence occurring at the end (of the context) in
a manner different from (or opposed to) what is
said at the beginning. For, at the beginning by
(the text), “It willed to become many”, and other
texts, Brahman’s will being ever realised and (His)
being the sole cause of the world are declared.
And opposed to this is (the doctrine) that Brahman
is the seat of Awidya (or nescience or ignorance).

Note;—Advaitins hold the view that Brahman is pure consciousness
without any difference or particularity or attribute and that it
sees the manifold world appearing illusorily over itself owing
to its ocontact with avidya,

Moreover, sabda, verbal testimony (Srutz),
obtains its validity as the result of words signifying
different meanings and of sentences signifying the
relation ‘between these meanings. Therefore Sabda.
or (Srut:) is incapable of signifying objects with-
out differences (or particularities) and cannot be
the authority for the existence of an object
without particularities (nirvisesha wvastu). Words
like ‘without particularities’ signify an object
understood as qualified by some (attribute) or parti-
cularity as being without particularities understood
as existing in other objects. Otherwise, they ocan
signify nothing. Words which are constituted of
roots and terminations (prakriti and pratyaya) imply
through them many partiocularities or attributes and .
much truer is this of sentences, as they signify the’
connection existing among more words than one., '
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Note;—Among the sources of valid knowledge (pramana), the following
are important ;—Sense perception (pratyaksha), inference
(anumana), and sabda (verbal tcstimony) (i. e.) the words of
one whose reliability is unquestioned. Advaitins who speak of
Brahman as something without particularities or attributes rely
on the authority of sabda or Sruti which they consider superior
to sense perception in its validity, This explains the relevancy
of Ramanuja's argument given above.

It might be (said by the Advaitins), ‘“We do not
say that sabda, verbal testimony or Scripture, is the
authority for the existence of a self-luminous thing
which has no particularities. A thing whose exis-
tence is self-established (svatas siddha) does not
require any (proof or) authority. By all the texts
(in the 8rutis), all attributes or particularities that
appear illusorily on Brahman, such as being a
knower, are denied. When all particularities dis-
appear, the thing in itself (Brahman) unrelated (to
any attribute) and self-luminous stands by itself”.

But this cannot be. By what word is this thing
(Brahman) indicated when its (attributes) or parti-
cularities are denied?, If it is said ‘By the word
Jnaptt or knowledge’, it cannot stand (to reason).
That (word), too, relates to a thing with particulari-
ties or attributes as particularities are denoted by
the base and the termination (prakriti and pratyaya).
(The root) Jna means “to know”. It implies an object
(that is known) and a subject or agent (that knows)
and denotes also a special kind of action (%riya)
which has the particularity of distinguishing it (or
marking it off) from other actions. By the termi-
nation, the gender, the number (singular, dual or
plural) and the like are indicated. If these parti-
cularities given above are ignored, the self-luminous
nature of Brahman cannot be proved, for it is by its
power of illuminating other things that the self-
luminosity of Jnapti (Brahman) is established.
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Note;—We infer that a thing is self~-luminous from the fact of its being the
cause of illuminating other things by its rclation to them. ‘Illu-
minating’ means making them fit to be talked about-

Furthermore, if the whole of Brahman shines for
ever, and by itself, no false super-imposition of illu-
sory attributes would be possible in it. While the
nature of the rope shines (as such), no illusory attri-
butes can be superimposed on it., That is just the
reason why you postulate an avidya (ignorance or
nescience) which conceals or obscures (Brahman);
hence, that phase (amsa) of Brahman which has been
obscured is the scope (or aim) of the corrective or
rectifying knowledge found in the scripture. Other-
wise, there would be no manifestation of corrective
power in it. The (illusion) of ‘serpentness’ dis-
appears when the ‘ropeness’ which is other than the
rope (and is in the rope), shines. If a single attri-
bute or particularity (cisesha) viz., its being ocapable.
of being obscured or concealed is expressed in sabda
or verbal testimony (Sruti), then it would become
possible for Brahman to be qualified by all the attri-
butes agsigned to it in all the texts of the Veda. So,
to those who feel bound by the authority of the pra-
manas (valid sources of knowledge ), there is no proof
of any kind for the existence of the thing W1thout
particularities or attributes.

Note:—Adhyasa or superimposition occurs when, on seeing a rope lying on
the ground, the illusion that it is a serpent occurs owing to some
resemblances between the rope add the serpent. The serpent of
* serpentness * is saiil to be iallely imposed on the rope.

Notes—Advaitins hold that Brahman is the oniy reality and that the‘
world of sentient and not-sentient things is an illusion or (adhvasa)
super-imposed on Brahman: owimg to the obscuration brought;
about by avidya. If this avidya or ignorance is removed or

" dispelled by the corrective knowledge afforded by the Sasiras,
‘avidys andits obscuration do mot exist ‘and Brahman shiaes

i . aloie, Ratrdnuja asks, ' Is it your view that the whole of
Brabhman, which is self-luminous, is concealéd by avidys or only
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a part of it? If you say ‘the whole of it it would then mean
that Brahman ccases to exist. If yon hold that a part of it is
obscured and the rest shines, then Brahman must be considered
to have parts (or avayava) and this would mean Brahman with
particularities like pafts (savisesha). If Brahman shines
always, then there would be no possibility of illusory appearan.
ces. When therope is seen as such, no one would mistake
it for.a serpent.

Note;— Advaitins maintain that there are three orders or degrees of
reality. When a ropc is mistaken for a serpent, the mind or
(antakkarana) rprojccts for the time being an external scrpent
which is later sublated. This they call pratibhasika satya. The
world is itself a similar projection but it willlast until the end of
the cosmic process. This they cali vyavaharika satya. In mukts,
the world disappears and only Brahman shines alone and wlthout
a second ; the reality of Brahman is paramarthika satya,

Even in indeterminate perception (nirvikalpaka
pratyaksha), the object (always) appears as possessed
of attributes.  Otherwise, in the determinate
perception (savikalpala pratyaksha) (that follows),
an object would not appear to be that which was
seen before (as when we say) “This is that.”
‘Cowness’ (or the distinctive nature of the cow) has
the character of a specific or special configuration
of the object. Therefore, even at the time of
indeterminate perception, the object possessing
that configuration appears to us as “of this form.”
In the second and other later appearances of the
object, the same configuration appears to exist
also in many other objects. What is peculiar to
the second and later perceptions is that the
feature which is characterised by the configuration
is seen to persist in more objects than one and
go i8 an attribute of more objects than one.
Therefore, the second and other perceptions are
called determinate perceptions.

Note:—So far Ramanuja stated that verbal testimony or scripture
does not support the existence of an object without attributes.

. He now states that the existence of such an object is mot eviden-
" .. .sed by perception (pratyakshe).
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For the same reason (viz) that, even in in-
determinate perception, the object is perceived
only with its attributes, the Bhedableda view
(held by Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa) that the
same object has a two-fold nature, being both
different and non-different (from others) stands
refuted. The configuration (samsthana) is an
attribute (prakara) of the object possessing the
configuration (or outline) and is therefore a
different entity from the prakarin or object which
has the attribute. But, since it is an esSsential
or inseparable attribute, it cannot stand apart
from the object and is also incapable of being
perceived separately, From these two causes,
the object should not be considered as being two-
fold in nature (bhinnadbhinna).

Nore:—All along the author has been criticising the doctrines of
Advaitins. In this paragraph, he points out that his refutation
of the doctrine of indeterminate perception held by Advaitins is
enough also to disprove the main doctrine of the Bhedadheda
thinkers,

Nore:;—Advaitins hold that, in the first or indeterminate perception,
the attributes of an object are not perceived. The perception is
only of the nature of an *is’ without any distinguishing feature
or attribute, They maintain that the perception is only of asti
or existenee and that the particularity such as pot, cloth, etc.,
is illusory.

Nors i—Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa reason as follows;—Experience
shows that all objects are perceived both as different and as non-
different. The cow appears different from the horse, but in as
much as both are beasts, they are also non-different, Therefore
both cows and horses are different and not different. Again
between the material cause and the effect (what is made out of it),
there is both difference and non-difference. The pot appears
different from the mud, but we also say that the pot is mud.
The two are equated and this would be fpossible oaly if there were’
no dxﬁcrence.

Nou .q—!‘hey argue lurther ‘=1t is not, posslble to perceive the mdlvxdua},
’ “without, at the same time, perceiving the genus (jati) to which
it belongs. The two are always séen together. So, thero is
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both difference and non-difference between an individual dbject
(vyakti) and the genus (jaté ) to which it belongs. Further, the
same word denotes both the individual (vyakti) and the genus
(jati)e When we say ““the cow”’, it refers to the cow with horns,
the cow without horns, and the cow with broken horns, while it
denotcs also the genus *cow’. So, the individual and the genus are
both different and non-different.

Ramanuja’s answer is that because_the same word expresses both
the individual and the genus, it does not follow that there is no
difference between them, It only shows that the genus or
configuration (samsthana) is an attribucc inseparable from the
individual (vyakti) and not that the attribute is the samc as the
object possessing the attributc.

« Resumption of the arguments against Advaita.

Again, he who maintaines the existence of an
object withont attributes (Brahman) and says
that all illusory appearances which conceal the
self-luminous object (Brahman) are rejected (as
false) by all the texts of the Veda, should state
what these texts are that reject them. They
might quote the Srut¢ * “Modification and name
like ‘pot’ and ‘dish’ are only for the purpose of
speech, the mud alone is real”, and say that, since
modification and name are only in speech, the
mere substance that is seen there as the material
cause—that alone is true (real) and the rest are
untrue (unreal). If it is said that this is what
the Vedic text says, it cannot be considered as
convincing. When it is declared that when One
is known, all become known,” Svetaketu does not
think it possible that, by knowing one' thing,
another thing could be known. (It is to explain
to him how this is possible that the guru answers).
If the same substance exists in varied bub real
(and true) states, owing to specifio modifications
and the like, when one thing is known, though

* Cha«nd Up, 1‘-4- T "’;'ﬂ P ¥
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it has acquired = configurations different from it,
it remains the same substance and may therefore
be stated to be known as well. It is to explain
this that the example (of the mud) is employed.
In this passage, there is no word at all denying
any attribute. *Vacharambhanam:~ vacha - by speech
or for a purpose, arabhyate is arambhanam. Mud
which exists in the form of a lump has a certain
name and a certain usefulness. The same mud,
when it exists in the state of pot, dish and
the like, has different names and different uses.
In spite of this., the substance, mud, is the
same in all. By different configurations and diffe-
rent names, mud is touched for different purposes (or
uses). Therefore, this alone is the true (meaning).
By this illustration), the possibility of knowing one
thing by knowing abpother is brought out. No
attribute or (particularity) of any kind has been
rejected or (denied) here. This has already been
explained at length.

Besides, if, by passages like, “By hearing of
which, what is unheard of becomes heard”, it is
declared that everything except Brahman is illusory,
then the illustrative example like “just as, my dear,
by one lump of mud” will be of no use. because the
illusoriness of modifications, pot, dish and the like,
is not, like the illusion of the serpent in the rope,
previously known to Svetaketu, the disciple, either
by reason or by any other valid source of know-
ledge. If it is said (by the Advaitins) that even
the illusoriness of pot, dish and the like is sought
to be proved thereby, the introduction (of them)
as examples by the use of the word ““just as” would
be improper (for it would be proper only on the
assumption that Svetaketu was a.lready aware of lb)

- *-Chand. Up, 6-1-4.
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(kinds of) power is not inconceivable. So. ‘the
phrase “without a second” denies the existence of
any other instrumental cause or agent. It is only
because Brahman is omnipotent that some Vedic
passages first declare Him to be the material
cause and then state that He is also the instru-
mental cause or agent as this Sruti does. Other
Vedic passages, having first admitted Brahman’s
being the instrumental cause, ask how he could
(at the same time) be the material cause and the
like. They answer (the question) by saying thag,
owing to his possession of all forms of power,
Brahman can be the material cause and algo
other accessory aids (required for the production
of the effect). (Consider) this text * “O Sages., with
what trees did He build up the sky and the
earth? Where was the forest from which
the trees were brought? Does it not support
the world and remain as its controller? Is it this
question that you ask? DBrahman is the forest,
Brahman is the tree (timber) for the construction
of the sky and the earth. I tell you, in reply,
that He supports the world and controls it.” Here
having raised a possible cbjection from what is
commonly seen, the objection iS removed on the
ground of Brahman’s being different from all else,
So also in the passage, “This, my dear, existed
only as sa¢,” many attributes or particular features
(Viseshas) like ‘at first’ are indicated. There is not
a single word expressive of denial of attributes,
which Advaitins favour. On the other hand, to
explain the ocausal relation between Brahman and
the world, the Srutis indicate thousands of
attributes (or particular features), unknown before,
like the existense of a particular time, as in the

*AshtakaII, Prasna VIII, Anuvaka VII, Pan.VIIL,
9
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words ‘at first,” a specific kind of action as in the
word “was”, Brahman’s being both the material
oause and the instrumental cause and so also,
by the answer to the objection that the instru-
mental cause is (usually) different from the material
cause, Brahman’s possession of omnipotence.

It is because this (passage) aims at explaining
the truth or (reality) of the causal relationship
existing between Brahman and the world, that
the view that the effect arises without a cause
(asat karya vada) is refuted in the passage beginning
with “This, at first, was non’-existent.” The question
follows, “How could this be ®so, my dear?” The
meaning is “The origin of a thing from that
which did not exist before is impossible, as there
would be no basis or sub-strate.” The same is
explained again in “How could a thing that
really exists arise from something that has no
real existence?”. What arises from a thing that
does not really exist must also be unreal, in the
same way as a thing that is made of mud has
the qualities of mud. This is the meaning. The
words, ‘origin from sat’, mean the association (of
sat) with a special state or condition which
renders it fit for certain specific purposes (vyavahara).

What has been said (so far) comes to this- The
same substance which, at first, was the cause. and
later became associated with a different state or
condition-the same substance is said to be the effeot.
The truth that is sought to be explained (in the con-
text of sadvidya is that, by knowing one (thing), all
(things) become known. This would be impossible on
the view that the effect did not exist before (in the
cause) asat karaya vada and for the following reason:-

! Chand-Up. 6—2—1. * Chand-Up. 6—2—2.
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The asat karya vadins (the Vaiseshilas)state that
there are three kinds of causes: the instrumental cause
(Nimaitta karana), the material cause (samavayi karana)
and (asamavay: karana) the action which produces
the effect or result. From these three, they say that
a new substance drarya with the name of a composite
or a whole consisting of parts (avayaram)is produced
as effect. It would follow (on this view) that the
effect is different from the cause. If so, by a know-
ledge of the cause, a knowledge of the effect could
not result. (The Vaiseshikas) might ask, “How can
you deny that the effect which is a composite or
whole consisting of parts is a new substance?’. The
answer is (as follows) :- “That the effect is a new
substance is denied on two grounds. What you
call a new substance is the same substance which
has acquired a new state or condition. The same
substance, having acquired a new state or condi-
tion, is called by a new name and serves a different
purpose. There is no need to postulate a new
substance, as we do not see a new substance.
Therefore, it has been stated that the cause it-
self is called an effect, when it has acquired a new
state or condition.”

NotE :—The Vaiseshikas argue as follows;— When a pot has to be
produced as an effect, three kinds of causes or antecedents are
necessary,— (1) the potter, his wheel, stick, efc. These are
called mnimitta karana or instrumental cause, (z) mud, the
material cause or (samavayi Rarana) and (3) the action
( asamavayi karana) by which the potsherds unite to become
the pot. They hold that the final result or Rarya is different as
substance from the mud as well as the potsherds.

Nore :(—The relevancy of Ramanuja’s argument in the paragraph given
above may not be clear at first sight. He maintains that the
Vedic text, 'This, my dear, had, at first, no existence’’ states
the view of the Vaiseshikas that the effect, namely, the world,
had no previous existence and that, in the process of creation,
Iswara created it anew. Ramanuja states that the refatation of
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this view which follows in the Sruti shows that the whole context
is a statement of the doctrine of asatkrya vada held by the
Vaiseshikas 2nd a refutation of it by the Syuss  itself.

Nork ;—Sankara, on the other hand, isof opinion that the passage in
question is a statement of the doctrine of the Madhyamska school
ol Buddhists, They maintain that whatever exists is only
momentary (kshanika ) and do not accept the view of the Advaitins
that sa¢is the Reality which is cternal and that all momentary
orother illusory appearances cannot occur unless there is 4 perma-
nent and real substrate. Advaitins think that, without a real
and permanent substrate like rope, no illusion such as of serpent
can take place. So, Sankara and his followers consider that the
Sruti is herc refuting not the Vaiseshikas, (as Ramanuja thinks),
but the Madhyamikas, who deny the existence of any permancnt
or eternal reality such as Brah:ran, All this knowledge is
presumed as known for the discussion which follows in the text of
Vadarthasangraha,

The Advaitin might here object and say:- The
Sruti here refutes asatharyavada or the doctrine
that the effect did not exist before in the cause
(or as the cause), in order to show that no illusion
can take place without a substrate or basis. For,
go it is. The single Reality (Brahman). which is
consciousness, when shadowed by avidya (ignorance
or nescience), is illusorily seen as the world.
This avidya requires, for its association or shadowing,
some thing that is real as the ultimate cause.
This view must be accepted and (it would follow
therefrom) that the passage in question refutes
the view that there is no such ultimate and real
cause as Brahman. This objection of the Advaitins
is not valid. The proposition that, by the know-
ledge of one, all things become known and the
illustrative example of mud show that the aim
(of this context, sadvidya) is to prove satkaryavada
(¢.e,) that the effect existed before as the ceause
and does not arise as a new substance, Further,
it is not possible, on the view of Advaitius, to
refute the Madhyamika doctrine that no permanent



3

substrate or basis is necessary for the occurrence
of an illusion. He who holds that the defect in
a conscious being is real and that this defect is
associated with some thing that is also real—for
him, illusory appearances like the city of the,
Gandarvas, mirage etc, are easy to explain. But,
he who considers that the defect (in perception)
is unreal and that the mind which has this
defect is also unreal, may well admit that, even
when the substrate or basis is unreal, illusions
might take place. Therefore, in the Advaitic system,
it is impossible to disprove the occurrence of
illusions without a (real or permanent) substrate.
In the clarificatory passages also, like “Brahman
is the true, the conscious, the infinite” and **“Brahman
is bliss (ananda),” it has already been pointed out
that only a Brahman with all manner of attributes
is referred to, since the purport of grammatical
apposition (samanadhikaranya) is not opposed to
the indication of a single object qualified by more
attributes than one.

(The Advaitin) might say:- In the text “Then
(comes) the instruction not so, not so. {(neti net:),”
there is a repeated denial (of the world). (We ask):
What is denied‘ here must be stated. The Advaitin
might reply:- ! ‘‘Brahman has two forms, tangible
and intangible” “ The world of two kinds—that with
(a visible material form (like earth and water)
and that with an (invisible) intangible form
like air, ether, efc.) is all denied here
as existing”. (We answer), “Having explained
what was previously not known as His form wiz,
that the world is the form of Brahman, it would-
be improper (for the S8ruti, immediately afterwards, to
deny it (as existing). “Better not to touch mire

* Taittiriya Br. 6. 1Br-Up 4-8-6. !Br-Up 4-3-6.
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at all than to wash it off after getting smeared
with it” says the proverh. What, then, it might
be asked, is the meaning of the negative sentence?
The author of the DBrakma Sutras has himself
stated the meaning (in 3—2—21). “The denial
is only of the possibility of limiting Brahman’s
nature to the two forms stated before in the context.
Therefore, the Sruti, after this denial of limitation
in two forms, procecds again to state (a number
of Brahman’s qualities). Immediately after the
sentence neti met!, the Sruti says, '“His name is
the True of the True, the individual souls are true and
He (Brahman) is the True, more true than they”.
Since, in this way a number of attributes are
declared of Brahman, it is only the limiting of
Brahman to what has bcen already stated that is
objected to (and not attributes). This is the
meaning of the Sutra.

The Advaitin might say (neha nanasti kinclana).
2There is no such thing as plurality (or the
manifold) here. In this and other Vedic sentences,
the denial of plurality alone is seen.” If it is
stated So, we answer:— *“Here also, immediately
afterwards, the Sruti says, “He has all under
His power, He rules over all’” This brings out
Brahman’s irresistible will and lordship over all.
The passage in question therefore means, “Iswara
has all things, sentient and non-sentient as his
body and is seen in all modes (or prakaras). He
is the Lord of all.” What is denied here is the
existence of anything other than those that have
Brahman as their soul and not the plurality that
Advaitins have in mind. This is the real meaning

! Br, Up. 4—8-—6.

* Br. Up. 6—4—19.
- * Br, Up. 6—4—22.
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of all such Srutis. Therefore, nowhere do we find
any Srut: which denies Brahman’s being qualified
with attributes.

Here ends the argument that the doctrine of
Brahman’s association with ignorance is against
the spirit of the Srutis.

The argument
that Brahman’s association with ignorance is also
against reason.

Further, the contention of the Advaitins that
Brahman is pure consciousness without any attri-
butes (or particularising features)and that, its real
nature being concealed by avidya (ignorance or
nescience), Brahman sees plurality imposed on it
(illusorily), this contention is untenable. Conceal-
ment means obstruction to luminosity. You do not
admit that Brahman, which is consciousness (light
or luminosity,) has any atéribute called luminosity
other than itself. If (you say) that there is obstruc-
tion or concealment of luminosity which is (Brahman),
it would mean that Brahman itself ceases to exist.
To say that consciousness (Brahman), which is a
synonym for luminosity, is eternal and, at the same
time, to say that this luminosity is concealed by
avidya is ochildish, (because it would be making
contradictory statements.). When it is said that
luminosity is concealed by avidya, it should mean
(one of two things)—obstruction to the origination
(utpatti) of luminosity or (obscuration or) destruction
of already existing luminosity., Since (it is held)
that luminosity is not a thing which has been newly
created, it would follow that luminosity already
existing perishes. (How then could it be said to be
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eternal?). If, on the other hand, it is maintained that
luminosity is eternal and unchanging, nothing could
be said to be concealed in Brahman by avidya, even
though the latter exists. To say that, owing to avidya,
Brahman suffers obscuration and sees plurality is
inconsistent. This position of the Advaitin is indeed
inexpressible, anirvachaniya, (not worth putting
forward) in the presence of thinking men.
Nors :—Advaitine say that avidya is n:ither an existent like Brahman
nor a non-existent like the flower in the sky, but a
thing that has an inexplicable or inexpressible (anirvackaniya)

existence, Ramanuja uses the word heze in a diffcrent
sense, meaning that their position is indeed indefensible,

But, sir, the Advaitin might say, “You have
also to postulate a self whose nature is knowledge
or consciousness and state that this consciousness
is self-luminous. When this self imagines that it
is a god and the like, it will have to be admitted
(by you also) that this self-luminosity undergoes
obscuration, for if there is self-laminosity, it would
be impossible to imagine the super-imposition on
itself of any other form (like that of god, man and
the like). Therefore, the untenability that you have
pointed out in our doctrine is common to you also.
Furthermore, the untenability pointed out by you
against us is only in relation to a single self (viz.,
Brahman), whereas, since you postulate an infinity
of souls (the jivatmas or individual souls), this untena-
bility will, in your case, have to be disproved in all
of them”.

To this we reply, “There is nothing difficult
for us to prove since we believe that the aim
of Vedanta is a knowledge of God or Brahman,
that Brahman is, by nature, freo from all imper-
fections, that He is solely of the nature of knowledge
and bliss, that He is the abode, by nature, of bound-
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less, unsurpassed, and innumerable noble qualities;
that Brahman has two regions of magnificence
(vibhuti), that of these two, one (mitya wvibhuti) is
infinite and untouched by the modifications or
changes due to time which is the accessory (nimitta)
cause of all modifications like the origin, conti-
nuance and perishing of all material things,
(Prakrita)-time which is subject to modifications
like nimesha, kashta, kala, muhurtha and other mea-
sures extending up to parardha, that the other region’
of magnificence (lila wvibhuti) consists of infinite
sentient beings, bound and free (baddha and mukta),
who are parts of Himself and, likewise, of all non-
sentient things which are subjeot to infinite, wonder-
ful and varied changes and which form the objects
of enjoyment for the sentient beings, that Brahman-
has all these as accessories for His sportful
activity (Lla); and that by being the inner ruler or
controller within them, He has all things as His
body and as His modes or attributes. We believe
also that the sources of our knowledge are the Vedas,
Rik, Yajus, Saman, and Atharvan, which are true
and consist of endless branches (sakha) and have come
down to us in a continuous oral tradition without
beginning and without end and that these Vedas find
their elucidation and elaboration (Upabrahmanam) in
the Purcnas and Dharmasastras, which are themselves
kased on the Vedas with their three parts, injunctions
(vidhi), explanations (arthavada)and hymns (mantra)
and which were composed by many sages capable
of realising Brahman—sages like Bhagavan Dvai-
payana (Vyasa), Parasara, Valmiki, Manu, Yagna-
valkya, Goutama, and Apastamba. For instance,
it has been said by Bhagavan Dvaipayana in the’
Mahabharata, “He who knows that I have no birth,
that I am always free from birth and that I am the
Bupreme Ruler of the world (he will be made pure of

10
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all sins)”. Bhagavad @ita Chapter 10, sloka 8. “In this
world there are two kinds of purushas or Jivas - kshara
and akshara. Kshara is the class of Jivas bound to
Bamsara. Akshara is the class of released souls (freed
from bondage). “There is a third kind of purusha,
who is different (from these two) and who is called
Paramatma (the Supreme Self) (in the Srutis). He
has entered into the three lokas and supports them as
their eternal Ruler”. Blagavad Gita Chapter 15,
Slokas 16, & 17.

Nots s— Lokas— The word here does not mean ‘ worlds'. but those
that are known by thc ¢pramanas as existing (i. e.) matter (the
non-sentient) and sentient beings who are either bound to
samsara or released from it,

“Time (which changes all things here) is itself
worn out there (in nitya vibhutt) (or the transcen-
dental world of Brahman) and has no control at all
there”. Mahabharata: Santiparva 196-9.

“Compared to that (transcendental world of
Brahman), these things (that we see) here are
hells.” Bantiparca 198-6. “All this of the name of
kshara from avyakta to visesha, which are subject
to change is for the sport of Hari.,” Santiparva 206-68.

*Krishna is indeed the origin of the worlds
and, likewise, of their dissolution. This universe
with all moving and non-moving things exists for
Krishna.” Tho phrase “for Krishna” means that
everything is for (the fulfilment of) His purposes.

And Bhagavan Parasara says:-

“The word ‘Bhagavan’ denotes, O Maitreya,
the Supreme Brahman, who is ever pure, for whom
exist the two (great) wvibkutis and who is the
(final) cause of all causes.” Vishnu Puranam

6, 5, 72.
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Jnana * (wisdom), power, strength, lordship,
prowess, splendour — these are, without any excep-
tion, expressed by the word “Bhagavan” without any
imperfections whatsoever.” Vishnupuranam 6-5-79

“0 Maitreya, this great word ‘“Bhagavan”
refers only to Vasudeva, who is the Supreme
Brahman”. Vishnupuranam 6-1-76.

‘To Him, this word is applicable both in its
etymological sense (yoya) and in its conventional
acceptance (roodi) and not for mere courtesy.
To others (it is applicable only) for courtesy’s sake”.
Vishnu Purana - (6-5-77). “That supreme goal
(parama padam) which goes by the name of Vishnu
has these attributes (of released souls)and is ever
the antithesis of all that is impure; it is eternal, all
pervasive, imperishable and free from all
inperfections”. Vishnu Puranam: 1, 22, 53.

“Time which has such modifications as %ala
and mulurtham is not the cause of any modifi.
cation in His transcendental world nitya vibhut:”.
Vishnu Puranam 4, 6, 84.

“Behold his activitles which are like those of a
child that plays” (ever spontaneous). Vishnu Purana:
1, 2, 18.

Manu also says:- “He (Brahman) controls
all and is more subtle than the subtlest”. (12-122).

Note-—* The six qualities or gunas of Bhagavani— (1) jnana
(Knowledge). (2) Aisvarya (Lordship) unimpeded wuctivity,
activity based on independence (3) Sakti (ability)—potency to
become the material cause of the world; also the power of bring.
ing about what appears impossible of being brought about
(4) bala (strength)— absence of fatigue, sustaining power
(5) Virya (virility)—changelessness in spite of being the

material cause of the world (6) tejas (splendour):
might, thc power to ovezcome others, ’



- And Yagnavalkya says “The purification which
results from a knowledge of God (Iswara) is
considered the greatest of all purifications”.

So also Apastamba: “All breathing things are
the city (body) of Him who takes His repose in the
cave’. The breathing things are the bodily structure,
constituted of the (five) elements, which has the Jiva
or the individual self as its soul.

“Well”, the Advaitin perhaps says, ‘“Wherefore
all this verbose declamation? The objection (pointed
out by me) has not been shown to be false”. Here
is the answer (to him) : — To us who hold this view
and who maintain that the self (or atman) which is
of the nature of knowledge or consciousness has by
nature an attribute which is also knowledge (dharma-
bhutajnana) and which, as the result of (past) karma
undergoes expansion (vikasa) or contraction (sam/locha)-
to us, this objection is easily disproved. According
to you (the Advaitin), luminosity is the nature (of
Brahman), and is not His attribute nordo you be-
lieve in its expansion or contraction. In our system,
karma and the like which are the factors that
cause obscuration prevent only the rise of the spread
of luminosity. The avidya (ignorance or nescience)
which you postulate is the cause of concealment or
obscuration. Ifso, it has already been pointed out
that the very being or nature (svarupa) of Brahman
would perish: whereas, for us, by (avidya), which is
really (past) karma, it is only the luminosity of
the attributive knowledge of the eternal self that
undergoes contraction (and not the very being or
nature of the self which 1is knowledge). By this
avidya or karma, arises the identification of the self
with (the body of) god, man and the like. Here
lies the difference between our two positions.
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Consider the following passage in Vishnu-
Puranam:— 6—7—61,62

“There is a third form of power called avidya or
past krama by which the power or sakt: called the
individual self (or Ashetragna) which is capable of
pervading all bodies is overpowered. (Being thus over-
powered by karma), the individual self, O king, becomes
subject to all the continuous ills of samsara (births
and deaths). The power of the individual self being
thus obscured, the attributive knowledge (dharma-
bhutagnan ) is seen, O king, in different degrees in
different beings.” The sloka thus shows how the
attributive knowledge of the individual self undergoes
contraction and expansion as a consequence of
avidya which is called karma.

Note:—Ramanuja brings forward, in his later work Sr»i Bhashya,
seven objections to the theory of the Advaitins that
Brahman is obscured by avidya. This argument that,
in their view, Brahman, which is luminosity, would
cease to exist if it were concealed or obscured is one
of them. They do not believe that Brahman possesses
any adribute which could be the object of obscuration,
without Iin any way affecting the substance or substrate
possessing the a:tribute, This is wusually called *the
untenability of concealment’ or (#rodkana anupapaiti).

2. Untenability of any form of description concerning
avidya (svarupanupapatti).

Again, on the explicit authority of the BSrutis
and by inference also from the teaching of unity
(between That and Thou, for example), you (the
Advaitin) postulate a ooncealing entity called
avidya (acchadika avidya) as a defect or fault which
causes the obscuration of the being of Brahman.
Binoce, according to you, this avidya (or ignorance
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or mnescience) is itself illusory like the
world, its appearance would also require an
explanatory cause in the form of a defect or
fault (in the same way as you postulate
the fault called avidya to explain the illusion of the
world). (This defect of avidya, by itself, cannot
explain its own illusory appearance). So, you will
have to postulate another defect to explain the
illusory avidya. If this defect were real, there
would be two entities, Brahman and the defect
and the central doctrine of unity (adraite) would
go to pieces. If, on the other hand, yousay that
this defect is unreal (aparamartha), it would re-
quire, for its own illusory appearance, another
defect (dosha) and so on. Thus, there would be
infinite regress in the argument (anavastha dosha).
To avoid these two undesirable results, you may
have to maintain that Brahman itself is the
cause of the illusory appearance of the (original)
avidya.

Nore:—The argument here is as follows:=~When Brahman sees the
world or prapancha whieh is illusory, it must be Gue to some fault
or dosha (for whcnever we see an illusory appearance, it is due
to some fault in us (defective vision, sic). So, the Advaitins
postulate a dosha or factor causing the illusion of the world and
call it avidya; but, since their doctrine declares that there
is only onc Real, namely, Brahman, this avidya too. has to be
stated by them to be illusory. Ramanuja asks **What is the doska
or fault owing to which this awvidya or illusion exists?'’. If~
you explain it by saying that there is some other dosha, it, too,
must be illusory so that Brahman might be the only Real and
that other dosha will have to be explained by stating its cause.
Thus, there would be an endless series of doshas, This is. the
infinite regress referred to (amavastha.) To avoid this, one of
the two explanations should be adopted by the Advaitinss that
Brahman itself is the cause of the illusory appearance (and not
avidya). This would, on the very face of it, be absurd> The
alternative explanation would be :-Tbe cause of the illusory
appearance of the world is avidya which is also illusory: but,
since avidya is beginningless or awadi, its cause should not be



asked for. Inthe Visishladvaitic system, Rarma is said to be
anadi and its cause is therelore not sought.-So also in regard
to advaitic avidya.

Even though (you maintain that) avidya is
beginningless and therefore requires no explanatory
defect as cause, the very circumstance of its being
illusory would imply that Brahman sees the illusion
as beginningless. Asyou do not admit any real
defect (paramartha dosha) for Brahman’s seeing this
illusory avidya, it would follow that Brahman would
itself be the cause of the (illusion). As Brahman is
eternal, the avidya would also be eternally there
and there would, on this view, be no such thing as
release from the bondage of avidya.

Refutation of the theory that there is only a Singla Jiva.
(Eka jiva vada)

The same argument is enoagh to disprove another
dootrine of the Advaitins, namely: “One only of all the
bodies (that are seen) has a self within it; the other
bodies have no souls like the bodies or beings that
are seen in dreams. In dreams, only the body of
the person that dreams has a self within it;
the other bodies seen by him in his dream are just
bodies created (by his imagination) and have no souls,
being illusory bodies”, (This doctrine is ocalled the
doctrine of a single individual self eka jiva vada).
Since, according to Advaita, the individual self as
apart from Brahman as well as all bodies are just
false or imaginary creations of Brahman, it would
follow that the existence of a self Jiva even in one
body 'is: illusory in the same way as all the
bodies are illusory; there is no special reason to hold
that one body.alone. is peculiar and has a self
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in it (while all others have none.) According to our
system, on the other hand, the person that dreams
finds that his body aud the existence of the self in it
are not contradicted on waking, while the other
bodies (seen in his dream) and the souls imagined
in them during the dream are contradicted (as
they do not persist). So, they are all illusory;
his own body and the existence of the self in it
are real (paramartha). This is the difference
between the view of the Advaitins and ours.

3. Untenability of the cessation of avidya
(Nivritti Anupapatti)

Further, how indeed is the cessation of avidya
caused and what is the nature of this cessation?
This has to be examined. The knowledge of
unity (that all is Brahman) and (that the Jiva and
Brahman are one (TatTvam Asi) is said to cause
the cessation. You might say that the cessation
of avidya has the form opposed to that called
inexpressible or indescribable (anirvachaniya), since
avidya itself is neither sa¢ (real, like Brahman)
nor asat (unreal, like the flowerin the sky) nor both
sat and asat and is therefore inexpressible. If you
say so, what is opposed to that which is in-
expressible or indescribable must be expressible
(or ocapable of description) nirvachaniya. If it
i8 eXxpressible, is it saf (real) or unreal (asaf) or
both real and unreal? There could not be any
other alternative. If you hold that this cessation
of avidya (nivritti) is something other than Brahman,
there would be two entities that are real wiz.
Brahman and cessation of avidya. This would be,
against the doctrine of unity and would be possible.
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only as caused by awvidya, (which) therefore would
not have ceased to exist. If, on the other hand,
you hold that the cessation of avidya is itself
Brahman, since Brahman already existed, the
cessation of avidya must have occurred even
before the knowledge acquired from Vedanta
(that all is Brahman). Your doctrine that
the knowledge of unity (that Brahman alone
really exists) causes cessation (of avidya) and
that samsara or bondage is due to the absence of
that knowledge would then find its contradiction.

4. Untenability of the knowledge of unity obtained
from Vedanta causing the cessation of avidya
(nivartaka anupapatti).

Furthermore, since even the knowledge which
causes the cessation of avidya is (illusory and)
of the nature of avidya, the Advaitin has to explain
by what means that knowledge, too, would cease
to exist. He might state in reply, “This knowledge
which causes the cessation of avidya removes all
differences other than itself and then perishes of
itself, since all knowledge is momentary. As illus-
trative examples, the Advaitins might cite the forest-
fire and the poison which destroys the effects of
poison”. But this cannot be (a proper reply). Since
this knowledge which causes cessation of avidya
is other than Brahman, its being, origin and
destruction are illusory (according to Advaitic
dootrine), If its destruction is illusory, the avidya
which causes the cessation of the previous avidya
still stands and a remedy for this illusion of
destruction which is the same as an existing avidya
will' have to be thought of. In the case of the

11
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forest-fire and the like, their destruction must
necessarily mean a succession of new states different
from those that respectively precede them.

Noto:—Advaitins hold that Brahman is itself knowledge (satyam, jnanam,
anantam). But this knowledge, which is Brahman, could not
be maintained as capable of removing avidya. For since Brahman
always exists, the cessation of avidya would be eternal and there
could be no avidya at all and consequently no appearance of the
world. So they have to state that the knowledge obtained from
the sources of knowledge like Vedanta could alone lead to the
cessation of avidya. But since this knowledge is other than
Brahman, itisillusory and caused by avidya. The knowledge
which is Brahman, Advaitins say, is of a different kind from the
knowledge obtained by perception, inference, verbal testimouy
and the like.

Note:—The forest-fire and the poison which destroys poisn :-
Advaitins illustrate the point thus; The forest.fire
consumes every inflammable thing in the forest and when there is
nothing more to burn, perishes of itself. So also thi+ knowledge
of unity removes all illusory appecarances and then perishes of
itselfe The poison administered by the physician to counteract
the effects of poison in the body destroys the poison and then
ceases of itself and does not affect the body.

5. Untenability of assigning to any knower this
knowledge of unity which causes the cessation of avndyr
Jnatranupapatti.

Besides this knowledge which denies the
reality of all things other than Brahman, which
is pure oconsciousness (chinmatra), it has to be
stated by the Advaitin who the knower is. If it
is said that the knower is the Jiva or individual self
falsely super-imposed on Brahman, it would be
illogical; for this illusory superimposition (adhyasa)
“(of the individual self) is the thing to be removed or
denied and is therefore the objeot (%arma) of the
aotion to be effected by the knowledge of unity.
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Since it is the object, it cannot, at the same time,
be the subject who owns that knowledge (i.e.) if
cannot be the knower. If, on the other hand,
Brahman itself is stated to be the knower, what
is the nature of this ‘knowership’ in Brahman? Is
it real in Brahman’'s nature? Or is it an illusory
super-imposition? If the latter, then this illusory
superimposition and the avidya which causes it
will stand unaffected by the knowledge of
unity which removes the original avidya,
because they are not within the scope of
that knowledge. If you admit another
knowledge which could dispel this (second), avidya
there would be a further difficulty. This knowledge,
too, would require the three essentials (¢ripuiti) of all
knowledge, viz., a knower, a thing to be known, and
the action of knowing. The question wonld then arise
“Who is its knower?” and thus you will be landed
in infinite regress (anavastha.) Without these three
essentials (knower, knowing and what is known),
there could be no such thing as knowledge at all.
For knowledge is that which illumines something to
a knower. If you hold that this knowledge of unity
which dispels avidya has none of these three essen-
tials, it would be like the knowledge, which is Brah-
man (for that is mere consciousness without the
triputt and like that knolwedge, it would be
incapable of dispelling avidya. If, on the other
hand, you accept the former position, viz., that
Brahman itself is really the knower, then you
will have come to accept our position. namely,
that Brahman is not mere consciousness or knowledge,
but is also the knower who has knowledge as an
attribute of His.

If you should state that the knowership of
the knowledge of unity whioch dispels avidya is also.
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among the targets to be dispelled, it would be funny.
For when it is stated that everything except the
ground was out down by Devadatta, it would be
ridiculous to include in the action of being cut
down, the action of cutting, the person who euts,
and that which is cut down.

Not1r:i—Advaitins hold that Brahman is mere chit or consciousness.
They do not admit any attribute in Brahman such as knowledge or
being a knower, Visishtadvaitins, on the other hand, hold that
Brahman is of the nature of consciousness or jnana and is, at the
same time, the possessor of the attstbute,of knowing (i. e.) He is
also the knower (jnata).

Norsi—Though Advaitins state that Brahman is knowledge or
consciousness, they maintain that this knowledge which is
Brahman (svarupa) cannot dispel avidya. Avidya can be dispelled,
according to them, only by the kind of knowledge which is
derived from avy ore of the sources of knowledge (Pramana janya
jnana) sense,-perception, inference, or verbal testimony (Sastra).

6. Untenability due to the lack of efficient means for
dispelling illusory appearance.
(Samagri Anupapatti)

~ Moreover, by what means is produced this
knowledge of unity which, you say, enables one to
realise that Brahman alone is real and that all
differences that we perceive in the world are
1llusory? This bas to be carefully oconsidered. If
it is said “By the Sru¢i itself”, it cannot be (a
proper answer). (According to your system),
everything except Brahman is the creation of
amdya. Therefore, it would follow that the Sruis,
which are different from Brahman, cannot dispel
the illusory appearance of the world, being them-
selves the products of avidya (ignorance). For
example, the illusion that the rope is a serpent
avhich .is caused by some defect or fault (in
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perception, cannot be dispelled by the knowledge
“This is a rope and not a serpent”, when this
knowledge comes from a defective or unsound
source. When the fear due to the illusion of the
serpent in the rope persists, if a person of un-
sound mind were to cry out aloud, “This is a
rope and not a serpent”, his words would not
dispel the illusion, so long as his mental un-
soundness is known and the fear arising from the
illusion, too, will not vanish. The man who
knows that everything except Brahman is illusory,
even when he hears the words of the Srut:i (that
Brahman alone is real) knows that the Sruts,
being different from Brahman, is the product of
illusion. Therefore, the knowledge imparted by
the Srut: that Brahman alone is real cannof
dispel his avidya or ignorance.

If you say “The knowledge of unity which
dispels avidya, Sastra. or Scripture which provides
that knowledge, and, so also, the person who has
that knowledge are all illusory and false, since
they are different from Brahman”, then, indeed,
the illusory nature of the world and the
disappearance of the world in mukt: would become
false. This would only come to mean that the world
isreal. Suppose a person dreams that some one
in the dream tells him that his father is dead and he
afterwards comes to know that it was all a dream,
he would then realise that the knowledge imparted to
him in the dream about his father’'s death is false
and that his father is realy alive. Texts in the
Sruti like “That Thou art” cannot contradict the
reality of the world, because these words are
caused by illusion, just like the words contradicting.
the reality of the serpent in the rope when used by a
msan of unsound mind.. . . . .. . L
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“But”, the Advaitin might say, “when some fear
persists in a dream, if a knowledge arises, even
during the dream, that it is a dream, the previous
fear is seen disappearing. In the same way, here
also (the knowledge imparted by the illusory Srut:
may dispel the erroneous notion due to avidya)’. It is
not so. During the dream itself, if it is known that
this, too, is a dream, the fear is seen to recur again.
8o, there is no difference of any kind between the
dream which contradicts and the dream which is
contradicted. It has been already stated that even
while we listen to the Sruti, we are aware (according
to the Advaitin) that the Srufs is as illusory as
dreams.

It is sometimes stated by Advaitins that though
the scripture (sastra) is false or illusory, being the
product of delusion (or error), it declares that
Brahman exists and is without a second and with-
out any attribute and that the existence of
Brahman and its being without any attribute are
true because they are not contradicted afterwards.
This statement, too, cannot hold good. For the
existence or reality of Brahman is contradicted
by (a school of Buddhists), who declare that
reality is non-existent (soonya), If the Advaitin
says that this contention of the Buddhists
is due to error or delusion, it may be replied.
“You have yourself stated that the words in the
sruti, ‘“Brahman is real and without a second”
are due to illusion (or avidya)’. The contention
that there is nothing really existing (not even
Brahman) has the superiority of having no
later contradiction. Both the Buddhist who
does not believe in the reality of anything and the
Advaitin who contends that everything = except
Brahman is unreal are equally unfit, in the opinion:
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of the wise, to be controversialists, sinee neither of
them aceepts the truth of any authority (or pramana)
which oould prove their contention to be right, I
has been said:- Disputation is at all possible only
with those who accept the truth of the sources of
knowledge (pramana). It is no use arguing with one
who does not believe in the reality of anything.

Note;—LATER CONTRADICTION.—It is only if we know beforehand
what is meant by the term ‘‘tree * that we can say afterwards
“This is not a tree’’. So. the knowledgce of an object precedes its
denial. The denial which is experienced later supersedes the
knowledge of the existencc of the object. When one text in the
Sruti says *'The world exists’’, the Advaitin, on the authority
of another sruti, says ‘It docs not exist, only Brahman exists’,
and contends that the denial of the world, being later, supersedes
the sruii which speaks of the world as existing and real. On the
same line of rcasoning, Ramanuja says, it would follow that the
statement of the Advaitin that Brahman is real finds its
supersession in the sunyavidin’s statement that “there is nothing at
all that is real’’. This proposition would have to be considcred as
true, because there could be no later contradiction of it at all.

Furthermore, on what authority (pramana) do you
establish the unreality of the world given in sense
perception (pratyalksha)? The Advaitin may say,
“Perception arises from a defect or fault (dosha).
8o, what sense perception brings before us can be

explained away otherwise (as due to faults or
imperfections), whereas Scripture or Sastra, which

ig faultless and which could not be explained away
otherwise, should be considered as superseding
perception”, If he says so, (weask), “By what
fault (dosh1) does perception reveal to us
(the world so full of) endless differences? If you
say in reply, perception is tainted by the false
notion of differences which has  persisted
from beginningless time”, we reply, “The same
fault is seen also in scripture (which, too,
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recognises differences). How, then, ‘do you
establish the superiority of Scripture over percep-
tion (as a source of knowledge) and state that it is
oontradicted by the teaching of Scripture? As a mat-
ter of fact, perception and Scoripture have different
provinces and cannot therefore conflict with each
other. Perception is concerned with apprehending
elements like akasa’ (ether) and air (vayx) and
things having varied configurations like those of
men endowed with senses such as those of hearing
and touch.

Scripture or sastra, on the other hand, treats of
what cannot be apprehended by perception, viz., the
nature of Brahman, His being the innermost soul

of all, His being the Reality and His being endowed
with countless attributes, the ways of worshipping

and meditating on Brahman, and the various benefits
accruing from His grace, such as attaining Him, and
likewise also, the punishments that will be incurred
by doing things displeasing to Him, (As they
concern themselves with entirely different matters,
there connot be any conflict between sense perception
and Sastra). You too, admit that Scripture which is a
superior authority has no beginning and no end and
has the merit of a continuous tradition (regarding
the text). You should necessarily admit also the
reality of what is given to us by sense perception
(pratyaksha).

Enough of this refutation of flimsy fleece-
like arguments brought forward by perverse minds
which are thrown and swept away by the strong
gale of hundreds of passages in the Srutus.
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Refutation of Bhaskara’s system of Bhedabheda. -

Note:—The school of Bhaskara holds that there is no difference in reality
(or by nature) (svabhavena) between the Supreme Self (Brahman)
and the individual self (Jivatma), bnt that, owing to the
limitations imposed by Upadhis (conditioning or limiting
adjuncts) like the body and the senses, Brahman assumes the
forms of Jivas« When the Upadhs vanishes, the Jiva beccomes
Brahman, So Brahman and Jiva are both different and none
different from each other. In their doctrine, the Upadhi is not
unreal and this (among other things) distinguishes them from the
Advaitins).

According to the second view (or school of
thought), there is nothing ether than Brahman and
the Upadhis. Since the [padiis are said, in this
system, to be associated only with Brahman, all
the imperfections due to the Upadlis such as the
body and the senses) would affect Brahman also.
The texts in the Srutis saying that Brahman is
free from all faults and imperfections and the
like would then be contradicted. The Bhaskarites
might defend their position by saying “Ether
(akasa) is all - pervasive, but the ether confined to
a pot and the like is looked upon as different
from the all - pervasive ether elsewhere and as
possessing different attributes; neither the good
qualities nor the bad qualities in the ether within
the pot become associated with the extensive ether
elsewhere. In the same way, the faults and
imperfections of the individual self (Jiva) who is
marked off from the rest (of Brahman) by the
differences due to the Upadiis may =not affect
Brahman”. If it is so stated, it cannot be
considered convincing. HEther akasz is not a
composite with parts (avayart) and cannot,
therefore, be cut off or marked off into two or
more parts. So, the pots and other things are
conneoted only with the all - pervasive ether.

12
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Likewise, Brahman is incapable of being divided
(into parts) and the Upadhis must be connected
with Brahman itself., (and not any part of it.)
The Bhaskarite might say, *“The region of ether
which is connected with the pot is different from
the other region of it (not so connected)’. We
reply:- “Ether is a single (non-composite) thing
and becomes connected with the pot and the like
by means of a part or region in it. So, when
the pot is moved (from one place to another),
it is some other region (that becomes connected),
and thus there is no fixity of region, Similarly,
there is no fixity in the region of Brahman (which
becomes connected with Upadhis, When the Upadiii
moves, the part of Brahman (newly) connected
with the Upadht becomes differentiated from the
part or region not (now) connected with it. So,
you (the Bhaskarite) would be forced to admit that,
at one moment, when connected with Upadhzs,
Brahman is bound in samsara and that, at another
moment, when the Upadli has moved away, it has
attained release (or moksha). An admission of this
kind would be ridiculous in the eyes of impartial
thinkers.

The Bhaskarite might argue as follows:-
“Although ether (akasa) is non-composite and
therefore without parts, ether is considered as the
sense (organ of hearing) and it is wusual to
distinguish between that region which is called the
sense of hearing and the rest of ether which is not
the organ of hearing. In the same manner, it may
be possible to distinguish between Brahman with
Upadhi and Brahman without Upadhii.,” But this
argument is fallacious. It is only the region of
the ether which is connected with the cavity of
the ear modified by a special kind of air that is
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called the sense of hearing, Though there is no
distinguishing  feature  between this region
of ether and the rest of ether, it may be
proper to distinguish it as the sense of
hearing. When the bodies (of beings) 1nove, all
regions of ether contact them without any fixed
rule or restriction (niyama). So also Upadlis (while
moving) contact all regions of Brahman without any
restriction or reservation. We have explained the
distinction between the region of ether called
the sense of hearing and the rest, assuming (for the
moment) that ether, as such, is the sense of hearing.
As a maftter of fact, however, ether does not form
the sense of hearing at all. Vedic scholars hold
that the eleven senses arise from the principle or
‘real’ (tattva) called Vaikarika Ahankara. For
instance, Bhagavan Parasara says:—

“It is {sometimes) said that the senses arise
from Taijasa Alankara. But the ten senses (devak)
with the mind as the eleventh are truly vaikarikas”.

This is the meaning of the sloka:~ Ahankara
(one of the 25 reals) is of three kinds: Vaikarika,
Taijasa and Bhutadi which are respectively called
also Sattvika. Rajasa and Tamasa. The sage (Parasara)
states that, from the Tamasa Ahankara or Bhutadz,
the five elements like ether are produced. He then
cites the opinion of others that the eleven senses are
produced from Tatjasa Ahankara and indicates his
own opinion that the senses arise from saftvika
ahankara and that the senses are therefore vaikarikas.
The word devah in the sloka means the senses.
Similarly, in the Mahabharata, it is stated that the
senses are nourished (or strengthened) by the
elements. Even if it is held that the senses are
modifications of the five elements, the Bhaskarite
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contention does not gain anything. The senses
are distinguished from the elements as being their
modifications, in the same way as the body is
distinguished from the five elements out of which
it is built up. This cannot be said to Le true of
the Jira, who is not a modification or evolute of
Brahman (parinama), because the Sruti says that
Brahman is without any modification or change
(nirvikara). Therefore, since Brahman is indivisible,
without parts and without changes or modifi-
cations, it would (on the view of the school
of Bhaskara) be impossible to disprove the
presence of innumerable imperfections due to con-
tact with the upadhis. Those who are well-versed
in the Sastras have thercfore scant regard for this
Bhedablieda system, which could be accepted only
by those who are guided by mere faith,

Further, you (Bhaskarites) hold that Brahman's
essential nature (svarupa) evolves into non-sentient
things (achetana). This is opposed to the sruis
which declares that Brahman is without any changes
or modifications (nirvikara.) If you maintain, (in
order to avoid this difficulty) that it is not Brahman
which evolves into non-sentient things but that
His sakti or power undergoes the evolution, we ask,
“What is this sak#:? Is it a modification (or evolute)
of Brahman?; or is it something not different from
Brahman? In either case, it would follow, on your
view, that Brahman itself undergoes change
(which is against the sruts:).

Notes~—According to the Sankhya system, there are 25 reals or
(tattvas) beginning with prakriti or matter in its un-evolved
state and ending with  purusha or the individual self, Prakriti
.evolves into mahkat, the next to evolve is ahankara, which is one of
the evolutes from primordial matter. It is this ahankara that

. -ig referred to above, The word ahankara also means sgeism or
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arrogance, but this has nothing to do with the ahankara referred to
in the text above, The Vedantins adopt such of the conventions
of the Samkhyas as are not in conflict with their system,

Nowe;— The eleven senses: five Jnarendriyas or senscs affording
knowledge, wviz sight, hcaring, touch, smell and tastc; five
karmendrivas or sensesused in action, viz, speech, hand, foot,
arms, thh organ of 1eproduction; the cleventh sensc is the
mind.

Refutation of Yadavaprakasa's Bhedabheda.

Note;—In Yadavaprakasi's system as in Bbaskara's, the world is
real, the Scripture is not illusory error. The Bhaskarites hold
that the Jiva becomes Brahman in moksha (when freed from
Upadhi) and that the difference between them (during samsara)
isdueto wupadhi. By nature or in rcality, they arc not
different from cach other. The difference is merely due to
Upadhi. Inregard to achst or nonsentient things and Brahman,
both difference and non-diffcrence arc natural svabhavika. Yadava-
prakasa, on the otherhand, holds that a portion (or sakti) of
Brahman changes or evolves into the individual self and that,
even in moRsha, the individual self remains different from Brahman,
So, both difference and non-difference between (hi¢ and Brahman
are natural as between ackét and Brahman,

In the third view (thatof Yadavaprakasa) it
is maintained that the individual self and Brahman
are both really different and non-different. It is
also held that Brahman becomes the individual
self. If so, the individual self is different from
Brahman only to the extent that Saubhari’s many
bodies taken by him at the same time were
different from one another (i. e ) having only one
soul among them), and in the same way as the
several avatars of Iswara (Vishnu) were different
from one another (all of them having, however, the
quality of being Iswara). From this, it would
follow that that the imperfections of the individual
gelf would be only of Iswara. This is what it
comes to saying:- The school of Yadavaprakasa
maintains that Iswara, by His own substance
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(svarupa), assumes different forms like those of gods,
men, animals and plants and is their soul. If this
position is taken up, just as all actions such as
the holding of water which pertain to pots, dishes
and the like made of a single lump of mud belong to
mud itself, even so, all the pleasures and pains
of all the Jivas would pertain to Iswara himself,
(The followers of Yadavaprakasa) might argue:-
“That part of the mud which has been left over
after the making of pots, dishes and the like is
not associated with any action (like the holding of
water). In the same way, that part of Iswara
which is not used up in the evolution of such
individual souls as gods, beasts and men is the
abode of omniscience, omnipotence and other
such auspicious qualities”. True, but this would
imply that one part (amsa) of Iswara has an
abundance of auspicions qualities, while another
part is full of imperfections, since both have the
quality of being Iswara. If they reply, ‘“The two
parts are distinguished or differentiated from each
other”’, we ask, “What do you gain thereby?. It
does not behove Iswara to be eternally subject to
ills in one part, though, in another part, there is
happiness. It is like Devadatta having one arm
smeared with sandal paste and adorned with
bracelet, armlet and ring, while the other arm of the
same (Devadatta)is beaten with a wooden mortar
and put into the flames of an all-consuming fire.
That would be the condition of Iswara. This variety
of Bhedabheda is even more blasphemous than the
Advaitic view that Brahman is associated with
ajnana or ignorance, for, according to Bhadabheda,
this unbounded suffering is real (and not illusory
as in advaita) and insurmountable as individual
souls are innumerable (and not single as in advatta)
If the Yadavaprakasa school say, “Therefore we hold
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that this part (amsa), namely, the individual self,
is different in nature from Brahman”, they will
have come to our way (of thinking)., The objection
pointed out (‘'so far) will arise only, if it is held that
the substance (starupa) of Iswara himself changes
into the Jiva and is identical with the Jira. If,
like ourselves, they say that the relationship between
Iswara and the individual soul is that between the
soul and the body, there cannot bc any such objec-
tion. Far from there being any objection, a num-
ber of great qualities like thec control of all indivi-
dual souls will have become explained in Iswara.
The grammatical apposition or co-ordination
samanadhikaranya in “That Thou Art” will be direct
and not indirect or figurative (lakshana).

Further, it has already been stated that the
same thing cannot be both different and non-
different (from another) as they would be oontra-
dictory to each other. If the pot is different from
the cloth, the pot cannot exist in the cloth. If the
pot is not different from the cloth, the pot is in the
cloth, The existence and the non-existence of the
same object at the same time and in the same
place are contradiotory of each other, The Bledableda
schools might say, “As genus (Jat:), the cow with
broken horns may exist in the cow without
horns; cowness may exist but as an individual
(vyakts) it may not exist in it”. We reply:- “ If the
genus is stated to be not different from the indivi-
dual, it would follow that in the cow with broken
horns, the cow without horns would be present
(for both are the genus ‘cow’). This would be
against reason. If the genus is held as both
different end non-different (bhinnabiinna) from the
individual, owing to non-difference, the genus Jat:
(cowness) should be present in the cow with broken
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horns and owing to difference, it would not be
present (in the cow with broken horns), in the same
way as buffaloness is not present in the horse.

Note:—JATI AND VYAKTII :

In the Bhedabheda system, Brahman is different from the Jiva
and, at the same time wpot different from the Jiva. If you ask,
**How can a thing be both different and non-different from
another?'’, thc followers of that system reply: ‘ There is nothing
inconceivable in this. Take the following example :— A cow
with horns, a cow without horns and a cow wita broken horns.
All of them belong to the genus or Jati ‘“cow’’. That is. all the
three of them have *‘cowness’’ in common, though, as
individuals (vyakii), they are different {rom one another.
There is no dlfference between the cow with horns and the cow
without horns, if you consider them irom the point of view of
their jati or genus, for they have all ‘‘ cowness ” At the same
time as individuals vyak¢i, they are ditfcrent from each other.
So, there is both difference and non-diffcrence amoag them
(bheda and abheda).

In refuting this argument, Ramainuja asks;— */(1) Do you mean
to say that the genus, Jasi and the individual, wvyikts are not
different from each other? It so, the cow with broken horns mnust
be preseat in the cow with horans, for, they have both tbe genus
or Yati *‘cowness’;(2) Or do you mean tosay that Ja% and
Vyakti are both difterent and pon-different from each other?
If you hold this second view. certain absurdities will result. 1f
they are different, the cow with broken horns cannot be in the
cow with horns; if they are not difterent, the one must be
present in the other. This is as absurd as saying that the
buffalo is preseant in the hoise. How can two contraries be the
same ?

The genus (or Jat:) is really a mode (prakara)
or attribute of the thing, being the common
configuration of the object. ~ The mode or attrribute
is different from the object possessing the mode
or attribute. It has already been stated that
the mode or attribute (prakara) is inseparable
from the object possessing the (prakara) or mode and
incapable of becing apprehended apart from
it. .and that the oconfiguration (samsthana) is
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present as a mode or attribute in more objects than
one. The idea “This is the person seen before as
that” arises from the mode being common to both
as in the perception: “This man, ¢oo, has a stick”,
It is this mode, which is genus and the like, that
is called bheda or differentiating feature, The
association with this differentiating feature is the
cause of the object being considered as different
(from others). In the same way as knowing an
object (samvedana) is the cause of the object
being designated and talked about and is also
the cause of the knowledge itself being desig-
nated and talked about, the genus is the cause
of the object (vyakti) being talked about and also of
itself (genus)being designated and talked about.
By this same argument, the contention that sense
perception apprehends mere existence (sat) and not
differentiating features (bheda) stands refuted. For
perception apprehends the object only as possessing
the genus or configuration. It is this genus or
configuration that reveals the object having the
genus or configuration and is also the cause of
differences being designated. The objection to the
view that the substance (svarupa) of Brahman is
modified into non-sentient beings (achit) has already
been dealt with.

Here ends the refutation of rival systems of
philosophy.

13



A detailed exposition of Visishtadvaita

“He who stands on the earth and is within
‘the earth, whom the earth is not aware of, to
whom the earth is the body and who controls
the earth from within—He is your atma (soul),
the inner Ruler, who is immortal”. Brihadaranyaka
Upanishad (Kanva recension). “‘He who stands on
the atman (soul) and who is within the aiman,
whom the atman is not aware of, to whom the
atman (soul) is the body and who controls the
atman from within—He is your atma (soul), the
Inner Ruler, who is immortal”. Brihadaranyaka
Upanishad: (Madhyandina recension).

“He who moves about within the earth, to
whom the earth is the body and whom the earth
is not aware of”’ and the like (Suhalopanishad)
“He who moves about within the akshara (atman
or soul) to whom the akshara is the body and
whom the akshara is not aware of.” (Subalopanishad).
“He who moves about within Death, to whom Death
is the body and whom Death is not aware of.”
(Subalopanishad). “He is the inner soul of all
beings and is untouched by (their) imperfections.
He is the supreme Deity, Narayana. who is without
a second’’. (Subalopanishad )

“Two birds with similar qualities and mutually
attached to each other rest on the same tree.
One of them (the Jiva) eats the ripe fruit, while
the other (the Supreme Self) shines without eating
it”’. ( Mundaka Upanishad).

Note:—The *tree’ is the body; the fruitis the result of Aarma.

“He has entered within all persons and controls
them (from within). He is the soul of all.
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(Aranyaka 8-20-4.) “He created it; having created
it, He entered into it (the J7va); having entered
into it, He became Saf, the individual self which
remains ever the same without any change and
also tyat, the non-sentient, which is subject to
change. Though He became the chit and the
achit, He never changed but was always satyam,
the unchanging truth”. (Taittiriya Upanishad.)

“I will enter with the Jiva as his atma or
soul and will create the various forms and give
them their names”. (Chlandogya Upwnishad 6-3-2).
“The Jiva or individual self realises that the Supreme
Self directs him (in the wheel of samsara) and
that he is the object of direction different from
the Supreme Self that directs. By winning the
grace of the Supreme Self thereby, he attains
immortality.” (Svetasvitara Upanishad-1-1-2). “Having
realised the one who experiences (pleasures and
pains), that which is the object of experience and
Him who directs all, I have described to thee the
three-fold nature of things”, (Svetasvatara Upanishad
-1-25). “The Eternal of Eternals, the Soul of all
souls, He who fulfils the desires of many, being
Himself single”. (Kata Upanishad (2-5-13). “He is
the Lord of matter and souls and the possessor
of qualities”. ‘“He whose knowledge has no limits
and he whose knowledge is limited, the Ruler and
the Ruled”. Svetasvetara Upanishad 6-83 & 1-17), From
hundreds of such texts in the srutis and so also,
by . their elucidations and explanations such as (the
following):-

“The whole world is Thy body; the stability
of the earth is dependent on Thee . (The Ramayana)-
6-(20-24) . S T



104

“Whatever is created by whomsoever it may be,
Hari is the cause of it all and every one (of these
creations) is His body”. (Vishnu Puranam 1-22-35).

“I am, O Arjuna, the soul of all beings and
abide within their hearts. I am seated in the
heart of every one. From me arise memory, perception
and their loss as well.” (Bhagavad Gita-1020);
—from these and other such utterances of Valmiki,
Parasara, and Vyasa who stand in the front rank
of those who know the real meaning of the Vedas,
we learn that the Supreme Brahman is the soul
of all and that everything, sentient and non-sentient,
(chit and achit), is His body. The body being the
inseparable attribute of the soul which owns the body
is therefore its prakara or mode. Therefore, the word
denoting the body denotes also the soul whose
prakara or mode the body is. *Though the body and
the soul have different attributes, the two do not get
mixed up with each other. Since Brahman has
everything as its body, all grammatical appositions
or co-ordinations (samanadhikaranya) (like “That
_Thou Art” and “All this is Brahman”) which reveal
the magnificence of Brahman, refer to Brahman who
has all sentient and non-sentient things as his
prakara (mode) directly without any lakshana.

#Note ,~THOUGH THE BODY AND THE SOUL HAVE DIFFERENT
ATTRIBUTES :—

We see, in the world, things with different qualities getting
mixed up. A log of wood exposed in a salt pan gets coated with
salt in a short time. But no such mixing up takes place in the case
of Brahman and the world of sentient and non-sentient things,
because of the unique greatness or splendour of Brahman,

Grammatical co-ordination (samanadhikaranya)
is said to be present, when two words refer to the
same object in two different ways and this oco-
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ordination is direct (or without laksharna) and literal
in our interpretation. Thus it is; in the co-ordination
or apposition “That Thou Art”, ‘That’ refers to
Brahman the (material) cause of the world, the abode
of all auspicious qualities, (the one) who is free
from all imperfections. The word “Thou” that
enters into the co-ordination refers to the Inner
Ruler within the Jiva who has the Jwra as His
body, who is the soul of His body which is
the Jiwa, and who has that body as His
mode or inseparable attribute. In the interpretations
of other systems, there is no such (direct) apposition
and Brahman becomes involved also in faults or
imperfections.

This is what it comes to mean:- (In the Srutis
and the 8mritis) Brahman is declared to be of a parti-
cular nature. This particilar nature of Brahman
persists in all states or conditions. So, in all
these states, this manifold and varied world
consisting of sentient and non-sentient things
exists either in the gross or in the subtle
form. Only then can the text “I will become
the many” have any real meaning. Therefore, it
follows that all sentient and nonsentient things
chit and achit exist as configurations or inseparable
attributes of Brahman who is in the different con-
figurations as ocause and as effect.

Note ;=~GROSS AND SUBTLE: Before creation or srishts, the world is
in a subtle state. After srishti it assumes a gross manifestation.

At this an objection might be raised that only
the genus and the qualities (of a thing) and not &
substance (dravya) are usually seen as attributes.
These attributes are always connected with that
thing as its configuration or mode and answer to the
words “of this kind”. A substance (dravya) which
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can stand by itself (independent of others) cannot
rightly be considered as an attribute or mode of
Iswara answering to the words (of this kind) so that
there may be grammatical co-ordination between
them. Well, the reply is as follows:- Even substances
like the stick and the ear-ring are often seen as
attributes of another substance (say, a man) (as when
we speak of a man with a stick or with an ear-ring).

Note :—The objection stated by thinkers of other schools is to
this effect, The Jiva is a substance and Iswara is also a substance.
How can one substance (dravya) be an atribute of another
substance (dravya) so that the two may be put in grammatical
co=ordination (samanadhikaranya) witn each other im * That
Thou Art”.?

Note (—GENUS - QUALITY : ‘cow’ refers to an individual, 'cowness’
is the genus /jati) which is in all cows. ‘“White or Whiteness"
is a quality in chalk, which is a substance having the quality.
Here genus and cuality are easily seen as attributes to substances;
but how can a substance be an attribute of another substance ?
This is the objection raised.

But this answer might be said to be unsatis-
factory and the objector might say, “When one sub-
stance, such as stick and ear-ring, which ocan have
an independent existence, is an attribute of another
substance, we (invariably) speak of that other
substance possessing the substance and do not speak
of them as being in apposition with each other,
For example, we speak of Devadatta possessing a
a stick and not Dsvadatta as being a stick, “Deva-
datta has a stick”. Therefore, it will not be proper to
consider substances dravya like sentient and non-
sentient beings as being similar to genus like
‘cowness’ and Spea,k of them as modes or attributes
of Iswara put in grammatical co-ordination with
each other. The reply to this objection is as follows:-
This kind of co-ordination is quite common in
(ordinary intercourse) and in the Vedas. ‘The words.



167

‘cow’,” ‘horse’, ‘man’, ‘god’ and the like denote the
respective bodies which are substances built up of
non-sentient matter. And yet it is often said,
“Devadatta was born as a man owing to certain
meritorious aclions (in his past life)”. “Yagnadatta
was born as a cow owing to sinfnl actions”. “Another
sentient being was born as a god owing to merito-
rious deeds of a superior character”. In all these
instances, the bodies of these, man, god and the likeare
put in grammatical co-ordination (samanadhikaranya)
with sentient beings as their modes or (prakaras) or
attributes. Thus, substances(namely, the five elements
which build up the body) are spoken of as prakaras or
attributes of other substances in grammatical ap-
position(i.e.) Devadatta isa man’, Yagnadatta is a cow,
and the like, The truth is as follows:- It does not mat-
ter whether it is a genus (Jati) a quality (yuna) or a
subtance (dravya). When any of them exists as an
attribute of a particular substance, provided it is
an inseparable attribute, it may be put in gram-
matical apposition with that substance. But if a
substance which can stand independently by itself
is considered at any time and in any place as an
attribute or (prakara) of another substance, .then
they cannot be put in grammatical co-ordination
and usage will require “being with” or ‘possessing’
as in “ Davadatta is with a stick ” and not
Devadatta is a stick”. In the same way, aill
objects, either moving or non-moving, (sthavara
or jangama) being the body of Iswara, ocan
exist only as inseparable attributes of His. There--
fore, Iswara who has them as His attributes is
referred to also by the respective words denoting
them and can be spoken of in grammatical
co-ordination with them. All this has been ex-
plained at length in oconnection with the Vedic
text .on -the creation of names-and forms. ' >
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Note:—* Tree ' means nnt only the object usually signified by the ‘word,
but also Iswara who is within the tres asd to whom the tree is
a prakara mode or attribute. The word Devadatia means not
only the body of Devadatta but the soul of Devadatta of which
the body is an attribute. Further, the word refers also to Iswara
who is within the soul of Devadatta and who has that soul as
His ¢rahara (or sariva). On this view, the samanadhikaranya
in That Thouw Art is direct and not indirect (lakshans)
for ““Thou' here is Svetaketu, The word also signifies
Brahman who is within Svetaketu’s soul as its inner Ruler
(antaryami). *That’ is Brahmn, the ultimate cause of the
world, The meaning of the co-ordination is *‘ Brahman, the
ultimate cause of the world is Brahm n who is within the soul of
Svetake(u as its inner Ruler’,

Therefore the self or soul, matter (prakrits),
mahat, ahankara the five tanmatras, the five ele-
ments (earth, water. fire, air and ether) the
eleven senses - these are the 25 fatfvas or ‘reals’.
Out of these twenty-five reals are built up the
fourteen worlds which constitute the universe
(Brahmanda) Within this universe (or Brahmanda)
are to be found gods, animals, men, and non-
moving things like plants. All these are inseparable
attributes of Iswara, These are all effects (karya)
and are Brahman. Hence, when Brahman, their
ultimate (material) cause is known, everything
becomes known; “by the knowledge of one, all
become known”, says the Sruti. So it has been
declared (by the 8ruti) that Brahman is the soul
of all sentient and non-sentient things which are
His attributes, because Heis the (material) cause
(karana) and they are the effects (karya).

Nete:~CAUSE AND EFF:iCT .-

When it is said that the world is Brahman or * All this is
Brahman', it has to be understood only in this sensc:~Brahman
being the soul and the world being His body, the two may be
looked upon as the same. but the substance of Brahmin in itself.
(svarupa) is not the same as the substance of the world, Brahmin
being the material cause (upadama karama) may be spoken of as
being the same as the effoct (harys) vis, the world, The
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effect is only a prakara or mode of the cause and is therefore an
attribute., So when the relation of cause and effect is understood,
we understand that the effect is an attribute of the cause.

Those who maintain that Brahman itself
evolves into prakriti or matter and the Jiavs or
individual souls might here raise the following diffi-
culty or objection:~ “(You) rule out the possibility-
of the substance of Brahman (svirupa) evolving
(in the form of the world) on the ground that it
would be against the Vedic texts which declare
that Brahman is not subject to any change and
that it is free from imperfections. But Brahmasutra
1, 4, 23 states that Brahman should be oconsiderd
as also the material cause (upadana karana), so that
the proposition and the illustrative example (mud
and pot) may not conflict (with eash other). In
this sutra, the Supreme Self is explained to be
the material cause of the world (prakriti or wupadana
karana). The proposition sought to be proved is
that by the knowledge of the one. all other things
become known. The illustrative example is that of
mud (the material cause) and its effects (karya)
(like pots and dishes). (This illustrative example
would be appropriate only if Brahman were the
material cause (upadana karana)., Whatever is the
material cause must be subject to change. How
is this inconsistency explained (by you )?”

The answer to this is as follows:— The (Srut:)
says that Brahman is the (material) cause of the
world including the J7vas or individual selves with-
out any exception. (When this is 80), if it should
be maintained that Iswara evolves into the form
of the Jiva it would be in conflict with the
Brahmasutra (2, 3, 18) which says:—

“Nor *is the A¢ma (created) because (it is denied)
by the sruti. From those srutis. the atma (is under-
stood) to be eternal (nitya).

\ ‘; Brahma Sutra: 2-3-16 et of
4
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Further, the Supreme Self is declared to be
free from unfairness (vaishamaya) and cruelty
(nairghrnya) (in its dealings with the different
(Jiwas) in Brahmasutra (2, 1, 84) in these words:—

“(There is) no unfairness nor hard-heartedness,
for (creationis) in strict accordance (with past karma).
It is by accepting the beginningless nature of
the Jivas that karma is indicated as the reason (for
the inequalities seen among different Jivas and the
cruel suffering which some are subjected to.)
The Butrakara raiscs a possible objection to this
and answers it in sutra (2, 1, 85) thus:—
“If it is objected to by saying that it cannot
be karma, because before srishii or creation, there
is no division (of Brahman into Jivas), the
answer is “because the Jiva has no beginning (i. e.)
(is eternal). This would be in accordance with
reason and is also declared in the Srutis’. The
reason implied is that if the Jiva or individual
self is not eternal and has a beginning, he should
have to be considered as enjoying the fruit of
what was not done (by him) and being ocut off
from the enjoyment of the fruit of what was done
(by him). (So the Jiwa has to be accepted as
eternal). In the same way (as the individual self
is said to be without any beginning), matter
(prakritz) also is declared by the Srutis to be
without a beginning. '

That matter (prakriti) and the iudividual
self (purusha) were not created (and had no
beginning) is also brought out in the following
Vedic text:-

“A certain thing (matter) which has no begin-
ning produces many things of the same nature
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(namely, things constituted of the five elements)
and is red, white and black (.. e. it has the colours,
respectively, of the elements, fire, water and earth).
Another thing which bas no beginning (the indi-
vidual self) imagines (in ignorance) that it is the
same ag the other (viz., matter) and follows its
ways. Another being who is without beginning
(the person who is wise) enjoys it (i. e.) matter or
prakriti for a short time) and then abandons it
(in disgust). (Svetasvatara Upanishad 4-5).

It is also shown that only prakriti (matter)
is subject to change in its nature.- “The one
who controls Prakriti (Mayi) creates the world
out of prakriti; another (the jiva) is bound by
prakriti (maya)”’.  “It should be known that
prakriti (with its three qualities, sattvam, rajas
and tamas) is maya and that He who controls
prakritt is Maheswara’.  Svetasvatara Upanishad
4-10).

Note:— This passage explains what is meant by the word Maya.

Pyakyits is called Maya becausc it is the cause of the varied and
wonderful creation (srishis).

Smriti also states: *“Prakriti (the cow), which
has neither. beginning nor end, produces (fire,
water and earth) and creates also the world”
Mantrika Upanishad. 1

Note:—First comes the evolution into the aggregate :(samashti) and
then the individual objects (vyashti).

The following slokas from the Bhagavad Gita
also declare that only prakriti evolves into the
world:-

1. “Know that Prakriti (matter) and Purusha
( the individual self) (which are associated with each
other) are both of them, without beginning. (18-19)
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2. “Barth, water, fire, air, ether (akasa), the
mind (manas), buddht  (mahat) and ahankara -
these eight forms of prakriti are mine”. (7-4).

“Know also that there is another prakrits
(splendour) of mine different from the preceding.
It is of the nature of the Jwwa (the individual
self) and is more important. By it (the Jiva), the
world of matter (prakriti) is supported”. (7-5).

8. “Having made my prakritt (matter) evolve
(into eight forms), I create the world again and
again”. (9 -8).

4. “Under my control, prakriti gives birth to
the world consisting of moving and non-moving
things”. (9-10). These and others.

Thus, prakriti is the body of Iswara and
therefore the word prakrii: denotes (also) Iswara, who
is its soul and who has it as His mode or insepa-
rable attribute; so also the word purusha denotes
Iswara who is its soul and who has purusha as
His mode. Hence, Iswara is the soul of the
world constituted of purusha and prakriti

So, the Vishnu Purana says:— (1-2-28).

“Vishnu is both the causal reality (avyakiam)
and the reality which is called the effect (vyaktam),
He is Purusha (the individual self) and also Time
(kala). He is the Prime Mover (kshobhaka) and, like-
wise, the thing that is moved (kshobhya) and is the
Supreme Ruler.”

Hence, it is only prakriti (or matter) that is the
mode or attribute of the Supreme Self who has it
as His attribute—it is only this part or aspect prakara
that undergoes change. He who has prakriti as His
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prakara or mode-the ( Prakarin) does not undergo any
change. In the same way, in the Supreme Self who
has the individual self as His prakara or mode, it is
only the Jiva, the attributive part, that is subject to
the ills of samsara (apurushartha), the Prakarin (amsa)
is the controller, spotless and full of all auspicious
qualities and His will is omnipotent.

(If it is accepted that Iswara who has prakrite
and Jiva as His modes is the cause of the world and
that Iswara who has them as His attributes stands
as the world), then it would follow that Iswara
with chit and achit as His attributes is the cause and
that He is, at the same time, the effect (namely the
world) which has the former as the material cause.
(The Sutra which declares) that the effect is none other
than the cause could then become easily understood
and all the Vedic texts would find reconciliation.
Thus, Brahman in the causal state has prakritc and
purusha as His body and they are then in such
a subtle (sukshma) conditon that they ocannot be
distinguished by names and forms, Brahman is also
in the state of the effect (karya) with chit and achit
in their gross (sthula) condition as His body, when
they have become distinguished by names and forms
(i- e. after creation or srishtz). The attainment of
this gross condition by Brahman is called the
ocreation of the world. SoBhagavan Parasara says:—
* “Matter (pradhana or prakriti) and purusha (indivi-
dual self) are both beginningless. They are the
cause of the effect which consists of pradlhana and
purush.”, Therefore, since all existing things
are modes or attributes of Iswara, the words
which denote prakritt and purusha in what-
ever state they may be, denote, - directly, the
Supreme self who is endowed with these attributes

¢ Vishnu purana (1-6-87).
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(prakaras), just like the words, god, man and
the like which denote the individual self. Words
like ‘god’ and ‘man’ denoting the bodies of
individual selves which are specific modifications
of matter denote, directly, the individual souls,
since these bodies are only the modes or attri-
butes (prakara) of the Prakarin. In the same
way, all things, clit and aclhit (the sentient and
the non-sentient) are the bodies of the Supreme
Self and are therefore His modes or attributes
and, for that reason, the words which denote chit
and achit denote (also) the Supreme Self directly (with-
out lakshana). This is just the relationship existing
between the body and the soul. The one (the soul)
is the support (adhara) and the other (the body)
is that which is supporied and which is incapable
of existing independently of the other (viz., the
soul); the one (the soul) is the principle or
substance which controls and directs and the
other (the body) is directed and controlled; the one
( the soul) has its purposes fulfilled by the other
and is called (szsh¢) and the other (the body)
exists solely for fulfilling the purposes of the other
and is called (sesha). The word atma means etymolo-
gically “that which obtains”. It is so called because
it obtains the body and acts as its support and as
its” directing agent, for the fulfilment of its own
purposes. The body is an akara, being an inseparable
attribute or mode (of the soul), as it is supported and
controlled by the other and exists for the satisfaction
of its purposes. It is this kind of relationship that
exists between the individual self and its body.
Similarly, the Supreme Self has all things as His
body and is therefore denoted by all words.

Note:—Sesha and Seshi. Both chit and achis exist not fior their Bwn sake,

but for the fulfilment of the purposes of Iswara. So, Iswara is
Seshi and chit and achiz, étand in the relption of gesha to Him,
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Many Vedio texts declara this truth :—

“All the Vedas point to Brahman as that which
is to be attained; all the Vedas are at one in Him”.
(Kata Upanishad 2 - 15)

The meaning is: Since, Brahman is the cnly
thing which is expressed, they become one as
expressive of the same thing’'.

“The one celestial thing is in varied forms (like
gods, men and the like), being their inmost self
(antaryami)’. Aranyaka: 8,11,

“The senses (deval) of these beings are not aware
of Him though He exists with them”, The word
devah in the sruti quoted above means the senses
(¢ndriyah). The srut¢ means that He exists within
gods, men and the like as their inmost soul and is
therefore (always) with them and (yet) the senses of
these beings are not aware of Him. '

There are passages in the Puranas which state
the same thing :

“We bow to That wherein all words find
their final and eternal resting place”. The
resting place of a word is of course . that
which is expressed by it. “That which is the first
cause of all effects is the primary and chief signi-
fioance of all words”. Jitanta Stotram: (7-4).

~ “By all the Vedas, it is I that have to be known’’
Bhagavad Gita: (15-15).

These and other passages refer to the Inner Self
(antaryamz) that has, as His attributes, individual
souls with their bodies; for, does not the srut: declare:
“So, I will enter into these three deities (devatah )~
fire, water, earth, along with my body, namely
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the individual self and create names and forms (such
as gods, men, animals, plants and the like)?.”

The words of Manu are also to this effect :—

“He who rules over all, who is the subtlest of
all subtle things - know that He is the Supreme
Person ( Purusha) with the splendour of the sun and
capable of being realised by intelligence similar to
that in a dream”.

The meaning is as follows:- “He who rules
over all” means “He who directs and ocontrols
all, having entered into them as their Inner Self”.
Souls are said to be subtle because they pervade
all non-sentient things. lswara is said to be more
subtle than the souls because He pervades even
souls that are subtle. The word rukmabha in the
sloka means “having the ocolour of the sun”.
Svapnadheegamya means “capable of being realised
only by constant meditation which has attained
the clearness of sense perception''.

* “Some call Him Agni, others call Him
Maruts, and others still call Him Prajapati, some
others call Him Indra, while others call Him
Prana. He is called also by others the Eternal
Brahman”. Manu: (12-123)

“Some” means some Vedas. On the line of
reasoning stated before, since the Supreme Brahman
has entered into all things as their Inner Self for
controlling and directing them, words like Agni
denote Him just like the words “Eternal Brahman".

So also another Smriti says :—

“Those who perform yajnas to the spirits of their
forefathers, to the gods and to Brahmins as well as
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‘to Agni perform these yajnas only to Vishnu who is
the Inner Self of all”.

Words like “the spirits of forefathers”, ¢ gods’,
‘Brahmins,’ and ‘Agni’ denote only Vishnu who is
their Inner Self’. This is what it comes to mean.

In regard to this matter, this is the essence of all
the Sastras:— “The individual souls (jiratmas) have
pure knowledge as their attribute; this knowledge
is, in its (essential) nature, without any contrac-
tion or limits (thatis, it can reach any place and
function at any time). (But) owing to avidya
which is of the nature of %arma, it has undergone
contraction in accordance with their respective
karma. (As a consequence), they enter into the
bodies of created beings from Brahma downwards to
the (smallest) grass and obtain an extent of know-
ledge which is in accordance with their respective
bodies. They identify themselves with their respective
bodies and perform actions suited to them and, in
virtue of these actions, are caught up in the stream
of samsara, which consists in the experience of
pleasures and pains adapted to their nature. Their
release from samsara is impossible except by devout
self-surrender (prapatti) to the Lord. For this
purpose, the Sastrus teach that all souls (atmanah)
are of the nature merely of knowledge (jnana)and
are therefore exactly alike, and that since their
substance or essential nature (svarupa) exists solely
to subserve the purposes of the Lord, they have the
Lord as their soul. They teach, further, that the
essential nature (svarupa) of the Lord is different
from all else, being absolutely opposed to all that is
imperfect and being of the nature of bliss, that He
is the abode of boundless, wonderful and innumerable
auspioious qualities and that He is the soul.of all,
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directing all things, sentient, and non-sentient, by
His will. They teach (finally) that the means of
attaining Him is devotion (bkakti) to Him with due
supplementary rites (anga).

As stated in the following sloka :—

“The soul or self is of the nature of bliss
(ananda); it is of the nature of knowledge (jnana);
it is spotless (pure). Suffering (duwkkiha), ignorance
and impurities are the qualities of prakritc (or
matter) and not of the soul.

This means that since the qualities (like
suffering, ignorance and impurities) are due to karma,
which arises from the soul’s association with
prakriti, they do not pertain to the substance or
essential nature (svarupa) of the soul. By associa-
tion with prakriti, suffering and the like result; by
dissociation from prakriti, they cease to exist.
Hence, by this discernment, they may be seen to
belong to prakriti.

The Blagavad Gite says:-

* “In one endowed with learning and character,
in one who is a Brahmin only in name, in a cow,
in an elephant, so also in a dog and in the man
who eats dog’s flesh, the wise see the souls to be
of the same nature (though in association with
bodies that are diverse)’. Chap. 5, 18,

“The wise” are those who have the wisdom
to differentiate, the soul (or atma) from matter

¢ The first two words in the sloka are interpreted by Sri Ramunuja
in his Gita Bhashya as referring to two individuals. At first sight,
it might appear that they mean “in a Brahmin endowed thh
learning and character’’. ’
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(prakriti) which has taken the shapes of gods,
animals, men and plants. Those who have a
koowledge of the true nature of the soul when it
is dissociated from the specific form of matter
see (all) souls to be of the same nature, though
existing in widely different forms and are therefore
“geers of sameness” (samadarsanah).

The Gita declares as follows:-

“Those whose mind is aware of the sameness
(of souls when freed from matter) - by them has
release from bondage (moksha) been secured even
here ( ((i. e.) though they have not yet obtained
moksha, they are, for all practical purposes, like
released souls). The soul dissociated from matter
is without faults (differences) and may be called
Brahman; they are therefore in Brahman (Hence,
they may be called released souls.) :

‘Without faults’ (nirdoslam) means ‘“without
the faults arising from association with specific
forms of matter like the bodies of gods and the
rest”. The soul of every one, in its essential nature
or substance (svarupa), (apart from matter or prakrm)
has only the nature of bliss or knowledge and is
therefore alike (in all), It has already been stated
that the srutis, smritis, and ¢tihasas teach that these
words denoting the respective bodies and the gram-
matical coordination (samanadhikaranya) mean that,
the soul which has been described so far exists only
to.subserve the purposes of the Lord (seshatva), is
controlled and directed by Him (niyamyatva) and is
supported by Him (adheyatva).

The Bhagavad GHta says :-

. “This.prakriti or matter which is of the nature of
sattvam, rejas.and famas was constituted by me, it is.
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hard to overcome; only those who have sought my
protection can pass beyond prakrit:”’. (7, 14).

This comes to saying that the release of the Jiva
from samsara, which is characterised by association
with prakriti possessed of varied qualities resulting
from karma, is impossible without self-surrender to
the Lord (prapatti),

The Srutis also state that there is no other way
to attain Brahman.,

The Gita further says :-

“This world is all pervaded by me without
revealing my form; all beings rest in me (their
inner self), (but) I do not depend on them; nor do
they rest in me (by actual physical contact but by
my will). Behold my unique sovereignty (9, 1, 5,).
Thus, the varied nature of His divine Lordship
is stated to arise from the possession of
all powers. The same idea is proclaimed again
(in the following sloka ):-

“I hold the whole world under my control
with a fragment of my might”.

It means:— “I enter into this wonderful and
varied universe as its soul and hold it under my
control by my will. Thus, I am the possessor of
the boundless splendour of this universe. I am
the abode of immeasurable noble qualities and
stand as an object of unsurpassed wonder”.

So has it been said:—

“The Lord is manifold while (remaining) one;
while He is manifold, He remains single; His
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form is beyond thought; who is there capable of
understanding it?”".

As ruler and controller, He remains one,
enters into the varied forms of chit and achit as
their inner self and thus appears in varied modes
(prakaral), directs them to perform varied deeds,
and thus assumes many forms, Having entered
into the world consisting of varied and wonderful
forms with an extremely small fragment of His
might, as their inner controlling self, He is seen
as manifold. At the same time, Narayana, who is
the Supreme Brahman and Purushottama, remains
One, the Lord of all Lords, possessed of boundless.
wonderful and innumerable auspicious qualities.
He is of unsurpassed splendour and has a complexion
similar to that of a black cloud. His eyes are clear
and long like the petals of a lotus; He has a form
resembling a thousand suns (radiating countless
beams). As the S8rutis declare, “He is * in the cave in
the Supreme Ether (nitya vibhuti), in the § heavenly
world yonder” (and remaing One). Nowhere else than
in the Lord is it possible that a thing possessing a
certain nature and certain powers capable of
performing only one kind of action and having only
a single form could have other forms, other charac-
teristios and other powers. The Supreme Brahman
desoribed above is different from all other things
and has the characteristics of all and possesses
all kinds of power. Though He is single, He is
of manifold forms, countless and varied. Since
He has wonderful resources which are innumerable,
He is also one that has neither an equal nor a
superior. In Him manifoldness and singleness are
not opposed to each other, On the ground that

* Taittiriya Aranyaka (1-1),
§ Taittiriya (6-1). -
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He is also an object (like others), it is not proper
to say that there is opposition or incongruity
between the two (namely, oneness and manifoldness).

Note: —This world with all its wonderful variety is called ibagavan’s
Lila vibhuti, the splendid scene created for His play or Léla.
Bhaga van also transcends this world and exists in the heavenly
world, which is eternal and unchanging and which is called
nitya vibhuts,

So has it been said :-

“The (unique) powers of all things (like fire,
water and the rest) are such as cannot be explained
by reason or thought. (What one substance posses-
ses as its unique quality or power is not found in
others). For the same reason (unique) powers such
as that of creation and the like belong to Brahman
(which is different from all else). O best of those
that have performed austere penances, this is like
the heat possessed by fire which is nct to be found,
for example, in water.” Tishnupuranam (1-3-2)

This is what it comes to mean:—It would be
unreasonable to expect that a certain power found in
any one of such substances as fire, water and the
like will be seen in others different from that sub-
stance. Just as heat and other like qualities not.
found in water are found in fire which is different in
kind (from water), even so, in Brahman which is
different from all other things, it is unreasonable to
infer likeness with other things (on the ground
that Brahman is also a substance).

So says (Akrura to Sri Krishna):-

* “That great Being whose wonderful form this
world is—with that wonderful bemg, na.mely, your-
self, I have now come in contaot

* Vishnupurana (6—19—7).
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- All these "(truths) have been arrived at
by a ocareful study of hosts of Vedic
passages with diverse significance and of their
commentaries as accepted by the wise., For
instance, in regard to creation and dissolution,
(srishti and pralaya), which are due to the infinite
modifications of many ‘reals (tattvas) and in which
there is no definite order of occurrence, the Srutis
and neo other source of knowledge can give us any
knowledge and, likewise, in regard to Brahman.
But the Srutis describe them in different ways.
Some Vedic texts describe Brahman as being with-
out any attributes (nirguna) and as being of the
nature of knowledge:- “It is pure, free from stain;
it is knowledge and bliss; it suffers no change;
it has no parts; it never acts; it is peace; it has no
attributes.” Thus these srutis say that Brahman is
knowledge without any attributes. Again, it is
said - in some Srutis:- “In Brahman there are no
differentiating features {nana) of any kind. He who
sees difference (or differentiating features) in
Brahman - he goes from samsara to samsara (bondage
to bondage)”’ Kata Upanishad 4—10. Brihadaranyaka
Upanishad 6 - 4-14), “When one has realised
that all is Brahman, how is it possible to say that
one sees and that another is seen, that one knows and
that another is known”. Brihadaranyaka Upanishad
4-4-14). There are these and other Vedioc texts
of this kind which deny plurality (i.e.) that there
are other things besides Brahman). There are other
Vedic passages which say, “He who knows all and
who knows the characteristios of all, —He whose
actions (in creating the world) are of the nature
merely of His will which is knowledge—(He is
Brahman)” Mundaka Upanishad 1-1-10); “He who
discriminates all forms (rupa) — He in  his wisdom
gives them - their names ‘and ‘calls’ them by’ these
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time) arose from the Supreme Being (Vidyut Purusha)”
(Narayanopanishad). “He is free from all sin; old
age does not afflict him nor Death; He is free from
sorrow; He has neither hunger nor thirst; all
desirable objects are ever with Him and His will
is ever accomplished” (Chandogya Upanishad) (8-1-5).
These texts deny the presence of such qualities as
are considered imperfections in the world and
affirm the existence in Him of countless auspicious
qualities, of omniscience and of all forms of power
or might., They affirm also that He gave forms
and names to all things and that He is the support
(adhara) of everything. Other Vedic passages
state as follows:- “Everything is, indeed, Brahman,
for everything arises from Brahman, is absorbed
in Him, and has its being in Him (Clandogya
Upanishad 8-14-1). * All this has Brahman as its
soul (Chandogya Upanishad 6-8-7). These texts
declare that the world created by Brahman is
manifold and that everything is  Brahman”.
There are also a number of Vedic passages
which say, “He who realises that the individual
self is different from Iswara who directs him -
he alone becomes worthy of His grace”.
(Bvetasvatara Upanishad 11). “He who knows these
three - the experiencing self, the object of experience
and the ruler who directs” (Svetasvatara Upanishad 1).
Prajapati desired as follows:- “I will create these
beings”. “The Lord of the world, the Great Ruler
who is Supreme, the Supreme Deity of all deities”
Svetasvatara Upanishad 6), “He who has every-
thing under His control and rules over everything”
Brihadaranyaka Upanishad 6, 4, 22). These and
other Srutis declare that Brahman is different from
everything else, that everything (else) is subject to
His rule, that He is the ruler of all, that everybl;xqg
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(else) exists to subserve His purposes (sesha) and
that Iswara is the Lord (of all). Other passagos
again say :~ “The Ruler who has entered into all
beings and who is the soul of all" (Yajur Aranyaka
8,20). “This self is the Inner Ruler who is
immortal” ( Brithadaranyaka Upanishad (5-7); ‘ He
whose body is the earth, He of whom water is the
body, He to whom fire is the body, He to whom
primordial matter before it undergoes transformation
(avyaktam) is the body, He to whom alkshara
(clit) 1is the body, He to whom Death is the
body, He to whom the soul of the Jiva is the body”
(Brihadaranyaka Upanishad 5-7 ). These srutis
show that the relationship between every object
other than Brahman and Brahman is that between
the body and the soul.

This being the case, these passages which are
diverse in their meaning should be interpreted in
such a way that they do not conflict with one another
and that the primary and direct meaning (mukhyartha)
is not given up and they have been so interpreted
(by us), The Vedic texts which deny change or
modification in Brahman have their direct meaning,
because we state that the essential nature of
Brahman (starupa) is not subject to modification
(and that these modifications are only in His body
consisting of ckit and achit). The passages in the
srutt which say that Brahman is nirguna (without
attributes or qualities) are interpreted (by us) as
meaning that Brahman is without those (objec-
tionable qualities) or imperfections that are found
in the world associated with matter. The texts
which deny plurality (nanatva) are, in no way, dis-
regarded, because we hold that all things other
than Brahman, both ckit and achit, are His bodies or
modes (prakara) and that He is the inner self of

16
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all, who has them as His modes. In this sense
(we hold) that there is only one thing, viz.,, Brahman.
The passages which say that Brahman is different
from all else, that He is the Lord and Ruler, that
He is the abode of all auspicious qualities, that the
objects of desire are ever with Him and that His
will is supreme - these passages are accepted by us
(just as they are) and stand unshaken, The texts
which declare that Brahman is mere knowledge or
bliss are interpreted by us as follows :~ The Supreme
Brahman, who is other than everything else, who is
the abode of all auspicious qualities, who is the
Ruler over all, for whose purposes everything else
exists, who is the support of all things, who is the
cause of the origin, continuance, and dissolution of
everything else, whois free from all imperfections, who
is not subject to any change or modification (vikara),
who is the soul, of all — (this Supreme Brahman)
possesses (in our doctrine) knowledge which is of
the nature of bliss as His essential attribute (the
attribute which defines His srarupa) and which is
opposed to all impurity and that His essential nature
(svarupa) is also knowledge, because He is self-
evident or self-luminous. The declarations of unity
(between the Jiwva and Brahman found in the srutis
like “That Thou Art”) bring out the relationship
of the body and the soul that exists between them
and that accounts for the grammatiocal co-ordination,
In this sense we accept the authority of these
passages also.

By this interpretation, it may be asked, which
of the doctrines (siddhanta) is proved as true
according to the Vedas, the doctrine of non-difference
(abheda) (otherwise called advaita) or the doctrine of
bhedabheda, difference as well as non-difference or
the doctrine of plurality or bkeda. The answer is
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as follows: Since every one of them is taught in
the Vedas, every one of them is accepted as trus
(in a sense). Since Brahman has everything else
as His body and as His prakara or mode, He is
the only existing thing. Thus, abheda or advaita
is proved as true (in this sense). The one Brahman,
we maintain, has sentient aud non-sentient things,
which are many and varied, as His prakaras or
modes and stands manifold. Therefore, bhedabheda
is proved also to be true (in a sense). We hold
that chit and achit are different both in their
essential nature (svarupa) and in their attributes
(svabhava) from Iswara and should not be con-
founded with one another. Therefore, the bheda
doctrine is also accepted as true.

The Advaitin might here object and say, “But
the sruti states: “That Thou art” and *“There is
delay for him (who knows the unity of the J:iva
and Iswara) only until he becomes free from the
body.” These passages imply that only the know-
ledge of unity between the Jiva and Iswara is, the
means of attaining release from bondage, which
is the supreme goal or end of life.”

We answer:- “It is not so. The passage in
Svetasvatara Upanishad 1 says, “Only by knowing that
the Inner Self within, directing the Jiva, is different
from the Jiwa—(only thus does the latter attain
immortality (amritatvam), having been admitted
into His favour by Him"”. “Thus” means *‘by reason
of the knowledge of separateness”. “By Him” means
“by the Supreme Self’. The words “becomes
immortal, having been admitted into His favour”
make it clear that the direct means of attaining
immortality is the knowledge of the difference
between the individual self and the Inner Ruler who



128

controls and directs. The Advaitin might say, “This
text in Svetasvatara Upanishad should be considered
as referring to the attainment of faguna Brahman,
(i-e.) Brahman with attributes, who is unreal.
We ask:—“Why should not the reverse be true,
namely, that the knowledge of difference is the
means of attaining immortality, since the Svetas-
vatara text explicitly states it to be so, whereas the
Chandogya passage has no such explicit statement
(to the contrary)? That is, when there is (apparent)
conflict between two (texts) of equal validity, their
real import should be carefully studied without
ignoring (either of them), “How could there be no
conflict?” it may be asked. The mecaning of the
Chandogya text is, “Since the individual self is the
body of the Supreme Self, who is within the former
as his inner ruler and director, the word “thou”
means “Brahman who has thee (the individual self)
as His prakara or mode”. 1t should be understood
in this way”’. The meaning of the Svetasvatara
text is that the difference between the Jiva who is
the body or prakara and the Supreme Self who abides
in him as his soul, who is free from all defects and
imperfections, and who is the abode of wonderful
and innumerable auspicious qualities should be borne
in mind. This has been repeatedly explained.

(In the 8Bvetasvatara Upanishad I) it is said,
“The experiencing subject (the individual self), the
object of experience (achit) and the Ruler who
directs all etc.” A thing which is the object of
experience is of this nature:- it is non-sentient:
it exists always for others; it is subject to changes
or modifications and so on. The individual self,
who is the experiencing subject, is of the following
nature. It is essentially of the nature of infinite
and pure knowledge and bliss; but owing to avidya,
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which is of the nature of beginningless karma, its
knowledge is subject to contraction and expansion
and it becomes connected with non-sentient matter,
which is the object of experience or enjoyment
and it is capable of obtaining release from bondage
by devout adoration of the Supreme Being and
has such other qualities. Brahman exists in the
individual self as its Inner Ruler and also in
non-sentient things as their Inncer Ruler. (Apart
from these two) He exists also, in His essential
nature, as the abode of countless attributes.
Thus, the meaning of the 8Svetasvatara text is
that Brahman exists in three forms.

(Moreover) the sentence, “That Thou Art,”
has been commented upon by wise acharyas of
ancient times as teaching that the Brahman who
is to be adored in sad-vidya is possessed of attri-
butes (saguna) and that the fruit of this adoration
is the attainment of Sajuna-Brahman (Brahman
with attributes). For instance, the Vakyakara says,
“It is in accordance with reason that the
goal is the attainment of Saguna-Brahman (since
the adoration) according to sadvidya is of Baguna
Brahman.,” This has been commented upon as
follows by Dramidacharya, while pointing out the
optional nature of the vidyas ( (i. e.) between Dahara
Vidya and 82d Vidya):- “He who has ‘sat’ in his
mind- does not meditate on the multitudinous
qualifies as apart from the deity, (as in the dahara
vidya)- Nevertheless, he worships only the dexty
that has qualities. Therefore, even by the medi-
tation according to sad vidya, the fruit that results
is the attainment of Saguna Brahman. “He who
has sat in his mind” means “he who meditates
in . accordance with sad vidya,” The rest of
the sentence means:- -even' though he does not
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meditate on  the multitudinous auspicious
qualities like freedom from blemish or sin as apart
from the deity, like the one who practises the
dahara vidya, he worships only the deity who has
these qualities; since all these multitudinous and
auspicious qualties are always associated with
the essential nature (svarupa) of the deity. Though
the deity is meditated on as possessed only of its
peculiar and unique qualities, such as being the
cause of the world and the like, yet the worship
of the deity is only as qualified by all the auspicious
qualities which, as a matter of fact, are connected
with its essential nature. Therefore, even in sad-vidya
the goal is only the attainment of Saguna Brahman.
Hence sad-vidya and dahara vidya are optional ( (i. e)
either of them may be chosen, the result being
the same).

Nete.—Sad-vidva, dahara vidya:- The Upanishads ordain some thirty-
two forms of meditation or adoration of the Supreme Being.
In sad-vidva the meditation is on the Supren e Self as being the
cause of the world. In dahara vidya the meditation is on the
qualities or attributes of the Supreme Being. These vidyas or
forms of m.editation are not all of them prescribed as necessary
for everyone, Any one of them will do for attaining the desired
goal. So they are alternatives and it is within the option of each
man to choose the form of vidva suited to his own nature.

Here, another objection might be raised:— “It
has been stated (by you) that the Supreme Self
is the Inner Ruler who directs all creatures and that
everything is subject to His direction and control.
If so, there is no person qualified to follow (adhikar:)
the injunctions (wvidhi) and prohibitions (nishedha)
ordained in the soripture (such as “Do this” and
“This should not be done”). He only is competent
to follow injunctions and prohibitions such as
“Do this” and “This should not be done” who is -
capable of action or refraining from action in accord-
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ance with his own reason. There is no
such person (sSince, according to you, every
one is directed and ocontrolled by the
Supreme Self). In all actions, if the Supreme Being
is considered (by you) as the inspirer and director,
His power of control over all is admitted to be true.
It is also said in the sruti as follows :~ “He whom
this Supreme Being desires to raise to a higher
position—him the Supreme Being directs to do good
deeds. He whom the Supreme Being desires to cast
down—him the Supreme Being directs to do evil
deeds”. (Kaushitak: Upanishad 8-9,). Further in
making them do good and evil deeds, it would appear
as if the Supreme Being is heartless (and partial ).

The answer to this question or objection is as
follows:~

The Lord endows all sentient beings, in common,
with the power of intelligence, the power of initia-
ting action (pravritt:), and all other such things as
are necessary for the performance of actions and for
abstention from actions and becomes their support
to enable them to carry out their purposes. He also
enters into them and controls them by giving’ His
assent. In all this, the Lord remains the Sesh: for
whom the Jiva exists. The Jiva or individual self,
being thus endowed with these powers, acts or
refrains from action in accordance with his own will
(independently of the Lord). In these situations,
the Supreme Being witnesses the Jiva doing these
things and remains indifferent (or neutral). There-
fore, everything is just. Directing some to do good
deeds and some to do evil deeds is not without
discrimination of any kind and not in common to all.
If a person has already begun, of his own accord, to
do things which are extremely pleasing to the Lord,
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the Liord becomes pleased with his love and endows
him further with wisdom and inspires him to further
deeds of merit. If, on the other hand, a person has
already begun to do extremely evil deeds, the Lord
strengthens him in his evil nature and makes him
do, of his own accord, only cruel deeds thereafter.
The Bhagavan says :~

“To those who (in this way) worship me with
loving devotion and who eagerly long for union
with me at all times—I graciously vouchsafe unto
them the mental power of realising me by which
they become capable of attaining me.”” Gita (10-10).

“To enable them to attain my grace, I reveal my
attributes within their minds and with the shining
lamp of wisdom concerning me, I destroy all
karma resulting from ignorance.” Gita. (10-11),

“Those, who, owing to their cruel nature, show
hatred to me—these wicked sinners I cast into
the cycle of births and deaths and that too only
in wicked forms of life (aswr:) that are inimical
to me.” (16-19),

The means of attainment of Brahman (upaya)

This Purushottama, who is the Supreme
Brahman, can be attained only by means of
devotion (bhakti) which is of the nature of medita-
tion (anudhyana), which seeks no other reward,
which is oonstant and continuous, which is
eharacterised by boundless love (to the Lerd)
and: which, by its vividness, has become the same
as sense perception. (And by whom oan this be
attained?). By one whose multitudinous. sins
heaped up during all previous  births havé been
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destroyed by supremely meritorious deeds, whé has
won the Lord’'s grace by seeking refuge at thé
lotus-like feet of the Supreme Person, whose
knowledge of the truths and their real significance
as obtained' from the Scriptures has been rendered
clear by the elucidation and explanation of good
Acharyas and who, thereafter, comes to possess
qualities of the spirit (atmaguna) in ever increasing
measure from day to day—qualities such as control
of the mind, control of the senses, the practice
of austerities and penances, purity of body, patience,
straight-forwardness or integrity, the distinctive
knowledge of what is to be feared (namely, offence
to the Lord and His devotees and the like) and
fearlessness (due to the conviction that the Lord
is his Saviour), compassion (towards those that are
afflicted with suffering,) abstention from injury (to
living beings) (akimsa) and the like—(by one) who
never ceases to perform the rites and duties
prescribed to each varna (caste) and to each asrama,
which have been prescribed as compulsory (nitya)
and for special occasions (naimittika), as forms of
worship of the Supreme Person and who desists
from those actions that are forbidden—(by one)
who has surrendered, at the lotus feet of the
Supreme Being, both himself and whatever belongs
to him, who, on account of his devotion, is ever
engaged in the praise of the Lord, in remembrance
of Him, in adoration of Him, in obeisance to Him,
in efforts (to render service to Him), in reciting
His holy names, in listening to His qualities, in
explaining His qualities to others, in meditation
of Him, in performing pooja and in prostration
before Him—who by these acts has pleased the
Lord and has won the favour of the Supremse
Person possessed of infinite mercy and whose
mental darkness has been dispelled by His graoce.
17
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80 has it been said by Bhagavan Yamuna-
cha.rya., the great spiritual teacher, “He can be
attained (only) by him whose mind has been purified
by the two (viz., karma yoga and jnana yoga) and
whose devotion is absolute and is exclusively
directed towards the Lord.

Note:—Karma Yoga and jnama Yoga: Karma Yoga consists in
the performance of duties and rites prescribed for each caste and
each asrama (stage of life), without caring for their fruits and with
the idea that these acts are of the nature of the worship of the
Lord. Jnana Yoga is realisation of one’s self by the practice of
Karma Yoga and of the disciplines prescribed in Yogas These lead
in their turn to Bhakts Yoga, which alone is directly capable of

"enabling a person to attain the Lord, ’

The Srut: also says:~ “He who knows both
vidya and avidya overcomes his sins by avidya and
attains immortality by vidya.” (Isavasya Upanishad-
11). Here, the word avidya means that which
is other than vidya, namely, karma or the performance
of rites and dutiers ordained for each varma (caste)
and each asrama (stage of life). The word wvidya
means meditation which has reached the form of
devotion or bhakti.

(That the word avidya is used in the sense of
karmas like sacrifices (Yajna) may be seen from the
following sloka ):~

“He, too, performed many sacrifices (Yajna) in
order to oross (overcome) his sins by avidya (i. e.)
karma, in order to possess the knowledge which
comes of wise discrimination.” (Vishnupurana:
6-6-2).

- “He who meditates on Him in this manner
attaing immortality. There is no other way of
salvation (moksha)”. (Purusha Bukta). Tam evam
vidvan amrita tha bhavali. = T
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‘Those who meditate on Him become immortal”
(Taittiriya Upanishad). ya enam viduh amritas to
bhavanti, :

“The person who meditates on Brahman attains
the Supreme”. Brahmavid apnott param.

“He who meditates on Brahman becomes
Brahman (i.e.) (comes to resemble Brahman)
(Taittriya Aranyaka).  Brahma veda Brahmaiva
bhavati.

In all these sentences, the word vedana (vid=to
know) really means ‘meditation’, because it should
have the same meaning as nididhyasitavyah ‘“‘should
be meditated upon”.

Note :—Advaitins hold that only Jnana or knowledge of unity between
the Jiva and Brahman can bring about release from samsara.
So they consider that the word vesdama in the passages cited
above means knowledge and not ‘meditation’. The Visishtadvaitin

holds that karma and jnana lead to bhakti and that bhkaksi alone
leads directly to meksha,

The following sruti describes the nature of this
meditation :~

“This (Supreme) Being cannot be atta.med by
mere reflection (manana) nor by mere meditation
(medha) nor by listening to the manifold (Scriptures).
Only he whom the Supreme Being chooses—only
by him can it be attained. To him alone the
Supreme Being reveals His form (svarupa)’~Mundakas
upanishad 3 - 2 - 9, *

Not by mere vedana or meditation but by constant
and continuous meditation which has come to attain
the nature of devotion (or bhakti). Mere meditation
cannot do it (ma medhaya).

*# Note ;—This is the meaning of the first part of this sruti as mterpreteq
by Sri Sudarsana Suri, the great commentator of Vedartha

Sangraka and of Sri Bhashya. At first sight, one would be
inclined o render the sruti thus 1~ "The Supremo Being cannof

o
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be attained by the exposition of doctrine, nor by great menta
power, nor by listening to the manifold Scriptures", .

This is what all this comes to mean:- Only
when the man desirous of release from bondage who
is qualified by meditation (or vedana) and the like as
ordained in Vedanta has come to perform this
meditation in a spirit of boundless love (to the
Lord) - (only then) does he become capable of
attaining the Lord.

The Bhagavan has also stated the same:-

“The Supreme Person can be attained only by
exclusive devotion (bhaktz)” (“exclusive” in the sense
that the devotion is only to Him and to no other
deity.) Bhagavad Gita 8-22,

“Only by exclusive devotion, O Arjuna, can
I, whose nature is such, be known, realised and
enjoyed.” Idbid - 11, b4,

“By devotion (bhakti) he comes to understand
me -who I am and what my great attributes are.
Having thus understood me, he then enjoys me,”
Ib’id - 18, 550

. The meaning is this:- After that, he enjoys
me owing to that devotion itself,

Bhaktt or devotion is only a special form of
knowledge which is characterised by unsurpassed
love, in which there is no expeotation
of any reward other than itself and which
generates a dislike for all other things. The
Bruti (cited above) means that only he who has this
kind of devotion is capable of being chosen by
the Lord (for His Grace) and of attaining the Liord.
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This kind of supreme devotion (pare bhakiz)
which is a special form of knowledge arises only
from dhakti yoga which, in its turn, results from
karma yoga, the performance of rites and duties
in absolute detachment in the spirit of service to
the Lord, preceded by knowledge (Jnana) of the
essential nature of the soul that increases day to day.

So says Bhagavan Parasara:—

“The Supreme Person is worshipped by the man
who performs the duties and rites of his wvarna
and his asrama. There is no other way of pleasing
Him". Vishnupurana: 3-8-8.

Purushottama, who is the Supreme Person that
incarnated in this world for the redemption of the
whole world, has stated this Himself:—

“Listen to me. I will tell you how the man
who is earnestly engaged in the performance of his
duties attains salvation (siddhs). Having worshipped
me, who is the cause of all action and by whom
all this (world) is pervaded, by the (proper)
performance of his duties and rites, man attains
salvation (sitddh:).” Bhagavad Gita (18-46).

This means: He can be attained only by devotion
which has gradually developed in strength, in
accordance with what has been said before.

This is the path indicated in all the srutis whose
meaning has been made clear by ancient
commentaries on the Veda and the Vedanta and
approved, without exception, by holy persons
such a3’ Bhagavan Bodhayama, Tanka, Dra.mlda.,
Gubadeva, Kapardi and Bharuchi. 4



V. The validity of sources of knowledge (Pramana) and
the arguments to prove that Narayana is the
ultimate cause.

By this (exposition of right doctrine ), Charvakas,
Buddhists, the followers of Kanada and (Goutama,
Jains, and the followers of Kapila and Patanjali, who
are all unbelievers in the Veda, have been refuted,
along with those who hold heterodox views, while
believing in the authority of the Veda. Even among
those who believe in the authority of the Veda, those
whose vision is blind to a knowledge of the true
nature of things are considered by Manu as on the
same footing as those who do not acknowledge the
authority of the Veda.

“Those smritis which do not acknowledge the
authority of the Veda and those again that are
heterodox in their vision (kudrishti)-all these are of
no avail after death; for they are associated with
tamas”. Manu: Smrits 12-65),

This is the meaning:- Only those whose essential
nature is true sattvam untainted by any trace of
rajas and tamas - only they interpret the right
spirit of the Veda and have an understanding of
the real significance of the Veda.

So also has it been said in the Maésya Purana:-

“Some kalpas (cosmic  periods equal to a day
of Brahma) are mixed, some are sattvika, some
again are rajasa, while others are famasq.” .

Having pointed out the differences among the
kalpas by saying that some among Brahma’s #alpas
are mixed, some are sattvic, Some are rajasic, while
others are tamasic, the greatness of (deities
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(tattva) oharacterised by sattvam, rajas, and tamas
is extolled in the puranas belonging to the respective
kalpa by Brahma whose nature is coloured by
qualities like sattvam.

“Whatever purana was diotated long ago in a
particular %alpa by Brahma —in that kalpa it is
only the greatness of the deity having, in full, the
quality (pertaining to that kalpa) that is described
in accordance with the nature of that #Zalpa.”
Matsyapuranam.

Specifically, too, it has been said (as follows).-

“The greatness of Agni and Siva is extolled in
puranas which are tamasic; the greatness of Brahma
i8 highly described in puranas which are rajasic and
in puranas which are sattvic, the greatness of Hari is
seen prominently. Only those men who follow the
yoga prescribed in these sattvika puranas reach the
Supreme Goal. In puranas which are mixed
(samkirna), the greatness of Saraswati and of the
Pitris is desoribed” and so on.

This is what it means:- Since Brahma is the
first among created beings. in him too, on certain
days (of his), sattvam is predominant, in others
rajas and in others still, famas.

So has it been said by Bhagavan :-

Neither among the beings on the earth, nor again
among the gods in svarga is there any created being
free from these three qualities of matter (viz., sattvam,
rajas and tamas). (Bhagavad Gita: 18 -40).

The Sruti says :-

“He who first created Brahma and He who
conveyed the Vedas to him—(He is Bha.ga.va.n)”
(8vetasvatara Upanishad 6 - 35).
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From this, it may be inferred that Brahma is a
oreated being and that he too is subject to the
authority of the Sastra. So, he, too, is a kshetrajna
(individual self). If there is a conflict (of statements)
between the puranasdictated by him on the days
which were sattvic and those which were dioctated
by him on other days, only that purana which was
dictated on the sattvic days is authoritative; those
which conflict with it are not. The superior validity
of a particular purana has to be determined
after considering whether or not it was dictated
by Brahma on his sattvic days.

The effects (karya) of sattam and the other
qualities are stated as follows by Bhagavan Himself:-

“From the development of sattvam arises jnana or
perceptual knowledge of the real nature of the soul;
from the development of rajas arises desire (for the
pleasures of this life and of svarga) and from tamas
arises engagement in evil deeds due to negligence
and false knowledge, which again lead to the
deepening of famas and consequently of ignorance or
want of knowledge”. Bhagavad Gita: (14-1).

“That intelligence (buddli) which discriminates
between action (that leads to the pleasures of this
world—pravritti) and abstention from such action
(that leads to moksha)—(nivrittr), between what ought
to be done and what ought not to be done, between
what is to be feared (violation of the teaching of the
soripture) and what is not to be feared (following the
path indicated in them) and between bondage
(samsara) and release (moksha)—that intelligence,
O Arjuna, is sattvic. .

-“That intelligence, O ! Arjuna, is rajasic which
does not understand properly ‘what ‘is meant by
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dharma and adharma, and what ought to be done and
what ought not to be done’’.

“That intelligence which considers adhzrma to be
dharma owing to its being clouded by tamas
(ignorance) and which understands all things
perversely is, O Arjuna, famasic’ : Bhagavad Gita
(14 - 17 and 18 - 30, 31 & 32).

The authors of the puranas learnt what is said
in the respective puranas only from Brahma and then
composed the puranas. This may be seen (from the
following sloka) :- '

“I will tell you how, being asked by the great
rishis like Daksha, Bhagavan Brahma born in the
lotus, related to them long before (what is said
in the puranas): Vishnu-puranam: 1,2 & 8.

If it be asked how the decision should be
arrived at in cases where there is mutual conflict
(of statement) among the passages in the Vedas
which are not of human authorship, we have
already said that the conflict may be resolved by
a ocareful consideration of what goes before and
what comes after and then determining the
purport.

Here are some passages in the srutis which
appear to be conflicting:-

(1) “Having withdrawn all the senses with
the mind (from external objects) and fixed them
on the Supreme Being, one should meditate
on Isana.” Atharva Sikha.

- (2) “Brahma, Vishnu, Rudra and Indra are all
created beings. What is to be meditated on is the
18
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(ultimate) cause, Only S8ambhu, who is possessed
of all supreme powers and who is the Lord of
all, is fit to be meditated upon in the mldst of
the sky”: Atharva Sikha.

(8) “He, to whom there is none superior nor
inferior, He,than whom there is nothing smaller
or greater, He who stands alone and unshaken
like a tree in the heavens — by him is all this
(universe) filled. Bvetasvatara Upanishad (Chap III).

“What is above Him is formless and faultless,
and those who meditate on it become immortal;
others are afflicted with sorrow. That (Being)
has its faces everywhere, its heads everywhere,
its necks everywhere. It lives in the cave of the
heart of all creatures. It pervades all things.
It is Bhagavan who is called Siva,” BSvetasvatara
Upanishad (Chap III).

{(4) “When there was darkness (famas) every -
where, there was no such (division) as day and
-as night; there was no sat (existence) and no
asat (non-existence). Only ‘Stva existed’. That
is the reality existing within the sphere of the
sun which is worthy of adoration. It is from it that
‘during creation, the jnana of beings attains expan-
sion. Bvetasvatara Upanishad.

It has been already pointed out that Narayana
is the Supreme Brahman. How, then, could it be
said that this does not conflict with the. passages
‘cited above, where Biva is stated to be the Supreme
‘Being? (it may be asked). This is a small matter.
The Vedas with their angas (supplementary treatises
like Siksha and Vyakarana), as elucidated and
elaborated by the principles of mberprebatlon
-enunciated in the words. of Vedic ' scholars
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(Mimamsakas) declare that Hari is the cause of
the world’s origin and the like. The *(Suirakara)
says:- “From whom (are) the origin and the like
of this (world) - (that is Brahman)” - 1, 1, 2, “That
from which all these beings are born, that by
which those that are born continue to live, that
into  which all these are merged - that is
Brahman” Taittriya Blriguvalli : 1

Note:—* Badarayana, the author of the Brahma Sutras.

From these it is evident that Brahman is the
cause etc. of the world. This has to be under-
stood only from the sections dealing with the
creation of the world. ‘“This * (world) existed, my
dear, as Sat at the beginning, single and without
a second,” From this text, it is learnt that the
material cause and the instrumental cause of the
world and that which is the Inner Ruler—that
these form the (one) final cause and that this final
cause is what is denoted by the word Sat. In
another sakha or (branch of the Veda), the . same
meaning is conveyed in: “This existed at the
beginning as Brahman, alone.” Here, the final cause
isreferred to by the word ‘Brahman’. So it is seen that
what is referred to by the word Sat is only Brahman.
In another sakha the same meaning is conveyed
in:- “This t existed fn the beginning as atma alone”,
where (the final cause) is referred to by the word
atma. In another sakha the same meaning is
conveyed in:- “Only § Narayana existed (then),
neither Brahma nor Isana (Siva), nor the sky nor
the earth nor the stars”. (The final cause) is here
referred to by the word ‘Narayana’. From this it
may be determined that, by the words expressive

*' Briharanyaka Upamshad 8-4- 10

t Aiteraya Up. 2 -
§ Mahopanishad,
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of the final cause like Saf, Brahman and the llke,

only Narayana is referred to.

Note:==The principle of interpretation enunciated by the Mimamsa Sasiva
here referred to is this ;- When, in a certain context, a number
of words of which the earlier are generic and the latter specific
are employed to denote a thing, the generic words refer only to
the thing denoted by the words whieh are more specifice Here
Sat (existent) is an extremely comprehensive word referring to all
that exists, both small and great, sentient aad non-sentient,
Next comes Brahman which excludes small things and applies
only to the great (brihat). More specific is the word atma (soul)
which excludes non-sentient things and applies only to the
conscious self. The word ‘'Narayana’ is the most specific of all
beings, more specific than atma (the conscious self which includes
the individual self as well), Therefore, Sa¢, Brahman and aima
refer only to Narayana.

In Narayanopanishad, (6-2) the passage beginning
with **Him whom seers describe as being in the
ocean” and ending with “No one has taken hold of
Him (i. e.) known Him either above or across or in the
middle. No one rules over Him. He, indeed, is
greatly famous (as the creator and protector of the
world). His form is incapable of being seen, and no
one can See Him with his eye. He can be realised
only by the mind endowed with devotion and resolu-
teness. Those who meditate on Him become
immortal”’—this passage brings out His being
beyond all else, denies the existence of anything
superior to Him and then states that this
passage should be taken as being one with the
t eight hymns (7¢ks) beginning with “Hiranyagarbha
arose from the waters.” That these riks treat
of the Supreme Person and are in praise of
Narayana is indicated by the sentence, “Hrih (i. e. :
Bhum:) and Lakshmi are His consorts,”

® rLying on the ocean’ and ‘being the Spouse of Lakshmi’ are marks

from which it may be inferred that the deity referred to ia
Narayana.

# See Appendix fof the meaning of these eight bymns.
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- The same ‘idea is explicitly stated in the
Narayana Anuvaka:~ “He is the God with a thousand
heads; He sees all things; He looks after the
welfare of the Universe; The Universe is Narayana
(because He is its soul). The Purusa i3 the Universe
because it depends on Him for its existence.
Narayana is the Supreme Brahman, Narayana is
the Supreme Reality or Truth, Narayana is the
Supreme Light, Narayana is the Supreme Self.
He is the infinite, changeless Seer who has his
residence in the ocean. He confers benefits on
the world; Beginning with these sentences and
ending with “He is Brahma, He is Siva, He is
Indra, He is the freed soul (akshara); He is the
Supreme Ruler with absolute sway (svarat)”’, (the
Anuvaka) employs words which, in all the branches
of the Vedas, denote the Supreme Reality (Tattva)-
words like ‘the freed soul’, ‘Siva’, ‘Sambhu’, “The
Supreme Brahman”, ‘The Supreme Light’, “The
Supreme Truth or Reality”, ‘The Supreme Goal’,
and the ‘Supreme Being’ to denote only Narayana
as endowed with the respective qualities. (The
Anuvake) further points out that all other things are
dependent on Him, are pervaded by Him, are
supported by Him, are controlled by Him, exist for
Him to serve His purposes and have Him as their
soul. It shows how Brahma and Siva are of the
same category as Indra and others and are therefore
among His glories (vibhuti). This passage in the
Anuvaka is solely intended to determine the
nature of the Supreme Reality (or fattva). Apart
from this, nothing else is prescribed here. The
adoration of Brahman, who is declared in this
passage as being above all else, is ordained in
other . passages (elsewhere), such as “He who medi-
tates on Brahman attains the Supreme”. The
passage marked (1) (Page 141) above means “One
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should meditate on the Supreme Being who is the
cause of everything by withdrawing the senses and
the vital breaths and fixing them on Him”., It
prescribes therefore only the meditation on Narayana,
who is the Supreme Brahman. Thn word ‘Isana’
applies to him (and not to Siva) because the
Srutis say He is the Lord of the Universe and
‘There is no ruler over Him’.

Note;—The word ‘Isana’ has, for its conventional meaning (roodi),
Siva. Bat here, it has its etymological meaning (yoga) viz., one
who rules.

The passage marked (2) (Page 141) also prescri-
bes the meditation on Narayana who is the ultimate
cause and wbo can be called ‘Sambhu’. “On whom
should one meditate?’. The passage beginning
with this (question) and ending with “The cause
should be meditatated on' lays down first that
the effect or what has -been produced should not
be meditated on and that only the cause is fit
to be meditated on. Narayana's being the ultimate
cause and, likewise, His being denoted by the word
‘Sambhu’ are declared in the Narayana Anuvaka,
which deals solely with the question of - determi-
ning what the ultimate ocause is. Therefore to
give any other interpretation is against reason in
regard to this passage which ordains that the
cause should be meditated upon.

In passage (3) (Page 142) it has been stated that
the words ‘“What is above Him” refer to the.
Supreme Reality being other than the Purusha.:
This, too, has been refuted by what has been said.’
For the meaning of the passage is as follows:—
“There is nothing else superior to . Him .and
nothing ocan therefore he  above . Him' uy, g
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other words, it means, “Nothing that is other
than the Purusha can, in any way, be superior”.
The word aniyastvam (Smallness) means subtle-
ness. ‘jyayastvam’ (greatness) means “Lordship
over all”, So, the meaning is “Since He
pervades all and is the Lord of all, no one
other than He can have the (same) subtlenes
or the (same) greatness of lordship; “than whom
there is nothing more subtle nor greater” denies
the superiority of any one other than the Purusha.
So the supremacy of any other deity is against
reason.

Note:—Aniyastvam (smallness, which mcans here, ‘subtleness’. That
which is subtle can pass through things that are gross. Light,
for instance, can pervadc or pass through glass, being morc
subtle than glass. Xrays are more subtle than ordinary light,
since they can pass through or pervade even things like, wood,
flesh, etc., through which ordinary light cannot pass. Brahman
is the subtlest of all, for it can pervade all other substances
without exception,

If it is asked what this passage means, the
answer is as follows:— At the beginning of this
section (Upakrama), it is said, “Only by meditating
on Him does a person attain immortality. There
exists no other way’’. Thisshows that the meditation
on the Person is the cause of immortality and
that the meditation of any one other than He is
no way at all. Then follows the sentence, “There
is nothing else that is superior to Him”, This
declares that the Person is above every one else.
Since the Real called Purusha (Purusha tattvam)
alone is superior to all else, it is formless and
faultless. “Those who meditate on it become immor-
tal. Others have only sorrow?” By these sentences the
meditation on the Purusha being the ocause of
immortality and that of others not being the
proper- way, which were stated before as propo-
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sitions, are now oconcluded with reasons. (If it is
interpreted) otherwise, the conclusion would be in
conflict with the two statements or propositions
(pratijna) stated at the beginning. Since this
Real called Purusha is free from all taint of im-
purity, He has the quality of purity and is fit to be
called Siva and is known also from the words “the
eternal, the pure” (Sasvatam, 8iam, Achyutam).
1t is only the Purusha that is referred to by the word
(Siva), as may be seen from what follows:— “He
is the great Purusha, the Lord (of all) (who can
give us the object of all our efforts, viz., moksha,
the one who inspires (us) with goodness sattvam)”.

By the same argument (as is followed above)
in the passage marked (4) (Page 142) “There was no
sat nor asat. Only Siva existed”, everything should
be interpreted (as before) (i. e.) Siva refers to
Narayana.

Burther, in the Anuvaka (section) which begins
with (Ambhasyapare) “In the boundless water (i. e.)
(the ocean) the Purusha is described as One who
is without an equal or a superior in “No one
rules over Him”, The same Purusha is des-
cribed in the Anuvaka or section beginning with “He
is subtler than the atom” and is called“Maheswara”
who is signified by the syllable a (¥) which is
the origin (prakritt) of pranava (the syllable aum
(Sﬁ), which, in turn, is the origin of the Veda,
being both the beginning and the end thereof.
The Anuvaka then prescribes the meditation of
the Purusha as existing within the ether (akasa)
of the lotus-like heart. This is the meaning:-
Of all the Vedas, the syllable aum (pranava) is
called the origin. Of pranava, too, the origin is
the syllable a (®). The Veda which is an evolute
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from pranava has obtained the form of its origin
(namely, pranava). He who is expressed by the
syllable a (3) which is the origin of pranava
is Maheswara. He who is denoted by the syllable
a which is the origin of all words that are ex-
pressive and who is also the origin of all things
denoted by words—He is Narayana.

The Bhagavan has said the same (in the
following):—

“l am the origin of all the world and, likewise,
of its dissolution. Dhananjaya, there is nothing
else that is above me”. Bhagavad Gita T—6 & 7).

“Of all syllables, I am the syllable a”, Ibid
(10—33).

Narayana is that which is denoted by the syllable
a, for the Sruti says “4 is Brahman”., All words
have the syllable a as their origin, for it is said
*All speech is the syllable a”. That all things
expressed or denoted by words have Brahman as
their origin is evident. So since the syllable a
denotes Narayana, it follows that Narayana is
the Muaheswara (referred to in this Anuvaka and
not Siva). And this has been explicitly declared
in the Narayana Anuvaka whose purpose is solely
to determine the Supreme Reality.

' The same Supreme Reality (Paratattva) which
is determined in this Anwvake that has no
other - purpose is denoted by other words
in all passages which treat of other subjests
(like the cause of the world), And this truth is
brought out by the Sutrakara in Brakmasutra (I—
1—81) which says: “This instruction (is based)
on insight: into- the Sastras, as by Vamadeva”’. On

19
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the ground that the Supreme Brahman is signified
by the words Brahma, Siva and the like, it would
not follow that Brahma and Siva are Supreme
Realities, for, in this Anwvaka which has no other
purpose than treating of the Supreme Being,
Brahma and Siva are placed among the glories
(vibhutis) of the Supreme Being, on the same
footing as Indra and others. From the fact that
words like Prana are (sometimes) employed in
the Srutis to denote the Supreme Brahman, it
would not be right to say that Prana (the vital
breath) and akasa (ether) and thelike are the Supreme
Reality.

Note:—Suira I - r - 31. In what is called Pratardama Vidya in Keushitaks
Ugpanishad, Indra says, ''Worship me, Indra, the slayer of
Vritra’, The Sutrakara discusses the meaning of this passage and
comes to the coanclusion that the object of meditation or
worship is not Indra but the Inner Self of Indra (namely)
Brahman. So, Indra’s teaching is that the Inner Self within
himsell should be meditated on, In this he had in mind the
Sastra which says that Brahman is the Inner Self of all,
Vamadeva, the seer, taught in the same way. So here too,
Brahma and Siva mean the Inner Self of Brahma and Siva,
namely, Narayana,

Now for another objection:—In Chandogya
Upanishad (I -8) ocours the following passage :-
“In this city of Brahman (viz, the body of the
worshipper) there is a small abode like the lotus
(viz., the heart); inside (that abode) there is an
infinitely small akasa (ether). What is within that
akasa or ether should be sought. That is to be
known”, “The word akasa here denotes (Brahman),
the material cause of the world, and what we are
asked to do is to seek (and know) something that is
within that akasa (for purposes of meditation).
This akasa is said to be the dispenser of names and
forms. As in the Purushi Sukta, the Purusha
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is oalled the dispenser of nalees and forms,
the object of search and meditation 1is (not
the Akasa or Purusha) but something else that
is within the Akasa which is synonymous with
Purusha.

Note:~This view is that of Vyomatita Vadis (i. c.) those who hold that
beyond vyeman or Akasa viz., Narayana, there is a higher
principle, a higher Real or tattva which is prescribed as the object
of meditation or worship.

This objection can be raised only by those
who have not studied the Veda (properly) and
who have not seen the writings of those that
have studied the scriptures. For the 8rut: itself
gives the answer to this objection. So also the
Vakyakara. The Sruti raises the question, “What
is there within that small akasa that should be
sought and that should be known?” and answers thus
“This akasa, which is within the heart, is as
immense as the physical or material akasa, thereby
indicating that Brahman, the Supreme Person,
who is denoted by the word akasa, is of bound-.
less splendour and is the cause and the support
of the world. Then the Sruti proceeds to state;
“In this, all auspicious qualities (kamas which are
objects of desire) are established eternally. This
self (atma) is untainted by evil,, has no old age,
nor death, no sorrow, no hunger, nor thirst: it
has all objects of desire and its will is irresistible.
Thus, the eight qualities beginning with freedom
from evil and ending with irresistible will are
placed in it (namely, the akass or Brahman).
So, by saying that, in the same way as the
Supreme Person is meditated on, the eight qualities
of the Bupreme Person, too, are to be separately
known ‘(and meditated on), the sruti itself has
vefisted. this. objeotion. oLl
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This is what it comes to:- “What is there
within it that is to be sought? To this question
the answer is: “In Him (wviz, the akasa) are
qualities like being the oreator and supporter of
the world, the quality of being its controller, the
quality of being one for whom the world exists,
freedom from evil and the like. This is the
refutation of the view held by the Vyomatitavadins,
The Vakyakara, too, says:- By **What is within
it” the kamas are referred to. Kamas are those
which are desired (i-e.) attributes like freedom
from evil, The real purport is the following:-
That Brahman, which is referred to by the word
Dahara Akasa (bhe small ether) and which, as a form
of play, creates., maintains and dissolves the
whole world and so also, the supremely wonderful
eight qualities like freedom from evil which are
within it, both these are to be sought and known.
The Sruti says again, “Those who depart (from
this world) after knowing this atmin (Brahman)
and also its qualities—to them there is freedom
to go about as they please in all the worlds.”

But it may be asked:- ‘‘How is it that, in
a sentence which lays down (the injunction) that
only the (Ultimate) Cause is to be meditated
upon, Vishnu, who is described as the Supreme
Reality in passages which are devoted to mno
other purpose than the determination (of the
Supreme Reality) is placed among created beings?”
(The answer to this question is as follows:-)
“We have to understand that Vishnu who is
placed here alongside Brahma and Rudra wanted
to complete the number of the Reals (fattvas)
who were His own creations and, by way of
sport and by His own will, incarnated as Vishnn,
(to make the number three). This is just like.
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the Supreme Being incarnating as Upendra, by
way of sport, to complete the number of the gods
(devas), and also like the Supreme Brahman
incarnating, by His own will, as the son of
Dasaratha to complete the number of kingsborn
of the solar race, and like Bhagavan incaraating
in the house of Vasudeva by His own will to
relieve the burden on the goddess of the earth,
while completing the number of the kings of the
lunar race.

It has already been said that, in all contexts
dealing with creation (srishti) and dissolution
(pralaya), Narayana alone is stated to be the
ultimate cause.

Notei—An avatara is not a creation by somebody else, It is a form
taken by the Supreme Being, by His own will, for a definite

purpose. So an avatara is not a karya (effect) and may be the
karana or cause,

It may be objected again that, in the Atharva
Siras, Siva describes himself as possessed of supreme
lordship, The Srut:i itself replies to this objection
by saying: “He has entered into all and into all
the quarters.” (The word ‘He’ in this sentence
refers to the Supreme Being and not to Siva).
Therefore, it was said so by Siva on the ground
that the Supreme Being had entered into Him,
The Sutrakara himself has explained the meaning
of this and other such passages by saying, “This
instruction (is based) on insight into the BSastras,
as by Vamadeva” (I—1—81). So also has it been
stated by Prahlada:-

“Since Ananta (Narayana) pervades every-
where, I am He; from me (arises) all; I am all;
everything is in me who am eternal”” Vishnu
puranam: 1-19 -85, .
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“Since Ananta pervades everywhere” gives
the reason (for the statement made by Prahlada).
The Supreme Being pervades all, because He is
the soul of everything, sentient and non-sentient,
which forms His body. Therefore, it has been
said that all words (like Siva and the rest) de-
note only the Supreme Being, Hence the word
‘I' (aham) in Prahlada’s speech refers only to the
Supreme Being who has for His modes (prakara)
the soul of himself. The Vakyakara, therefore
says, “It is said in such statements as Brahman
should be meditated on as the soul (of all),
since it is the cause of all” It is only the
Supreme Self that stands as the effect ¢ karya)
and as the cause and has for His body, sentient
and non-sentient things. both in their gross and
in their subtle state, So. the Vakyakara says
‘It is the cause of all.” The Sutrakara also says:-
“Brahman should be meditated on) as the soul;
(it is) in this way that (previous worshippers)
have meditated, (The Sastras) too give the same
instruction (IV -1-3).

In the Mahablharata also, in the dialogue
between Brahma and Rudra, Brahma says to
Rudra:-

“*(He) is the inner self of you, of
myself, and of all who are called
embodied beings” (i.e.) Narayana, who is ¢he:
Supreme Ruler (Parameswara) is the Inner Self.
of Rudra, Brahma, and other embodied beings, (dekz).

In the same (treatise) occurs (the following):—

“t Vishnu is the soul of Bhagavan Siva (Bhava)
who is possessed of immeasurable splendour”). ..

* Mahabharata: mo: 179—4
t Do Do: 196—16
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- In the same (again ooours) the following ):—

“* These two (Brahma and Rudra), greatest of
gods who are stated to have been produced from the
graciousness (prasada) and wrath (respectively)
of Vishnu, act as the agents of creation and destruc-
tion following the path pointed out by Him
(Narayana)’.

The meaning is:— Brahma and Rudra carry out
the work of creation and destruction, having been
shown the way by Narayana who resides within
them as their Inner Self.

Here ends the section proving that Narayana
is the ultimate cause.

The argument to prove
that Brahman is the Instrumental Cause (nimitta karana)
as well as the Material Cause (upadana karana).

Those who maintain that the Instrumental
Cause (ntmitta karana) of the world should be different
from the material cause (upadana karana) should
be looked upon as outside the pale of the Vedas
(for their view is against that of the Vedas). This
view is also aginst that of the Sutras composed
by that (great) authority on the Vedas, (Badarayana),
such as, “(That) from which arise the origin elc.,
of this (world) (is Brahman)” (I.1-2) and
“Brahman is also the material cause (prakriti) since
this is not in conflict with the proposition and the
illustrations”, (1—4—23).

It is also agaiﬁsb a large number of srutis (e. g.)
(1) “This, my dear, existed at the beginning
as sat and without a second” (2) “It resolved

*Mahabharata: ka. Par: 36—60
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that it should become the manifold”, (8) “Brahman
is the forest and Brahman is the tree from
which they made the world”, (3) “Brahman
presided supporting the worlds”, (4) “All the
moments (of time) took their origin from the
Purusha, whose splendour is like that of lightning”,
(5) “No one rules over Him. Great fame is His”,
(6) There is nothing here of plurality (nana),
(7) “He has everything under His control and is the
ruler over all”, (8) The Purusha alone is all this,
both the past and the present and He is the ruler
of all, (9) “There is no other way of attaining Him".,
Likewise in the Ithihasas and Puranas, while
describing creation and dissolution, this (alone),
Brahman or Narayana), is indicated to be the
highest reality (paratattva):-

In the Malabharata occur the following (slokas):-

“By whom was all this created, O Brahmas
(literally grand - father,) both the moving and the
non-moving? Whom do they go to at the time of
dissolution (pralaya)? Tell me this;

“Narayana has the (whole) world as His body ;
He is the inner self (atma) of all ; He is eternal”.

“The rishis, the pitris, the gods, the great
elements, the tissues of the body (dhatu) - this
world conmstmg of moving and non-moving thmgs--
all had their origin from Narayana”. :

Note:—(1) shows that Brahman is both the material and the instru-
mental cause, (2) shows His being the instramental cause,
(3) shows His being the material cause, (4) shows His being
the instrumental cause, (5) shows His being the material cause,
(6) shows His being the instrumental cause, (7) shows both.

The Vishnu Purana which is acocepted unani-
mously by all learned men (stshéas) in - the east,
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north, south, and west as being adequate, by
itself, to determvine the nature of all dharma
(duty) and of all reality (fattva) raises the question,
“The cause of the origin and the like of the world
is understood to be Brahman; What is that cause?”
and answers it by saying “CAll this) arose from
Vishnu”. From such passages as this, it is agreed
on all hands that this purana exsits solely for
the purpose of pointing out the specific form of
Brahman (viz., Vishnu).

So also in the concluding section of this treatise
it is said:—

“(The nature of ) Prakrit:, both in its manifested
state (vyakta) in creation and in its unmanifested state
(avyakta) during pralaya, has been explained by me and
80 also, (the nature of) Puruha (the individual self).
Both of them merge in the Supreme Self”. (This
means that the Supreme Self is the ultimate cause
of the world ).

“The Supreme Self is the support of all and
is the Supreme Ruler (Parameswara), In the Vedas
and the Vedantas (the Upanishad), it is celebrated
in song by the name of Vishnu”.

The meaning is “He alone is celebrated in song
in all the Vedas and Vedanta by all words as the
ultimate cause. Just as the Narayana Anuvaka”
among all the srutis, interests itself solely in
determining the specific form of the Supreme
Brahman, so also this Vishnu Purana says:—

“From you, O, knower of dharma, I desire
to learn whence this world arose, how it arose,
whence it will arise again and how it will
arise; illustrious sir, tell me by whom it is pervaded

20
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and in whom this world of moving and non-moving
things lay merged before and in which it will become
absorbed again”. Having begun, in this way, to ask,
“What is this Supreme Brahman?”, it proceeds to
describe the specific nature of this Supreme
Brahman:—

*“From Vishnu possessed of the will (to create),
this world took its origin; in Him alone it stands;
He maintains it and controls the world; He is
the world.

“He is greater than the great; He pervades
everywhere; He is self - supported; He is with-
out the specifications of genus, quality and the
like. He is not subjeet to decay and death, to
modiflcation, to growth and to birth., He is
capable of being spoken of only as existing
always. .

“He is everywhere and everything has its
abode (vasati) in Him. Therefore, the learned
speak of Him as Vasudeva.

“He is the Supreme Brahman—eternal, because
He is unborn, unchanging, and withont end. He
is always of the same nature; He is pure, because
there is no blemish or imperfection in Him, as
He is free from Fkarma.”

“AH this universe which is of the nature of
the manifest and the unmanifest, and which
also stands in the form of purusha (the individual
self) and of %ala (time) is only He.”

“He is beyond prakrits (matter) which is the
cause of all the elements (bauta), beyond its
evolutes or modifications (like mahat and ahankara)
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and beyond blemishes like the gunas  Cof prakriti
viz., sattvam, rajas and tamas.) He is beyond all
obscuration (avarana). He is the soul of all,
O Bage, because all parts of the world are
pervaded by Him.”

“The essential nature of His divine self has
the quality of all auspiciousness. He supports
all sorts and kinds of beings with but) a small
fraction of His might. At His own will and
pleasure, He assumes wonderful forms pleasing to
Him; and (this He does) to promote the well-
being of the whole world.”

“He is the unique abode of qualities like
splendour, strength, wisdom, valour and might.
He is the greatest of the great; in Him there are
no such things as pain, because He is the ruler
of the great and the small.

“He is Iswara; He is of the nature of Jizas in
their individual state (vyashéz) and in their
collective, causal state (samashtz); so also He is
of the nature of the manifested and the unmanifested
state (of matter). He rules over all; He knows the
nature of everything and of every mode of every-
-thing”.

“That knowledge by which this (Brahman) that
is free {rom the taint (dosia) (peculiar to prakrite),
that is pure (without the karma which binds the
Jiva), that is incapable of being ever tainted (by
karma like the released souls), that is supreme and
‘always the same-that knowledge alone is knowledge;
the rest is called ajnana (ignorance)”.

- Iu this way the Vishnu Purana is interested
sonly in determining the specific form of the Supreme
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Brahman, Therefore, other puranas are to be So
interpreted as not to conflict with it. That they are
interested in other subjects (than Brahman) may
be seen even in * the manner in which they begin.
That in them which is entirely opposed (to what is
in the Vishnw Purana) should be disregarded as
due to tamas. '

Note;—in the manner in which they begin : The Laingapuranam begins
by asking for a description of the greatness of the Lingain
special, whereas Vishnupuranam seeks to know the Supreme
Being and its characteristics and declares that Vishnu is that
Supreme Being; so the praise of Vishnu in it is impartial.

But it might be said, even in this (purana),
the equality of the trinity (Brahma, Vishnu and Siva)
is apparent as in the following :-

“Bhagavan Janardana alone takes the names of
Brahma, Vishnu and Siva, while engaged in the
(respective) work of oreating, maintaining and
destroying”. Vishnu Purana: 1-2-~66.

We answer: “It is not so. ‘“Janardana alone”
means that Janardana is stated in this ocontext
to be identical with Brahma, Vishnu, Siva and
the rest of the world. What was stated succinotly
before in “He is the world” is here elaborated.

“He is the creator and He also creates Him-
self; Vishnu is the object of protection and is, at
the same time, the protector; Me is destroyed at the
end (in pralaya) and He is himself the destroyer,
being the Lord (of all).” Vishnu Purana: 1-2-6.

Here by indicating Brahma in his capacity as
creator and the object of ocreation, and likewise
the destroyer and the destroyed at the same time, -
the purana teaches the identity between Vishnu
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and everything else. In so far as the creator and
the destroyer are among the glories (vibhutis) of
Janardana just like the created and the destroyed,
there is nothing peculiar to the former. Since
the words, Janardana and Vishnu, are synonymous,
the purana states that, for His own Lila (or play)
and at His own pleasure, the possessor of these
glories becomes himself one of the glories. This
idea is set forth immediately afterwards:-

“Earth, water, and likewise, fire, air and
ether, all the senses, the mind and the purusha
(viz., the Jiva) — these that constitute the world
are only He. Though He is unchanging (avyaya)
yet, He is the soul of all beings and has the
universe as His body. Therefore, creation and the
like which are found in all beings is only to
serve His purposes. Vishnu Purana: 1-2-68,

“He alone is the created and He alone is the
creator; He protects and destroys and is. at the
same time, the protected; Vishnu who has every-
thing without exception as His form owing to
states of existence such as Brahma—Vishnu grants
us the . objects that we desire; He is the object
of worship; He is the highest of all.” bid: 1-2-68.

Here, the purana raises the question whether
it is proper to affirm the identity between the world
with blemishes and imperfections mingled (with
good qualities) and Brahman who possesses all
auspicious qualities and who is net subject to any
blemish or change - identity, such as is implied in
the grammatical co-ordination or apposition
(samanadhikaranya) such as “The world is He”
and then itself answers it in the words: “Though
unchanging, He alone is the soul of all beings and
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has the universe as His body”. This Vishnu alone,
who is the Ruler of all rulers and who is the Supreme
Brahman, is stated to be the whole world and the
reason is given in: “Though unchanging, He is the
soul of all beings and has the universe as His bcdy.”
Again, it is said, “All that is the body (tanuh)
of Vishnu” To explain :- Though Heis unchanging,
since Vishnu, the Supreme Brahman, has the
universe as His body, this identification of Him
with the world is not against reason, The nature
of the soul and the nature of the body are, of course,
different. This Vishnu. who is the Ruler over all,
it has already been stated, incarnates, at His own
pleasure, as Vishnu, one among the gods, among
animals and among men that are in the ranks of
those under His control in the world, in order that
they may seek refuge under Him, In the sixth
chapter of the Vishnu Purana, while speaking of
Sublasraya (a sacred object for meditation), it is
clearly stated that Brahma and others are under
the sway of karma and that Bhagavan Vasudeva,
who is the Supreme Brahman, takes an incarnation
of His own accord and in His essential nature, for
the good of the whole world. In the Mahabharata
it is explained that even in these incarnations as
gods and the rest, His body is not constjtuted of
matter (aprakrita). “The body of this Supreme
Being is not built up of the five elements (earth,
water, efc., which are evolutes of matter (prakritz).”
The Sruti also says “Though unborn, He is born in
many forms”. The foremost among the wise are
aware of His birth”. To Brahma and others who are
subject to the sway of %arma, birth, which is of the
nature of entrance into the bodies of gods, (men)
and the like that are special configurations
(samsthana)  of the elements (earth, water,
fire, air and akass) that are  themsSelves
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evolutes .or modifications of matter is inescapable,
though they may not desire it and these bodies are
adapted to the respective karma. On the other hand,
this Bhagavan. who is the Ruler of all and whose
will is omnipotent (satyasankalpa), though He
never performs any karma which is other than
pure, is born manifold, of His own accord and
in His own wonderfully auspicious form among
gods and the like for the well-being of the world.
The word ‘His’ (tasya) (in the Sru¢i text) * means
‘Of Him who does not perform any /karma that
is other than pure; baludha yonim (manifold birth)
means many kinds of birth in accordance with
His innumerable auspicious qualities, dhirak
(the wise) means ‘the foremost among the wise.”
Jananti means ‘know’.

* ajayamano bahudha vijayate; tasya dhirah parija-
nanti yonim.

Note;—The question asked was: Does not the placing of Vishnu
alongside Brahma and Siva in the sleka quoted from Vishnu
Purana show that He is not above them and that there is another
tattva above Him? Sri Ramanuja‘’s answer is *‘No. Brahma
and Siva are created beings and thcrefore Jivas, whereas Vishnu,
though placed alongside with them in that context, i¢ not a
created being but an incarnation of Janardana or Vasudeva or the
Supreme Brahman. An incarnation is not the same thing as a
ereated being.

The Sutrakara (Badarayana) himself has refuted
the idea of there being a higher principle (tattva)
than this Supreme Person who has been explained
as the material and instrumental cause of the
world in the following sutras:- “From which the
origin and the like (of this world) proceed - (That
is Brahman)” 1,1, 2 and “(Brahman is) also the
material cause as it iS not opposed to the proposition
(sought to be proved) and the illustrations” I-4-,28
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and other such (sufras), For in III 2, 80 he
raises the purvapaksha or prima facie view. (“There
must be) another (reality) higher than this
(Supreme Person) on account of such indications
as ‘bridge’, ‘measurability’, ‘connexion’ and differ-
ence”’, Then, he refutes the purvapaksha in the
following Sutras:-

Br. futra III. 2, 381. ‘“but on account of
resemblance.”

Note:—1he Sruti text which is the subject of discussion here meaus;-
This Atma (the Suprcme Self) is the sets which protects the
worlds against getting mixed up with one another (Chandogya
Upanishad V1II - 4, 1). The Purva Pakshin says that the word
seiu in the text should mean ‘bridge’ and that, as a bridge always
leads to something beyond itself, the aima or Brahman described
so far mast lead to a higher tattva beyond itself. The Sutrakara’s
answer is as follows:i- On account of resemblance to a setm,
Brahman is called here a sefu. Setu here means not a bridge, buta
dam which prevents what is on one side of it from getting mixed up
with what is on the other side. But for Brahman, the properties
and limits of things like earth, water, fire and air would get
mixed up. So, Brahman is not a bridge leading to something
else beyond it, but a dam or controlling authority which keeps
all things in the proper places assigned to them.

By, Sutra III, 2-32, “(Itis) for the purpose
of contemplation as in the statement about the
feet.”

Note:—The Sruis texts which are the subject of discussion are such
passages as ‘‘Brahman has four feet’’ Chandogva Upanishad
(V. 18-2) Brahman has sixteen Ralah or parts Prasna Upawishad
(VI. 1), *'His foot is all the beings” Purusha Sukiae These
passages would imply measurability or limitedness. It might
follow from them that the Brahman described so far was finite and
that there was a higher tatfva that was infinite. This conten-
tion of the Purva Pakshin is refuted in I1II « 2-32 as follows s—
Brahman is certajuly infinite, but for purposes of meditation,
we are taught to thiok of Him as having feet, parts and the like,

Br. Sutra III. 2-83. (Though infinite, it may
be meditated on as finite) owing to particular
places as in light and the like,
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Note :—Light and ether, (akasa), though pervading everywhere, are spoken
of as finite and limited, owing to their connection respectively
with such places as windows as in ‘the light in the window’ and
with such objects as pots. So too, though Brahman is infinite
and all - pervasive, it may be meditated on as finite owing to its
connection with particular places.

Br. Sut. I1I. 2-834. As there is no ime-
possibility (in the same thing being both the
end and the means).

Note:—The text discussed hereis ‘‘Heis the sefu leading to immortality’’.
The Purvapakshin contends that, as there is a conmecting inter=
mediary between the goal and the means of reaching the goal, the
goal should be different from the means of reaching its The
Sutyakaya's answer is thiss Brahman may well be both. There is
nothing that is improper in this, for the Sruts says “He whom this
Atma (the Supreme Self) chooses—by him alone can He be ate
tained; to him alone He reveals his form'’. Katopanishad.

Br. Sutra: III, 2-385. “So also owing to (the
existence of) others being denied, (there is nothing
higher than Brahman).

Note:—The texts discussed in this Suira are such passages as ''That which
is higher than it:’’ Svatasvatara Upanishad (3-10) explained before
(on page 146), ‘‘He reaches the Person beyond the highest
(Mundaka Upanishad 111 2-8.) 'He is beyond the highest which is
higher than the Akshara’.

On the strength of these passages, the Purvapakshin says:
**There should be a higher tativa than Brahman. The Sutrakara
replies “No. There is nothing higher, for the Sru#s itself says (in
Svetasvatara Upanishad 3-9) that there is nothing else higher than
Brahman."

Br, Sutr. III. 2-86. (We learn) that every-
thing is pervaded by this (Brahman), from words
signifying extent and others.”

Note:—=The Sutrakara here says that there are Vedic texts like ‘By Him is
all this (world) filled’’, Svetasvatara Upanishad (3-9), ‘*Whatever is
seen or heard of in the world, all that Narayana pervades, both
within and without'’ Purusha Suktam. *The wise see (Brahman)
who is eternal, omnipresent, pervading everything, owing to His

2L
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subtleness and who is the cause of all living beings"”. -Mundsha
Upanishad 1 1-6. (In these Suiras, the author refutes the

view that there is anything higher than Brahman such as
Brahma.)

In Manu’s Dharma Sasira also, we find (1) *‘Then appeared
He who controls ¢amas’’, (2) **Desirous of creating all kinds of
beings®’, (3) ‘'First He created water and placed His energy in it"’,
(4) *'From the egg of Brahma (Brahmanda) arose Brahma'/, In
these passages, since we hear of Brahma's birth, it is evident that
Brahma is a Jiva (Kshetraina).

Note:s=The ‘He’ in (1) refers to Aniruddha, an incarnation of Vasudeva,
the Supreme Being, who is said to preside over tamas before the
creation of the world and of Brahma, (3) *Desirous’ is here
said of Brahman not Brahma (3) the ‘He’ refers to Brahman,

The names are given also of the Supreme
Person who is the creator and of Brahma who
was created by Him in the following:-

“The waters were His abade of old. Therefore,
He is called Narayana. The person created by
Him is celebrated in the world as Brahma.”

Note s—Narayana etymologically means “He of whom the waters (narah)
are the abode (ayana).

That Brahman and others are Jivas may be
determined also from the Vishnu Purana, where it
is explained that they cannot be sacred objeots
of meditation (Bubhasraya) owing to their associa-
tion with the three kinds of mental effort (bhavana).

Note :—(1) The mental effort for performing karma capable of securing
objects of pleasure is called karma bhavana. (2) The mental effort
to perform the adoration of the Supreme is called Brahma bhavana
and (3) the mental effort to perform both the above is called
ubhaya bhavana.

Brahma has bhavana of the third kind. In creation he has
karma bhavana. At other times, he has Brahma bhavana. Some
have only karma bhavasa, like most of us mortals. Great
seers like Sanaka and Sanandana have only Brahma bhavana.

Here ends the section proving that Narayana is both the instru.
mental and the material cause of the world,



Refutation of the view of the Mimamsakas of the
Prabhakara School that we understand the meanings of
words only when finding them employed in denoting
some action or other:

Note := (The Mimamsakas, who have laid down valuable
principles of interpretation in regard to the Vedas.
attach great importance to the earlier parts of the Veda, the
Karma kanda, which prescribes rituals and sacrifices (yajnas) for
the attainment of certain worldly objects and of svarga after
death. To them, the Upanishads which form the jnana kanda
are of little or no importance, as they do not prescribe the per-
formance of rituals and sacrifices and describe only the nature of
Brahman, of the individual self, of matter and of their relations
to one anmother. The rituals and sacrifices described in the
Karma kanda, if properly performed, would, of themselves
according to them, lead to the attainment. of the good things
of this world or of svarga as the case may be. It might appear
from the Vedic texts that these rituals and sacrifices are intended
totplease this god or that. But such words have no validity
in regard to the knowledge that they impart. It is doubtful,
they say, whether gods really exist; cven supposing they exist,
they are not necessary at all for man’s attaining his desires,
The performance of karma by itself will give him, either in this
life itself or after death, whatever he desires. I% may be objected
that as karma, the performance of a rite or a sacrifice, lasts only for
a short time and as no trace of it persists after the performance
is over, it cannot yield such benefits as svarga which can only
come after death, since there is no connecting link between the
karma which has perished and the end that is desireds To
meet this objection, the Mimamsakas postulate an entity called
apurva which arises in the atma as a result of the perfomance
of the respective karma and immediately after its performance
is duly completed. This apurvaor karya (as it is also called),
they maintain, persists through life and even after death and
secures the attainment of the desired object either in this world
orin svarga. There is no need, according to them, to assame
that the gods mentioned in the Vedic texts confer these benefits.

The Vedas cousist of three parts, vidhi, mantra, and arthavada.
Vidht is those texts which lay down certain actions, rites
or yajnas as fit to be performed and certain prohibitions
as to what we should not do. It is only these texts that,
according to Mimamsakas, are valid sources of knowledge.
Mantras consist of hymns in verse in - praiee.. of the gods
deacsibing their attributes and asking for their favous. They
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may be in praise also of the karma prescribed in the vidhi-
vakyas or texts prescribing rites or karma. The Mimamsakas
do not regard these mantras as giving any valid knowledge.
What may be inferred from them about gods or their attributes
is absolutely of no value as true knowledge. Arthavadas are
invariably in prose and extol the karma laid down in the
vidhivakya or the god or gods whose praise is sung in the
mantras. These, too, have, according to Mimamsa doctrine,
oo value as sources of true knowledge .

There are two schools of thought among Mimamsakas, namely,
the school of Prabhakara or Prabhakaras (the followers of
Prahbakara) and the school of Kumarila Bhatta or Bhattas,
as they are called.

How do we learn at first the meaning (vyutpatti) of words?
To this question different philesophers have given different
answers, The Prabhakaras affirm that the meanings of words
are understood only when they arec employed in connection
with some action to be performed (karyarthavada). When A
says ‘Bring the cow’ and B brings it after hearing the words
of A, C who has listened to A’ 8 words and observed B's
action in bringing the cow, infers that the word ‘cow’ used by
A must mean the amimal brought by B. The Prabhakaras
are not content with stating that this is one of the ways in
which the meanings of words are learnt, but assert that this
is the only way in which the meanings of words could be
learnt. According to them, sentences or words which do not
denote any action to be performed cannot convey any valid
knowledge, Now in the Upanishads. there are many sentences
which speak, for instance, of Brahman as being eternal. as
being consciousness and as being infinite (satyam, jnanam,
anantam.) Do these texts convey any meaning that may be
considered as a contribution to valid knowledge in our minds?
The Mimamsakas say °*’No, they do not’’, These passages
do not prescribe any action for performance and are of the
nature of arthavadas. Hence, no valid meaning can be derived
from them. This contention is called vyutpatti abhava vada.
If this view' were* accepted, it would follow that the study of
the Upanishads is absolutely of no use.

In this section, Sri Ramanuja refutes the contention of the
Prabhakaras that the meanings of words come to be learned
at first only from sentences prescribing action. He shows also
that the Upanishads, too, contain vidhivakyas prescribing what
ought to be done and that, on this account also, what is said
in them has validity. Then, he takes the warfare into the enemy’s
camp and proves by various arguments that there is no justifi.
cation for the Mimamsake's assumption of the existence of
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an apurva or karya which confers the benefits, though the karma
or ritual has perished. Though the karma is over, it has served
its purpose, Sri Ramanuja says, in pleasing Iswara who, at
the appropriate time, rewards the man with the objects of
his desire).

There are some (thinkers) (Prabhakaras) who
hold that words (in the Vedas) which consist of
vidhi, arthavada, and mantra can be said to convey
a meaning only when they denote a thing to be
done (karya), because we do not find words conveying
any meaning when they are used in connection
with anything other than an action (to be per-
formed). All speech, action or {vyavalara) is based
on the idea of the action to be performed. Therefore,
the sigificance of the Vedas is, in their opinion,
concerned only with things to be done and they
are not valid sources of knowledge in regard to
permanent or established entities (parinishpanna
vastw) (like Brahman).

Against this view (of the Prabhakaras), it may
be said as follows:-

Is it a king’s command that the determi-
nation of the power of words to signify what they
mean is arrived at only by speech stimulating
activity (of some form or other)? (There is none
such), It is easy to make one understand the
signifying power of a word even in regard to
established entities. For example, one (A) is sent
by another (B) with instructions given by gestures
and the like to say to Devadatta, “The stick is
in the room.” A, proceeding to execute the orders
goes to Devadatta and uses the words, “The
stick is in the room.” A fourth person O who
stood by and understood the gesture employed
by B like a dumb man may not at first know
the meaning of the words employed. Notwith-
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standing this, he observes these words employed
by A to signify to Devadatta that the stick is in
the room and learns that these words convey this
meaning. Where is the impossibility here? (In “the
stick is in the room”, there is no activity enjoined).
So also, deliberately, it may be learnt by the teaching
of others. For example, the child is told again
and again by parents and others with words
accompanied by fingers pointing to the respective
objectss, “This is father”, ‘This is mother’, “This is
uncle”, “This is a man,” “This is a beast”, “This
is the moon”, “This is a serpent’. Being taught
in this way, the child finds a knowledge of their
meanings arising within himself from those very
words. He concludes gradually that the use of these
words accompanied with the gesture of the finger
is the cause of this knowledge of their signification,
since there is no other association (sambandha) and
since there is no knowledge of any person who has
established any convention (regarding the words
and their meanings). Later the child is told by
elders, “This word means such and such a thing’’
and learns the meanings of all words and himself
also employs collections of words (sentences). In
the same way, he learns the signification of all
words and, in specific groups of words, the signifi-
cation of the true connection existing among the
different words. Therefore, the insistence that the
knowledge of the meaning of words arises only in
connection with things to be done is without reason.
Hence, since it is clear that the signification of
words can be known also in the case of established
entities (both in ordinary speech and in the Vedas),
it follows that all the Vedic passages do give (us) a
knowledge of Brahman who is the cause of all the
world, who is the abode of all auspicious qualities
and who has (other) such attributes. Further, (let
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u1s admit for the moment) that the knowledge of the
meaning of words arises only in regard to a thing
that is to be done (karya); even then, the texts
in Vedanta also may (be shown to) give knowledge in
as much as they too prescribe a thing to be done. They
prescribe meditation (upasana) (of Brahman). In
connection with that action to be done, they may
very well give (us) knowledge of the person (who
meditates) and of the fruit of the action which is
an attribute of his, in the same way as the Mimam-
sakas admit that arthavadas give valid knowledge
of certain things even when the wvidhivakya does
not mention them. For instance, (1) the vidhivakya
says, “The person desirous of svarga should per-
form the Jyotishtoma sacrifice”. It does not tell us
what svarga is like or the attributes of svarga.
An arthavada says - “Where there is no heat, no
cold, no grief’. It is admitted by the Mimansakas
that this attribute of svarga is valid knowledge
(though it does not occur in the vidhivakya). Again
(2) there is a wvidhivakya which enjoins: “The night
satras (sacrifices due to be performed at night)
should be done”, Itis not stated in the vidhivakya
what the reward (or phala) would be. But an
arthavada following it says, “Those who perform
these night sacrifices become well-established in
life’. The Mimamsakas admit that this passage,
though only an arthavada, gives us valid knowledge
about the fruit resulting from the performance.
Furthermore, (8) there is a prohibitary injunction
(nishedha) to the following effect: ‘“Therefore one
shall not threaten a Brahmin with assault”. It
does not state any penalty. Only an arthavada
says: “He who threatens shall be fined a hundred
gold coins”, This arthavada is admitted by Mimam-
sakas as affording true knowledge. As in these
(three) oases, wviz., the attributes of svarga that
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it is a place where there i3 no trace of grief, the
information about the fruit resulting from night
sacrifices and the punishment for threatening,
arthavada passages in Vedanta do give true know-
ledge of Brahman, the attainment of which is the
fruit of the meditation enjoined in the widhivakya
(“Brahman should be meditated upon”) of the attri-
butes of Brahman, of the person who medidates and
other such things and all this is being related to
the wvidhivakya.

Note;—The original is too condensed and presumes too deep a knowledge
of Mimamsa on the part of the reader to be easily understood.
So the translation had to be made explanatory.

For instance, the text, ‘“The man who knows
(meditates upon) Brahman attains the Supreme”
really enjoins that the man who wants to attain
the Supreme should meditate on Brahman. So
the attainment of Brahman which is an attribute
(uviseshana) of the person who is concerned with
the meditation of Brahman is here declared to be
the fruit of the meditation. In this, the essential
nature of Brhman (svarupa) which appears as the
object of attainment and all its attributes are
established only as being related to the thing to
bo done. And comprised within it, such things as
Brahman’s creatorship of the world, Brahman's
being the cause of its destruction and Brahman's
being the support and the inner soul of the world
—all these (both what has been said and what
has not been said) are established. There is nothing
in this that is against reason.

Since this is so, whatever is said in all the
mantras and arthavadas becomes established as being
related to the thing to be done (namely, the
meditation), provided it is not opposed (aviruddha)
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to other sources of valid knowledge (pramana)
and provided it cannot be established (by other
sources of valid knowledge) (aprapti). So has it
been said in the Dramida Bhashya :—

“Beginning with the Srut: text *(on avadana),
the Bhashya proceeds to say, “Though this text is
in praise of awvadana, the praise ocannot be true,
if it tells us of what does not exist”. To explain:-
“It is well-known that all arthavada passages
inspire (one) with a knowledge of the excellence
of the enjoined karma by praising, in a thousand
ways, the qualities of the saocrifice and the like,
which are of the nature of the worship of
(certain) deities with their supplementary rites
(anga) and, likewise, of the unseen qualities of
the deities worshipped. If these qualities do not
exist in reality, there will be no knowledge of
the excellence of the Aiarma (sacrifice). Therefore
to produce this knowledge of its excellence, the
arthavada passages must afford a knowledge of only
such qualities as really exist. On the same line
of reasoning. it would follow that what is said
in the mantras, too, should be considered as true.

Note :—(4vadana is from the root do a) to cut (with the preposition
ava.) The Sruti referred to in the Dramida Bhashya means, A
man is born with three debts (Rina), that to his ancestors, that
to the gods and that to the Rishis. If a saerificer cuts a slice
from the heart of the animal slain for the sacrifice and makes

. of it an offering in the fire, all his three debts will be cutoff
(i. e.) discharged; that is why avadanas are called by that name
(i, e,) those that cut,

Note:=Sri Ramanuja first refuted the theory that the meanings of
words are first understood only when they are employed to
.denote an action or a thing to be done, Later, he said that,
even on the assumption that this theory is true, the Vedantic
texts musé be considered as affording valid knowlege in as

zmuch as, in Vedanta, actions or things to be done are prescribed.

33
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Now,. be proceeds to show that what the Mimamsakas mean

* by the thing to be ‘done (karya) namely, apurva (a potential

- created in the soul by the activity connected with rites and
sacrifices, which, later on, results in certain fruits) cannot be
properly defined and has no foundation in fact, being only an
unnecessary and dogmatic assumption, Sri Ramaouja points
out that the definitions which might be given by Mimamsakas
of apurva or karya would apply either to the rite or the fruit
of the rite and not merely to this Rarya or apurva.

. Further, those who hold this theory regarding
the meanings of words as being related only to
a thing to be done, - they should define what they
mean by karya or ‘the thing to be done’ (when
they say it is identical with apurva,)

It they say harya or apurva is what is
produced by the volition (%rité or mental effort)
and is, at the same time, aimed at by the voli-
tion, we ask, what is meant by “that which is avmed
at by the volition?”. (1) If the reply is “that with which
the volition concerns itself is that which is
aimed at by the volition”, volition which is an
activity of a person cannot have any concerns
(adhikara) or aims (for only persons have aims
and oconcern themselves with activities like
sacrifices). How can volition have ‘concerns’
(adhikara)? (2) If the definition is altered or amended
in this way: “That desirous of securing which a
‘person produces the mental effort (or volition)
is what is aimed at by the volition”, it would become
.too wide as a definition (ativayapts) for, then,
that which is desired would become that which
18 aimed at by the volition. (It would apply to svarga or
any worldly enjoyment that the sacrificer desires
'‘as well as to the apurva). The Mimamsaka
‘might reply, “There are two aspeots of .desire,
-one is existence as the object of -the desire and
‘the other is the power of stimulating the person
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to act- It is this stimulating or inspiring aspect
that forms the definition of “that which is avmed at
bu the volition.” This effort (to amend the definition)
which is due to an obstinate insistence on one’s
theory is all in vain. The power of stimulating
or inspiring is nothing but the absolute depend-
ence of what appears to be the object of
desire on one’s own effort for its realization (i.e.)
that the object desired cannot be attained except
by one’s own effort; for only then (i.e.) after
realising that it cannot be secured without one’s
effort, does one proceed to enter on the activity.
When the desire for a thing (svarga and the
like) has arisen, and when the person realises
that the desired object cannot be secured with-
out beginning his effort, the desire to act arises
and then the person acts. This is the order of
sequence as understood by those who know the truth
of these things. Therefore, there is no such thing
as that which is aimed at by the volition (apurva) apart
from the desired object being dependent for
its attainment on one’s volition. The Mimamasaka
might now say, “The reason for a thing being desired
is its being agreeable (anukula) to a person. (8) 8o, that
which is agreeable to a person is that which is aimed
at by volition”. But this cannot be. That which is
agreeable (anwkula) to a person (is synonymous
with pleasure and) means nothing other than
pleasure, in the same way as that which is
disagreeable to a person is synonymous with pain
(dukkha). There is nothing other than pleasure
which can be said to be agreeable to a person (and
apurva is certainly not pleasure). The Mimamsaka
might- reply, “ The relief from pain which ‘is
other- tha.n plea.sure (sukha.) is seen t0 be a,greeable
to a person".. We refuﬁe this” sta.ﬁemez}t a,s
followsss—-i -z e
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“Whatever is agreeable to one’s self is pleasure
(sukha) and whatever is disagreeable to one’s self is
pain (dukkha). This is the differentiation between
pleasure and pain. Between them, pleasure which
is agreeable to one’s self becomes an object of desire
and pain which is disagreeable to one’s self becomes
undesirable. Since contact with pain is unbearable,
relief from it, too, becomes an object of desire.
Since it becomes an object of desire in the same way
as pleasure, relief from pain is confounded with
pleasure (though it is not the same as pleasure).
To a man who is still in the stream of births
and deaths (samsara) owing to contact with prakriti,
there are three possible states:- contact with
what is agreeable, contact with what is dis-
agreeable and being in his own essential nature
with neither pleasure nor pain. Absence of contact
with pleasure and absence of contact with pain
are both the same (because that is the third
state described above with neither pleasure nor
pain). Therefore when the contact with what is
disagreeable exists, relief from it, which is this
third state of being in a neutral condition, becomes
desirable. Since, there is a similarity between
pleasure and this relief from pain in both of them
being desirable, relief from pain is illusorily mis-
taken (bhrama) for pleasure,

Therefore, those who judge matters by valid
evidence laugh at the man who says that Niyoga
(commandment as also that which is acquired
by the commandment or wvidki namely, apurva, is
agreeable because whatever is agreeable is of the
nature of pleasure (sukha). It is because Niyoga
(apurva) can bring about the accomplishment of
the desired objeot that it is assumed to be the
object of a c¢ommandment, an enduring thing
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(lasting for a long time) and alsoasa new and
super-sensuous entity (resulting from the activity
connected with sacrifices and the like). In the
words “Svarga kamo yajeta” (He who is desirous of
svarga shall perform the sacrifice), the contention of
the Mimamsakas that the thing to be done signified
by the word yajeta is something other than the
activity connected with the performance of the sacri-
fice, namely, apu rva—this contention would be possible
only because of its being read in association with the
words, “He who is desirous of svarga” and conse-
quently of its being considered as the means of
attaining savrga. The *Mimamsakas cannot say
that the use of the word yajefa first suggests
niyoga or apurva independently of the other words in
the sentence and that its being read in association
with the words “He who is desirous of svarga”, later
brings into prominence the person (commanded to
perform the sacrifice) who is necessary for the
production of this apurva. They cannot say so, for
the verb yajeta suggests only “what can be
accomplished by man’s effort”. 1t is only by its
being read in association with “He who is desirous
of svarga”’, that the Mimamsakas could infer what is
not conveyed by the verb yajeta and what is other
than that denoted by the verb, namely “the
thing to be done”, its enduring quality, and
its being a new super-sensuous entity (epurva).
Its being different from the activity which
alone is suggested by the verb is inferred from
its appearing as the means of bringing svarga
into effect. The terminations of the potential (ling)
and imperative moods affixed to verbs only indicate
that the activity is the means of attaining svarga,
Notes—*The Sanskrit verb yajeta means ‘‘should perform a sacrifice’”s But

the Mimamsahas ssy that it means ‘‘create or acquire apurva (by

. i performing the sacrifice)”’



178

which is consistent with the meaning of other
words read in connection with the verb, namely,
“He who is desirous of svarga”, This is the usual
designation accepted in ordinary intercourse and
the Mimamsakas have to ignore it in their assump-
tion of apurva. What has been said means this:-
When a number of words are employed in a
sentence, the meaning of a particular word can
be taken to be only that which would be coherent
or congruous with the meanings of other words
uttered along with it and this meaning of the
word in question can be determined only after
hearing the full sentence consisting of a number
of words which express a meaning in connection
with one another (and not independently) and
before reading and hearing the whole sentence,
as the Mimamsakas claim of the apurva in the
word yajete, That meaning in the sentence in
question is only ‘the means of attaining svarga.
Therefore, in the same way as the activity in
performing the sacrifice is given up by the
Mimamsakas as being incongruous with the
meanings of the other words, the meaning of the
word yajeta as being none other than apurva will
have to be given up (even though they say it is
suggested by the word at first and indenpendently);
because it is also incongruous with the meanings
of the other words. (“He who is desirous .of
svarga should attain apurva” does not make any
sense), For example, in sentences like “On the
Ganga is the village of the herdsmen,” the word
‘Ganga’ is construed as referring to a place capable
of being dwelt in, with reference to the village
of the herdsmen, At first, it is true ‘Ganga’
suggests the flood of the river; on that account
(that only the meaning which the word, at first
and independently of others, suggests ‘should be
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aocepted), it does not become ocoherent and
congruous with the meanings of the other words
in the sentence. Therefore, we give up the meaning
‘the flood of the Ganga” as there cannot be a
village on the water and take the word to mean
“on the bank of the Ganga.” Similarly here also,
granting, as you say, that the word yajeta
suggests, at first, only the Zkarya viz., apurva
and nothing else, its denoting nothing else
cannot be maintained when the sequence
of the words in the sentences 1is thought
of for the sake of the meaning. (So, this meaning
of the word yajeta insisted on by the Mimamsakas
will have to be given up). But, this assumption
that the word yajeta, at first and independently of
other words, suggests ‘the thing to be done’ (i-e.) karya
or apurva at the time when it is heard, is itself not
true. When A says ‘Bring the cow’ and B brings
it, C who understands the meaning of the words
‘bring the cow’, while observing B bringing it,
knows that the activity of B in bringing the ocow
is painful in itself and is looked upon as the thing
to bedone (karya)only as it is a means of attaining
some speoific pleasure (afterwards) and not as it-
self being a pleasure. Therefore, to say that
niyoga of apurva (or the commandment to produce
it) is agreeable to a person is opposed to all
ordinary experience, It is also against the experience
of the person who maintains that niyoga is of
the nature of pleasure, because it is agreeable to
‘men.

. In ocases like *‘He who is desirous of rain
shall sacrifice with bamboo shoots (karirz),” as soon
as the sacrifice is over, the niyoga or apurva should
have been generated, but it is not experienced as
Aagreeable in itself as apart from the rain, though
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it is the ocause of the rain. The Mimamsaka
might reply, “It is not experienced as agreeable
in this life, for the effect, namely, rain may
ocour either in this life or in a later life.” From
the uncertainty regarding the time when it will
rain (as the result of the sacrifice), the Mimam-
sakas have necessarily to assume that the niyoga
or apurva has already been generated in this life,
But, this niyoga is not now experienced as being
agreeable or, in other words, as a pleasure. Thus
from these arguments, it must have become
evident that there is no such thing as “that
which is aimed at by the volition or mental
effort” other than the desired object (viz., rain or
svarga as the case may be) which can be attained
by the effort.

The Mimamsaka might now attempt another
definition of “that which is aimed at by the mental
effort or volition” and say, (4) “that which is aimed a6
by volition i8 seshin to the volition. (seskin is one for
whose purposes the sesha exists). We ask, “What is
the definition of a seshin and what of a sesha?”
When two terms are associated with each other,
they are said to be mutually associated (pratisam-
bandhi to each other); (for instance, ‘father’ and
‘son’ are mutually associated terms; they are prati-
sambandhi to each other). Hence, the Mimamsaka
might reply: “That which is mutually associated
with fkarya or apurva as its pratisambandhi is
sesha to it and that which is pratisambandhi to
the sesha is the seshin. Here, Zkaryais oertainly
not defined, for the karya is now oalled seshin
without the word seshin being defined clearly and
all along we have been asking for a definition
of karya. If now the Mimamsaka should
amend the definition and say. (5) “The sesha is one
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which exists invariably along with the volition
which has started with something else for its aim”,
we ask, “What is this something else for its aim?".
It is just this aim which was required to be defined.
The definition of a word should not contain the
word itself to be defined. It may be said “aiming
at is the accomplishment of a desire”. We ask
again, “What is this thing that is desired?”. The
Minamsaka might reply, “The benefit to be derived
from the volition is the benefit which stimulates
a man at the beginning to make the mental effort
or volition and this is the object desired (namely
svarga) which can be attained only by the volition.
This we have already stated. Everywhere
the relationship between the sesha and the seshin
is as follows:- That whose whole existence, by its
very nature, serves to promote the interests of
another is sesha and the otker is the seshin. Sacri-
fices and the like and the effort to perform them
subserve solely the desire to attain the fruit. Owing
to the desire to complete the sacrifices and the
like properly, the rest 1is subservient ( sesha)-
Those who are born slaves to others exist
Solely (and primarily) for promoting the highest
interests of the others and are hence seska.
Similarly, the essential nature (svarupa) of all
things, sentient and non-sentient, eternal and
non-eternal, is to subserve the highest purposes of
Iswara:; so, they are sesha and He is the seskin. The
Srutis therefore say, “He has all things under His
sway”’, “He rules over all’, “the Lord of the
Universe” and so on.

Therefore, it is only the attainment of svarga that
can be. oulled seshin and not apurva or karya,
for it i8 only the former that is the ultimate
and supreme benefit derived from the volition. The

23
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Mimamsaka’s definition “that the primary and
important entity which is brought into accomplish-
ment by the volition is %karya or apurva will convince
only those who have implicit and unquestioning
faith in Mimamsa doctrine.

Note ;—Seshin is defined by the Mimamsaka as that which is related to the
sesha and when the question is asked what is meant by sssha, it is
defined as that which is related to the seshine Here no real
contribution is made to a knowledge of what either of the two
means. If one of the words, say sesha, is defined without bringing
in the other word, then, the sccond word seshin may be defined as
having & certain relation to sesha; then, one could understand
what the two words mean,

Further, in instances like ‘“the man desirous of
svarga shall perform the sacrifice”, the termination
of the tense form yajeta suggests an agent or (karia)
in general and ‘“The man desirous of svarga” makes
it refer to a special kind of agent or karfa and this
is the explanation of grammarians. The Mimamsaka
contention that the words “The man desirous of
svarga” suggest not a special kind of agent or doer
but a special kind of niyojya (or person who should
understand in his mind that he should acquire
apurva) is opposed to the view of the grammarians
and we ask “Whence is it inferred ?”. The
Mimamsaka might reply, “How can a man who
is qualified by the desire for the attainment of
starga be the agent or doer when he does not
know that the aotivity, namely, the performance
of the sacrifice i3 a means toattain svarga.t” We
ask the Mimamsaka in return, “How ocan one
qualified by the desire for the attainment of
starga understand in his mind that he is a niyojya
(i. ®,) one who should acquire apurva?’ 1t is
because of this difficulty that the Mimamsaka
says he arrives at the conclusion that the niyoga
or (apurva) is the means of attaining svarga. We
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may also reply in the same way, ‘“We arrive at
the oconolusion that the activity in the performance
of a saorifice is the means of attaining svarga
(without any such niyoga or apurva). Our view
has at least the merit of having the sanction
of the science of grammar, (whereas the Mimam-
saka view has not). When a statement is made
such as “He who desires to eat should go to
the house of Devadatta,” since we hear of the
activity of going to Devadatta’s house on the part
of one desiring to eat, we oconclude or nrer,
though it was unknown before, that going to
Devadatta’s house is a means of attaining the
desired end (eating food). So also in the instance
“He who is desirous of svarga shall perform the
sacrifice Jyotishtoma.” It is not proper on the
part of the Mimamsaka to attribute, to a person
described as a doer of one action, the doership of
an entirely different action. The word yajeta
(should perform the sacrifice) desoribes the person
as the (prospective) doer of the sacrifice. In
Mimamsa interpretation, he is called the doer of
another action wviz, of the action ef understanding
in his mind that he is a niyojya enjoined to acquire
apurva or miyoga. For the niyojya has been defined
by Mimamsakas as one who understands in his
mind that the Z%arya or apurva should be
his.” If they should state (at this stage) thaf
this understanding is favourable to the activity
in performing the sacrifice, the objection is not
thereby removed. For when it is said “Devadatta
should cook (food)” he is stated to be the
(prospective) doer of the ocooking, and it is
not proper to say that he is stated in the
sentence to be the doer of the act of going (to the
_kitohen, for example), because this gomg ig
favourable to the act of cooking.
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Note.:—All this long discussion is for the purpase of proving that the
assumption of an entity czlled apurva by the Mimamsakas is
uncalled for. sin~~ thie apuyra ~r © -+va cannot be defined a anye
thing o. wa s t.e desb: fHrr he iru.tof he sacr:ice ¢ ad the
like or the activity connzcted with tue sacrifice. This assumption

(of a niyoga or apurva) is opposed to the ordinary interpretation
of words in life and also that of grammarians.

Note:=The Mimamsakas maintain that, when we hear the vidhivakya,
‘*He who is desirous of svarga shall perform a certain kind of
sacrifice”, first arises a desire (Iccha) for svarga, then the volition,
will, or mental effort (krs¢5) to attain that end, then the under-
standing that the apurva should be acquircd, then follows the
activity connected with the sacrifice (kriya or karma) and, as a
result of the Ariya, Aarya or apurva in the soul which, later, either
after this life or after some future life, secures the object desired
namely, svarga. Sri Ramanuja would describe the chain as
follows :— First the desire for svarga, then the will or volition,
then the activity of the sacrifice, then the consequence of this
aetivity which consists in having pleased Iswara by the sacrifice
and this pleasure in the mind of Iswara or His grace finally brings
svarga. The Mimamsaka assumed the generation of an apurva
on the ground that the activity of the sacrifice which perishes
when it is over, no longer persists and cannot therefore secure the
desired object. Sri Ramanuja explains that this assumption of an
apurva is unnecessary, since Iswara's pleasure or grace which has
been secured by the activity of the sacrifice pessists and can bring
about the accomplishment of the desire.

Further, we ask, “Why do you assume or
postulate the existence of an enduring entity (that
lasts long) called apurva?”. If the reply is, “Otherwise
the utterance of the words ‘He who is desirous
of svarga in conjunction with ‘shall perform the
sacrifice,” would be incongruous and against reason,
we ask, “Where is the incongruity or un-
reasonableness?. ‘“He who is desirous of svarga”
means “He to whom svarga is the accomplishment
of a desire”. If it is said by the Mimamsaka that,
for the svarga which is to be attained at some future
time, aotivity such as the performanoce of the sacrifice,
which perishes immediately after it is over, cannot
be the means, we reply that this charge of ua-
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reasonableness or incongruity can be made only by
those who do not at all understand the true teaching
of the Vedas. Thos: abs understaud the Vedas declare
that Bhagavan Narayana, the Supreme Ruler, who
has been propitiated by all sorts of karma or activities,
vouchsafes the desired fruit (of such activities).
For example, Sri Dramidacharya, who is in the
forefront of those that have understood the Vedas,
says “It is certainly by the desire to attain the fruit,
that men seek to propitiate the Supreme Self
(atma). The teaching of the Sastras is that when
He is pleased by the actions, He is capable of
granting the desired end”. The meaning of this
is as follows:— “In order to attain the desired object
or end, (men) want to propitiate Bhagavan
Vasudeva, the Supreme Self, who is expressed by
words like Indra and others and who is within Indra
and others as their inner self, by karmas or activities
such as sacrifices, charitable gifts, offerings made
in the fire and the like to deities like Indra. The
Sruti also says:— (The Supreme Being) who is the
hub (nabhi) of the Universe receives all actions such
as sacrifices and good deeds like digging tanks, both
those that were done in the past and those that are
being done in whatever way they may be performed.
‘Sacrifices’ and ‘good deeds’ refer to all kinds
of karma prescribed in the srutis and the smritis.
“Receives all” means ‘“Whatever actions are
performed as for all deities such as Indra, Agni, and
Varuna - they are all accepted as His own by the
Supreme Person who is their inner self. “The hub
of the Universe” means “He who supports the world
filled with all varnas or castes such as the Brahmin
and the Kshatriya. He is called the hub because
He supports the world by granting their respective
desires to those who have won His grace by their
karmas or activities. That He is the person referred



186

to by such words as Agni and Vayu on account of
His being their Inner Self is declared in “That is
Agni, That is Vayu, That is Surya, That is Chandra
(the moon)”. Bhagavan, too, says :-

“Whatever be the body (tanu) that the devotee
wishes to propitiate with earnestness and sincerity,
I endow him with unshaken sincerity in that form
of worship.” Gita (VII - 21).

“Endowed with that sincere faith, he performs

the worship (of that form or body (of mine). Thence *:

does he obtain his desires, whatever they may be,
and these are really granted by me”. Gita (VII -22.)

“Whatever be the body” this means that
“Particular deities such as Indra and others are, in
fact, the bodies of Bhagavan who is within them as
their Inner Self. And again in IX - 24, Bhagavan
says -

“I am the deity propitiated in all the sacrifices
and, likewise, it is I that grant all the desires”.

So also in the Vishnu Purana, we find the
following .-

“O Achyuta, that art of the form of all the gods,
Thou art worshipped always in (all) sacrifices”.

“O Lord, those by whom Thou art worshipped in
the performance of their respective duties (dharma)
—they transcend all this Maya in order to obtain
release from bondage”.

Thus, in all the Itikasas and Puranas as well as
in all the Vedas, it is said here and there
that all rites (karma) are of the nature of worship
of the Lord of all and that Purushothama, being
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worshipped by these rites, grants the respective
objeots desired. 8o also in texts like the following,
all the Srutis declare that Bhagavan, who is
worshipped by means of sacrifices, charitable gifts
and offerings made in the fire, receives them, being

the Inner Self of Indra and the other gods and
is also the giver of all objects desired.

“Sacrifices become related to the gods through
Him”., ‘ Through Him ” means ‘ Through the
Supreme Being who is within the gods as their
inner self”. “Sacrifices become related to the gods”
means “Sacrifices become associated with the gods”.
It really means ‘“Sacrifices become associated with
gods like Indra, because they stand in the relation
of bodies to the Supreme Being, who is their inner
Ruler.

In the Bhagavad Gita (V —-29) we are told that
He is the recipient of all sacrifices and austerities
and that He is the Supreme Ruler of all the worlds”.
It follows therefore that all rites (karma) are of
the nature of the worship of the Supreme Person,
who is the Inner self of Indra and the other gods,
and that He alone is the giver of those objects
that are desired. ~Where, then, is the advantage
of postulating an apurva which is far from being the
ordinary interpretation (of words) as being ex-
pressed by them or as being required to be postu-
lated? If it is asked, *“If so, what is the meaning
accepted for the potential mood (ling) and others”,
we answer as follows:- “The root ya; means “to
worship a deity” and refers to saorifices and the
like which are of the nature of worship of a deity;
the potential mood and such things as the termi-
nations express what ordinary interpretation
requires, namely, that this worship is capable of
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being carried out by the activities of the doer”,
What is there unreasonable in this? According to
the science of grammar, the terminations de-
noting the agent or doer bring out the manner of
relationship between the meaning of the root and the
activity of the agent. Other tenses and moods than
the ling indicate the past. the present and the
like; such tenses and moods as the ling indicate that
the thing denoted by the rootis capable of being
accomplished by the activity of the agent or doer.

Further, the wvidlivakyas themselves, after
prescribing the respective Aarma or rite to the
man who desires a particular object, state thab
the karma is a form of worship of a deity and
will bring out the desired end through that deity.
For example, the text laying down the widli or
command says, “The man who desires to have
prosperity will offer, as a sacrifice, a whitc goat
(pasw) to Vayu,” Then occurs the following sentence
which is an arthavada. “Vayu is a deity who
grants the desired end soonest. So, he who
approaches Vayu with a suitable offering will be
rewarded by Vayu with worldly prosperity.” Here,
since there is nothing unreasonable in the state-
ment that the desired end is attained (through
a god), it does not stand to reason to maintain
that the means of accomplishing the desired end
is inferred by the pramana called Upadana.

Note ;—~Upadana is a pramana like inference (anumana). It is almost
the same a&s arthapattt, When it is stated that Devadatta is
fat and yet does not eat in the daytime’ we infer that he
must be eating at night time., The inference here is by arthae
patti and upadana is similar to arthapatti. From the purport

underlying the vidhi (vidhyakshepa), we apprehend the apurva,
according to the Mimamsakas,

Even though the agency by which the desired
end is brought about viz, Vayu is not stated
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in the vidhivakya, yet, this is understood from
the .sentenves which follow it, especially as it is
necessary for the vidhivakya. This is the meaning.
In the rule of prohibition: *‘Therefore, one shall
not threaten a Brahman' with assault,” though the
vidhivakya does not- state what would happen
to ene who so threatens, still we understand
that the action of doing the probibited thing will
bring into effect a fine of a hundred gold coins,
from the sentence which follows the text
enjoining the prohibition. @ We take it that
the prohibited action will lead to the fine, as it is
necessary ‘for the passage which enjoins the prohi-
bition.- While this is so, why, in this case (namely
the sacrifice to Vayu), should we disregard or
ignore- what is plainly -understood from the senten-
ces closely following the (vidhivakya) that the saori-
fice will bring presperity through the agency of
Vayu and resort to the help of an inference or
apprehensxfon (upadana) for stating that  the
sacrifioe will yield the desired end? There is a
saying to this effect; “Who will bury a treasure
of gold in a room in his own heuse and go to
beg of a miser in his desire for wealth?” This
saying’ holds good in your oasé’ (Mimamsaka's).
Besides, the fine of a hundred gold coins is the
fe sult; not of any (intermediary) apurva or adrishta.
the ‘tan who obeys the commands laid down
(n the Sa.st’ras), ‘to the man 'who does not follow
them and “to the man’ who does what is censured
hjéatloné,blé—to ‘all of them, all the pleasure
(su%’?w), of the pain (dukha) results from thé
ta.vom‘ or the frow:: of the Bupreme Person. .

ff-"’- '1'0 ;p ‘~thls‘, bhere ai'e va.rlous Hrutzs. such

a8 'thiese. that ' follow:- “*It is" indeéd " He '‘who

vohifers bliss” Tat‘tttwyu Upbinishad; ‘CWhen a man
M



is in constant and uainterrupted meditation of
the Supreme Being), he has no fears, (When
there is interruption in the meditation), then
does he become subjeot to fear,” “For fear of
Him does the wind blow; for fear of Him does
the sun rise, for fear of Him, do Agni and Indre
(perform their respeotive duties) and the god of
death who is the flith among them runs (on His
errands) for fear of Him. (Taittiriya Upanishadh
“It is by theorders of this imperishable (Suprems
Being), O Gargi,* that the sun and the moon
stand supported. It is by the orders of the
Supreme Being that men, who have peceived
gifts praise the giver, being obliged $o him, thaé
the gods praise thoge that perform sactifioes aod
the piutris those who perform (the sraddhas).”
* Brihadaranyaka Upanisheds $~—8—9
So the Dramidabhashya says:-

“By His orders, the wind sweeps along ead
the rivers flow; within the bounds prescribed by
Him, the oceans leap about like rams that have
become excited”.

“These worlds remain without droppimg down
or breaking to pieces, being subject to His wills
He knows those who perform His bidding
rewards them in His compassion, because
knows everything and is proficient in all the m"i've .
This means, “To the man who wunderstands the
real truth concerning the nature of the gnuﬂreme
Person and then performs the rites snd Juties
preseribed for him, as also His maditation agepms
panied by jnana,all pleasures extending even to
the attainment of Him result¢ by His grace;and
so also freedom from fear, each accopding to His
endeavour. To the man whp does not meditete

¥ a
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on Him with true knowledge of His nature and
who does not perform the duties prescribed for
Him and performs those that have been condemned
as evil, immeasurable sufferings including the non-
attainment of Him result from His frown and so
also fear.”

Bhagavan himself says:-

- “Perform the duties prescnbed for you; for,
the performance of karma is superior to jnana
(without Xarma )’ @ita III -8  Having here laid
down that all ¥arma should be performed with
knowledge, He says again:-

‘ “Surrender all karma unto me.” (Gz’ta. I11-30)
hy whieh He declares . that all karma is of the
nature of His worship and that all souls are.
Snbjact to. His control. ,

He then prooeeds to say:-

‘ f“Those who perform this bidding of mine
without failure, those who have faith in: tha!
teaching of the [Sasiras and those who do&
not' speak with ocontempt of them—all these
obtain reloo,se from karma.” S

"Those who do not do my bxddmg eut of gon.
tempt, those who have no faith in it—these will
become deluded in rega.rd to all knowledge. ~ Know
that théy m’é 66%1(! of all' ’sensa” ' G-ita III-32-83

( In these two slokas) Bha.ga.va.n praises those
whio perform: His commands and eensures those who
aob- ogntrary to His bidding and states again that
those who do not act according to His command
dmohhn mture of Amas and hha.h they wzll have &




192

“Those wicked and cruel men who hate me—I
throw them into the bondage of samsara and that
in asuric births.

"Having obtained asuric births, these fools are.
born again and again and without ever:attaining
me; they finally reach the most dlsreputable of
all conditions”. Gita (xv-19-20),

“He who performs all karma with the thought
that it is really I that make him perform it~he
will, by my grace, attain the~ eternal state from:
which there is no change.” @ita XVIII-56, ‘

Thus, He points out the condltlon of eberna.l
bliss assigned to those who do His bidding. Some
exaggerated statements are made in Karma Mimamsa
in the chapter on the gods, in order that those who
have not studied Vedanta ‘may not lose  their
faith in Zarma and in order that they may continue
to have faith in all karma. Those who are well-
versed in the Vedas know that the two parts
Karma Mimamsa and Brahma Mimamsa form a gingle
8astra. In order to emphasise the importance of
karma, it is stated in the chapter on the gods that
the fruit of the karma comes of itself and not from
any gods. The real intention is not to deny the
agenoy of the gods. S :

The Arguments to prove the existence of
The Region of Eternal Glory (Nltyavlbhutl)

In the same way as this Supreme Bemg, Nam-r
yana, has infinite knowledge, bliss, and purity.
(which are attributes that define His nature), in:
the same way as He has countless, wonderful: aad.
wnsurpassed, auspicious -gualities snohi a8 . wisdoni)
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power, strength, lordship, might and splendour, in
the same way as He controls, by his will, all other
things, sentient and non-sentient, so also Hehas
a oelestial and unchanging form, which, besides
being to his liking, conforms to His nature; He has
likewise countless ornaments of wonderful and
varied beauty in keeping with His form; He
has also innumerable and wonderful weapons
suited to His might; He has, besides, a Spouse
of unsurpassed glory with a form pleasing to Him
and conforming to His greatness and with beauty,
greatness, sovereignty and goodness suited to His
nature; He has, moreover. a retinue of countless
followers and attendants who possess boundless
auspicious qua.htles like wisdom and the capacity
for rendering service suited to Him; He has,
further, countless objects and acompaniments of
enjoyment suited to His nature, and to his great-
ness. So also He has a celestial abode which far
transoends the power of speech and of mind to
describe. There are thousands of passages in the
Brutis which state that all t;hese are eternal and
Immaoula.be

(Here are some of them ):-

“I know this Supreme Person whose complexion
is radiant like the sun.” Purusha Sukia.

- *“This person is ‘within the sun, all golden in
appea.rance, His eyes are like the red lotus
blossoming in the rays of the sun.” Clmndogya‘
Ummkad 1-6-6 '

“‘Wxthm the ether inside the hea.rt this Person
d!wéllsw ‘He- can be -grasped oniy by the pure mind.
He is immortal, all golden.” Mundaka Upanishad; 2-2-7



The word manomaya in the (abave) Srut: Toeans
“that can be grasped only by the mind that is pure.”

“All the moments had their origin from th:sf
Person who is like lightning.”

“From the Person like lightning” means from,
the Person whose colour is like that of lighfning”,

“He shines like a black cloud in the middle of
the flame of fire which shines like & streak of
lightning”. Narayanopanishad: 13-2 -

This means:- This flame of fire which is in the
ether of the small lotus (of the heart) has, in the
middle of it, the form of the Supreme Being shining
like a black cloud and resembles, therefore, hghtuing
which has within it a black cloud;

“He can be grasped only by the m.md th&t ia
pure; He has all beings in the world for His body.
He has a radiant form. His will is irregistihle; His
form is as subtle as ether (akasa); He is the sole
doer of all that takes place; He has all objeats of
pure enjoyment; He bhas all (transcendsntal),
fragrances and flavours. He has all these auspicious
qualities, since He is perfect in Himself, He is
indifferent to everything and does not speak of
anything".

“He is dressed in a raiment ooloured - w1th
saffron” and so forth.

“The Spouse of Vishnu is the queen. of the
world”. “The goddess of the earth and the goddess
Lakshmi are His wives”, “The Suris are always
gazing at the supreme abode of Vishnu”, “Ha
lives beyond this universe of matter (rajas); Hls
celestial form is endless; It is inocomprehepsible
(avyakta), ancient, ommpresent n.nd , baypnd 14k,
regxon of tamas”. Loy tebranin zi ol
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- *He who meditates on this Brahman set within
the cave of the heart— He attains the Supreme
abode of Brahman". “It alone i8 the past and it is the
future and it is in the Supreme Ether that never
changes”, It is from these and hundreds of such
srutes that all this is asocertained.

In “That supreme abode of Vishnu ete.,” it is
gtated that the Surés are always gazing at it. From
the words “always gazing”, it is learnt that there
are oertain beings with perfect knowledge or wis-
dom whose vision is eternal. The words may be
interpretited to mean either “Those who are suris
gaze always”’ or “Those who always gaze are suris”.
In both eases, it' cannot be said that the sentence
cannot -be considered as declaring more things than
ono. Sinoe these things cannot be proved by any
other pramana than the sruti, in this passage,
three things are declared as. existing; the sur:s
who are eternal; their vision, and the Bupreme
Abode whioch bas them both or, in other words,
the Supreme Abode qualified by the suris and their
gaze is here declared to exist, as it has not been
estahblished elsewhere (aprapia) or by other pramanas.

. (The sage Jaimini) says in his Purva Mimamsa:
“If they are not taught elsewhere, the ancillary
aspeots of & rite mentioned along with the
performance of the rite itself should be considered
a8 algo. poesoribed, because they are inseparable
feom . the: ribe  itself.” For example, in wvidhis
anjoining ke rite like “The offering made to Agni
eball be in eight potsherds,” both the rite itsel
and; the anvillary feabures of s$he rite (like the
potsherds) and éhe - god Agni, which have not
heen agéablished elsewhere should be considered as
preaonbed;, (ine.) what is ordained 18 bhe rite
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qualified by all” ancillary features: 80 'alsd ‘here
there is nothing inappropriate in saying that the.
SBupreme Abode of Brahman is declared to exist
with Suris gazing at it always,” because they have
not been established elsewhere or otherwise.
Vedic scholars maintain that the mantras nttered
while offering (Zoma) in the fire and the maniras
repeated while it is being offered, the mantras
used in japas, the mantras which are chanted
(stotra) and also those that are uttered (without
chanting) (sistra), those whioh are found in the
respective contexts and those which are found
elsewhere out of these contexts — that all
these are of significance and convey their
meaning just as they stand in the same
way as the Brahmanas, provided what they
state has not been already established and provided
also that what they express i3 not opposed to the
pramanas. A Stotra tells of the attributes of a
god and is intended to be chanted or sung. A Sastra,
on the other hand, speaks of the attributes of a god
and is to be uttered (without being sung). In'the
case of mantras which describe the materials  ¢o
be employed in the rite, those statements which are
made in them about the attributes of particular
deities, provided they have not been established
otherwise and are not opposed (to the pramanas)
are appropriate to the application of the rite. '

This passage in the sruts, viz,, “The Suris always
gaze at this supreme abode of Vishnu”:is‘nob
concerned with souls that have obtained - release;
for the word “always™ (which means eternally)
would then be out of place. .Nor can it be said that
the Suris refer to the beginningless streaul ' of
released souls 'in' which case “always” ' might be
justified. “Gaze” always signifies that eadh-of them
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is the doer of the action of gazing. 8o, other
interpretations would be against the spirit of the
sruti. BEvenin regard to passages which refer to
an action, it has already been shown that mantras
and arthavadas convey valid ideas. Much more then,
should there be a real idea in passages concerning
an established entity (stddkavastu) which is under-
gtood from the interpretation of the words. There-
fore the reasoning followed here to prove the
existence of the Supreme Abode of Brahman and
of the eternal Suris is just.

The (following ) objection may be made here :—
“The word Paramapada in the srut: which has been
rendered into ‘the Supreme Abode of Brahman' really
means the essential nature (svarupa) of the Supreme
Being. In passages like “Paramapada, which has the
name Vishnu, is absolutely free from all that is
objectionable or faulty”. Paramapada and Vishnu are
spoken of as being identical. (So how could the
srutt in question prove the existence of the Supreme
Abode of Vishnu?).

We answer: “It is not so. The Supreme Abode
is itself declared to exist in- pa.ssa.ges like the
following:-

“He dwells beyond this world of rajas or
matter.” Rajas here stands for sattvam and tamas
as well, all the three of them being qualities of
matter.

“Hp. hves in the Supreme Ether (vyoman) whmh'v
is’ 1mpensha,bla."'--* : '

"Haxwhn presnﬂes» over all dwells in the Bupreme
M”n” R Tl ,
 H
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" “He who knows Him that dwells in the Bupremse
Ether within the cave......” Further that the
Paramapada is the abode and is different from
Vishnu is clear also from the genitive or sixth
oase in “of Vishnu.” Moreover when' it is stated,
“The Paramapada which has the name Vishnu,”
there is an implication that there are other
par.mapadas- - It is only that paramapada which
is other than the Paramapada of the name Vishnu
that is said to exist and to be gazed at alwa.ys
by the Suris. L

.. To explain: In some .places the word parama-
pada is employed to denote the Supreme Abode;
it is sometimes employed to denote also the
individual self freed from matter or prakriti and
it is also used sometimes to denote - Bhagavan.
In the passa,ge “In that Paramapada of Vishnu,
the suris are always gazing at it”, it refers to
the abode. In the. passage “The great - Parama-
pada, which has no qualities, becomes assogiated with
qualities (sattvam, rajas, and tamas) during creation,
continuance and dissolution and i8 seen to be of
three kinds”, the word paramapada means the soul
freed from matter. In the passage ‘The paramapada
named Vishnu is without anything objectionable
or faulty”, the word means Vishnu. All these three
meanings are conveyed by the word paramapada, as
each of them is the supreme objest of attainment«
If it is asked how all these three could. be . objeets of:
attainment, we answer as follows:- Bhagavan is the
supreme end or goal to be attained. The other two
are also objects. of attainment, as they ara atbained
along with Bhagavan. The attainmeént of that condi«+
tion of the soul which is free from all the bondage of
matter - takes place along with the attaimment of
Bhagavan as is stated in the following srufi- “Those
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auspiocious qualities that are desired in moksha are
obscured by anrita.” The word anrita means karma
which obscures from us the true qualities of Bhaga-
van. . If it is asked, ‘“How are we to know that the
anrita which obscures is the karma of the self in
bondage, we ocite the following slskas in support of
the. contenmon .

' “Auzd Ja. which has the name karma is a thlrd
power (sakt:) other (than these two). By it, O kmg,
the power (sakti) called the soul in bondage
(kshetrajna) which is found in all bodies is covered or
obscured. Owing . to the obscuration, the soul
experiences all sorts of suffering due to samsam
Vishnu Purana. :

(Aml ya and anrita arc known to be synonymous
terms ). .

That the attain ment of the abode of the Supreme
Being ' takes place along with the attainment, of
Bhé,ga.van is obvious (atid needs no explanafuon)

In the svuti “He who dwells beyond this World" of
rayas , Pajas signifies prakriti or matter which is
endowed with three quelities sattvam, rajas and tamas,'
because mere rajas cannot stand by itself. *-So the
passage means, “He dwells in a region which" hes
beyond+ matter possessed of the three’ qualities”.
From this, we infer that Vishnu's.abode lies beyond
prakriti or matter which is the objeet of enjoyment
for the self in bondage ‘and, whieh is constltuted of
sattyam, rajas. and tamas, So also in.the sruti-
“I know this Supreme Person baving the radiance of
the'sun ahd’ dwelli beyond tamas,” the word tamas
sigmﬂes prdh‘zte, as ‘mere tamas cannot exist hy 1ﬁse]];£.

1is’ pasbage means theé Same as that which speaks

of Vishnu living beyond rajas, : It seans "“F know
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the Supreme Person radiant like the sun and
dwelling beyond tamas or prakriti.” Further, it is said
*“The person that knows Brahman, who is truth,
knowledge and infiniteness and who dwells in the
Supreme Ether (vyoman) within the ocave” and
likewise, “In the imperishable Supreme Ether”.
From these two srut: texts, it is learnt that
this abode is changeless and is called by the
name “the Supreme ryoman or Ether”. Since the
quality of imperishability is attributed to the Supreme
Ether in the srut: quoted above, the solar system
(adityamandala) and the like which are perishable
are not to be called by the words “Supreme Ether”.

* Taittiaiya Aranyaka: (1-1)

From passages like {“Where there is a class of
devas or gods called sadhyah” and “Where there are
ancient rishis or seers from the earliest times”,
we learn that these are the suris referred to
elsewhere. The same idea is conveyed by the sruti,
*“Vishnu’s supreme abode (paramapada), where there
are beings with divine wisdom (viprasak) singing (the
praise of the Liord), (vipanyavah) ever vigilant in their
vision (or knowledge), (jagruvamsal). viprasah means
“beings possessed of wisdom™; vipanyavah means
“ever singing praises”. Jagruvamsal means ‘whose
intelligence never fails them’. So it means:- “These
wise seers whose wisdom never fails shine radiantly
always singing the praise of Vishnu’s paramapada”.

* Tad viprasah vipanyavah jagruvamsah sam/mdlmte

Vishnoh yat paramam padam.

Since the sruti says, “This, my dear, existed at

the begining only as 81, alone and without a second”,

it has to be understood that these followers, the
abode and the like are included in the essential»

A TuzttwwaLAranyalm. o
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nature of the Supreme Being, just like the multitude
of auspicious qualities like knowledge, strength and
lordship. The words “only as BSat”, ‘“alone” and
“without a second” show that they have to be
included as being within Brahman, because they
from part of His transcendental, non-imaterial
(aprakr.ta) attributes. The word ‘this’ in *This, my
dear, existed at the beginning as 8«t” refers to this
universe consitituted of experiencing subjects (Jzvas)
bound by /karma and the objects experienced or
enjoyed by them. “The Suris always gaze at it”
shows that they are not subject to karmna, because
their vision is eternal. The sruti which begins with
“He is free from sin” and ends with “He has no thirst’
declares that Brahman is without any of those
objectionable features that are seen in prakrits
(matter) with its three qualities, in the modifications
of prakriti, and in the Jicas who are associated with
them, which three form the materials of His play
(Lila). Then the same sentence proceeds to declare
by the word safyakama that the objects of His enjoy-
ment and the implements of His enjoyment are
true (ie.) eternal. Whatever is desired is
kama. He whose objects of desire are true (i. e.)
eternal, is satyakama. Therefore, whatever objects
and implements of enjoyment are desired by the
Supreme Brahman as suitable are true (i.e.) eternal.
The materials of His play (L:la), which are other
than the objects and instruments of His enjoyment,
are also eternal, in as much as they are capable of
being grasped by the pramanas. They are however
subject to modification, though eternal, and are
hence unstable and changing. On the other hand,
the objects and implements of His enjoyment in
paramapada are, besides being eternal, unchanging
and stable and truée, Brahman is also declared in that
sruti to be satyasankalpa. Tt means that although
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He has ocountless, eternal and wonderful objects
and implements of enjoyment, He ocould, by
His mere will, create innumerable objects unseen
before.

The word satyasankalpa (omnipotent) de'cla.res
that the nature, existence, activity and differences of
all things, namely - the materials of His play (L:la),
the objects and implements of His enjoyment, the
sentient and the non-sentient, those thaf are nof
subject to change as well as those that are nub]eot
to change—all these depend upon His will,’

The same truth is conveyed by Itihasas and
Puranas which elaborate and elucidate the Vedas:-
Srimad Ramayana was composed solely to elucidate
the Vedas, as may be seen from the following sloka:-
“*The great sage, Valmiki, found that these twoboys,
Kusa and Lava, were intelligent and well-versed in
the Vedas and taught them the Ramayana to illustrate
and explain the Vedas,'. In the Ramayana, we find
the following (in Mandodari’s lament): t+“This Ram&
is surely the great Yogin, the eternal Supreme
Self; He has no beginning, no middle, and no end;
He is greater than the great; He dwells in thé
transcendental, non-material ( apra,krzta,) "W rfa
beyond famas. He is the protector of the W b
armed with sankha, chakra and gada (club). (2
has the mole 8ri Vatsa on His chest; He has,
as His inseparable Spouse, the goddess Lakshmi.
He is invincible, eternal, immutable”. And" elsef
where we find in The R'Lmayana the followmg-

" “All his arrows of various kinds and his long
bow took human forms and followed Rama'.

A

* The Ramayana : Balakanda. 46 s R
1' Ibid Yuddhakand? 144-1¢ el f_‘(" \.J -'.;.'-l.\'ﬂ',i
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- “He entered into the splendour that is Vishnu
with his body and with all his followers”.

In the Vishnu Purana we find the following:-

“Hari’s form is, O king, one in which all these
great powers are found established. It is different
from all else and is beyond all measure”.

“Hari is Brahman with a form; all Jivas are
subservient to Him The eternal mother of the
world, Lakshmi, is inseparable from Him”.

“Just as Vishnu pervades everywhere, Liakshmi,
too, O best of Brahmins, pervades all. If Vishnu
assumes the form of a god, she, too, assumes a like
form. If He assumes the form of a human being, she,
too, assumes a human form; She makes her form
always be in conformity with that of Vishnu”,

“In His Supreme Abode, there are Yogis ever
in contemplation of Brahman, exclusive of all
other things, and the Suris are always gazing at it”.

“Divisions of time like kala (a few seconds) and
muhoortha (one and a half hours) do not produce
any change in that region of glory”.

.. In the Mahabharata also it is said:-

*“The Supreme Abode (Vaikuntah) is &
celestial region, imperishable and incomprehensibly
magnificent; it cannot be seen by our senses or intel-
ligence ; it can be understood only from the Agamas;
it exists from the beginning. Go there, O Lord, and
inevery %alpa protect us that have sought refuge in
Thee by incarnafing in Thy divine form”.

“Time ig itself subjeot bo oha.nge there. It has
no sway in that region”.

+ - 'Thie Suérakara t00 says (in 1-1- 21):-
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“He who is seen within the sun and within -the
eye is Brahman, because (in this Upanishad)
attributes peculiar to Him are taught”.

This Sutra indicates that the Supreme Brahman
has a form. Its purport is as follows:- He who is
seen within the sphere or mandala of the sun is the
Supreme Being, the Supreme Brahman, Narayana,
He shines like a mountain of molten gold; He has
countless beams like the beams of a crore of suns;
He has long and clear eyes like the petals of a lotus
opened by the rays of the sun, and standing on firm
stalks in deep water; He has beautiful eyebrows, a
beautiful forehead and a beautiful nose; His lips are
like coral and lit up with a smile. His cheeks are
tender and lovely; His neck is like the conch; His
well-formed ears are over his lofty shoulders; His
arms are robust, round and long. The palms of His
hands are chaxmmg and rosy with beautiful fingers;
He has a slender waist and a broad chest. The
members of His body are well-proportioned; the
divine build of His body defies all description; His
complexion is attractive; His two feet are as lovely
as newly blossomed lotuses; He is dressed in yellow
raiment adapted to His greatness; He wears
countless and wonderful ornaments of a ocelestial
nature, such as & brilliant orown, ear-rings, neck-
laces, the gem Kaustubha, armlets, bracelets, ank-
lets and waistband; He is adorned with the conch,
the discus (chakra); the club (gada), the bow (sarnga),
the mole, Brivatsa, and the garland of wild flowers
(vanamala). By His unsurpassed beauty, He allures
all minds and eyes; He fills all things moving
and non-moving, with the nectar of His loveliness;
His youthfulness is eternal and is wonderful and
inconceivable; His smile is as charming as a flower;
by His holy fragrance, He. fills all the :gusrters;



by his grandeur. He overwhelms the three worlds;’
He blesses those that seek His protection with
His sweet glance full of compassion and love.

He has, for play, the creation, maintenance,
and dissolution of all the world; He is free from all
blemish; He is the treasurehouse of all auspicious
qualities and is absolutely different from all other
things.

The words, “Because attributes peculiar to Him
are taught”, in the Suira referred to above. find
their explanation in the following srutis:- ‘‘He rules
over all the worlds and fulfils all desires and He
rises above all evil (karma). His attributes and
qualities' are brought out in the following srutis:-
“He has all things under His sway”; “He is the
Lord of everything”; “Heis free from the taint of sin.
He is not subject to old age (and the like)’ The
srutt ends with satyasankalpah (i.e,) omnipotence.
Similarly, the srutis say, “He is superior to all
(sentient beings) in the Universe and is eternal.
He is the soul of all. He is Narayana and is called
also Hari”. “He is the Lord of the Universe and
is subject to no one above Him”,

The Vakyakara has also oconveyed all this
meaning as follows:- “The passage in the sruts
says, “A person radiant like gold is seen in the
sphere of the sun. The person referred to in it is
the Wise One (Prajnah), the Inner Self of all, for
the sruti .teaches that He is the Lord of the
world and the Dispenser of all that is desired. So
also ‘He is desoribed as being free from the
taint 'of all sin”. The Vakyakara also declares
that "this form of the Lord should not be
congidered as not being eternal:— “It may be

26
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asked whether this form is one assumed by the Lord,
for the time being, to bless His devotees. The
Lord may be thought of as taking a form for showing
His grace to His devotees.”” Having stated this primaz
facie view, he refutes it by saying, “T'his form (of the
Lord) cannot be perceived by the senses; it can be
apprehended only by the mind that is pure: for that
is how it is described (in the srwti)’. Just as jnaene
and other qualities which define the nature of
Brahman are considered to be His essential
attributes and are, on that account, understood to
be eternal, so also, since this form is also spoken
of in the srutt as defining the nature of Brahman,
it should also be considered as eternal just like
the essential nature (svarupa) of Brahman itself.
(Dramidacharya) the commentator (Bhashyakara) has
explained it as follows:~ “This (form) of the Lord who
created the world in an instant is not merely an
illusory appearance; it cannot be seen with the eye
of the flesh; it is apprehended only by the pure mind
with the help of other aids; for the sruts says, “It is
not apprehended by the eye and can be apprehended
only by the pure mind”. A deity without form would
not be taught by the srut: as having a form; the Sastra
teaches the truth about things just as they are. The .
srutis say:— “His raiment is coloured with saffron”.
“He shines radiant like the sun in a region beyond
tamas”’., The statements made by the srutis in other
contexts are also evidences. “Having the colour of
the sun” (hiranmaya) means resemblance in radiance
and not “made of gold”, as in the (phrase) “a face
like the moon”. So far the words of the Vakyakara;
it has been commented upon as fellows:— “The
suffix mayat (in hiranmaya) does not signify ‘made of"
because the A¢man is not a thing made of any thing",
Just as from the sruti which declares that Brahman
has countless qualities like jnana, we understand that-
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Brahman has attributes in the form of innume-
rable auspicious qualities, so also from the srut::
*He has a form radiant like the sun”; we under-
stand that Narayana, who is the Supreme Brahman

and Purushottama, has a form which is to His liking
and which is suited to His nature.

Similarly from such srutis as “The Spouse of
Vishnu is the queen of the world, “The goddess of
the earth and the goddess Lakshmi are His
wives”. “The suris are always gazing ete.,” “beyond
tamas” ‘“‘dwelling in a region beyond rajas,” we learn
that He has consorts, attendants, a place of abode
and the like. Thus says the Bhashyakara (Drami-
dacharya):- *“The Sastra teaches things just as they
really are”, To explain:- Just as from the statement
“Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, and Infiniteness”, we
learn that Brahman is free from all trace of blemish
and is the abode of infinite bliss and has no limita-
tions whatsoever and is therefore different from
all other things, just as from the srutie, “He knows
all things; He knows all the characteristics of every-
thing”; “He has various kinds of supreme power,
and the strength, knowledge and activity which
belong to His nature are also varied and supreme”;
“While He shines, everything else shines and that
too only by His splendour”—just as from these we
bhave to understand that He has unsurpassed and
innumerable qualities which are different from those
of all others, so also from srutis like “He has a form
radiant like the sun”, we have to understand that He
has a form, attendants, an abode and other things
different from those of others, unique and found
exclusively in Him and that their nature and charac-
ter baftle description.

If the Vedas are valid sources of knowledge,
vidhis-or sentenoes whioch enjoin an aoctiwity, mantras



which sing the praises of deities and arthavadas
which explain the performance of the rites
-and give reasons for the injunction, should
all be considered as valid sources of knowledge, so
long as these ideas have not been already established
elsewhere and are not opposed to the other pramanas.
The authority of the Vedas is thus declared in the
Jaimini Sutra:- “The relation between the word and.its
meaning is something innate and eternal” (and not
conventional). In the same way as fire is hot and
water cold by their very nature (svabhavika) — in the
same way as the senses like sight have, by their very
nature, the power of giving rise to knowledge of a
specific kind, even so, the power of a word to give
rise to a meaning is innate and natural. It connot
be maintained that the power of a word to convey a
meaning is based on convention (sanketa), just like
conventional gestures made with the hand. The
relation between the word and its meaning has
continued from time immemorial without any break.
Further. no one knows who established any such
convention between the word and its. meaning.
Wherever there is a convention, the author of the
convention is (invariably) known directly or
indirectly. It cannot be stated that the relation
between the word and its meaning is conventional
as in the word “Devadatta” used as the name
of a person. In such words as “Devadatta”, it
is known to be a convention directly or indirectly.
(We know who gave the person the name “Deva-
datta”). But in the case of words like “cow”, though
the meaning has been conveyed by the word from
beginningless time, no one knows by whom any such
convention as in “Devadatta” was first established.
Therefore, the power of such words as “cow” to
convey their respective meanings should be con--
sidered innate or eternal (and not conventional),
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It is 88 natural as the power of fire to

burn and the power of the senses to generate
-perception.

It may be asked, “If the word has the power
of conveying & meaning by its very nature just like
the senses in giving -perceptual knowledge, why
.should a knowledge of the association (sambandha)
between the word and its meaning be necessary for
conveying the meaning?”’, The answer is **As in the
-case of the reason (linga) when an inference is
made”. That is, in the same way as a knowledge of
the invariable association between smoke and fire is
necessary while making the inference, “Because there
is smoke here, there must be fire here”, a knowledge
of the invariable association between the word and
its meaning is necessary for the conveyance of the
specific meaning. If so, it may be asked, “Would it
not be a ocase of inference (anumana) when the
.meaning is conveyed by the word?”. We answer as
follows:- “No. The association or relationship
between a word and its meaning is of one kind and
that between reason (hetx) and the knowledge deriv-
“ed from inference is of another kind. The resemb-
‘lance iS only in respect of knowledge arising out of
a knowledge of relationship or association. (In
(anumana) or inference, the relationship is that bet-
ween cause (fire) and effect (smoke). Here in the
case of words, the relationship is that between the
idea conveyed and that which conveys it). Since
- the power of conveying a meaning is seen whenever
the. knowledge of the relationship (between the word
and its meaning) is present and since, in spite of
ocontinuity, from beginningless time, of this power, no
one has known of any one who established any such
’oonventmn, we oonclude that, in the word itself,
‘there i3 an innate or natural power. .
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Similarly, when a number of words, each with a
meaning of its own, are employed to form what is
called a sentence, they express or oonvey a
meaning, when the mutual relationship between the
different words comes to be known. When the way
in which the words are uttered in succession depends
upon the intelligence of a man, these sentences are
said to be of human authorship. On the other hand,
when the orderin which the words are uttered
depends upon immemorial tradition, they are said to
be without human authorship and are called **Vedas”.
This is what is meant by saying that the Vedas
are not of human authorship and that they
are eternal. The words in Vedic passages are ufitered
in a certain order which is invariably followed by
a remembrance of the traditional order existing
from time immemorial. This is what constitutes
non-human authorship and eternal being. These
collections of words or syllablesexisting in a certain
order of succession are Vedas and they are four: Bik,
Yajus, Baman and Atharvan and each has innumerable
branches. These Vedas consisting of injunctions
(vidhis), mantras (hymns), and arthavadas or
explanatory comments teach us the essential nature
of Narayana, who is the Supreme Brahman, the
way of worshipping Him and the fruit of such
worship. The collections of words called ‘Vedas’
which remind us of the Supreme Person, His
worship and the fruit of that worship are as
eternal as the Supreme Person Himself. Since
the Vedas are boundless and hard to understand,
some Maharishis directed by the Supreme Person
reminded themselves in every %alpa of the meaning
of the Vedas and composed Dharmasastras, Lthihasas
and Puraenas based on the injunctions, maniras and
arthavadas of the Vedas for the benefit of the
whole world. The werds employed in ordinaty
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life were also picked out from the Vedas and
have been employed in successive ages to denote
their respective meanings as before in the Vedas.
“H so0”, it may be asked, (i.e.) if all words with
their meanings have been taken from the Vedas,
why should a distinotion be made between them
saying, “This is so in the Vedas” ana “This is so
and so in ordinary language?’ The answer is,
“These words used in the Vedic order of succession
have a certain meaning. whereas the same words used
elsewhere in a different way have a different meaning.

RECAPITULATION

Thus, Narayana, who is the Supreme Brahman,
can be understood only from the Vedas with
their auxiliary treatises (angas) as elucidated and
explained in Ifihasas, Puranas and Dharmasastras.
He is opposed to all that is objectionable or
impure and is different from all else; His essential
nature is infinite knowledge and bliss and He
has, by His very nature, unsurpassed, wonderful
and innumerable auspicious qualities; all things,
sentient and non-sentient, owe their origin, their
continuance and their varied activities to His
will. He has a region of supreme glory (nityavibhuti),
which is infinite in its nature and in its ocharacter.
So also He has, for the objects and instruments of
His play (%:la), this world constituted of countless
and varied beings, sentient and non-sentient.

In passages like the following:-

t “All this is, indeed, Brahman”, “All this has
Brahman for its soul”. * “That thou art, O Sveta-
ketu”; “Some call Him Agni, some call Him Maruts,

t Chendogys Upamnished (8~14-1)

* The reading in Manu Suriti in the Nirnaya-

sagara edifion is Manu instead of Maruts,
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others call Him Prajapati (Brahma), some' agair oalt
Him Indra, others again call Him Prana,-and, -yet
others call Him the eternal Brahman”. “Whatever
shining lights there are in this world, the three worlds;

the three lords of these three worlds, the three Vedas
the three fires, the five kinds of offerings made in
the fire, all the gods—all these are only the son of
Devaki (i. e.) Sri Krishna”. *Thou art the: sacrifice,
Thou the word wvashatkara, Thou art the syllable om,
Thou art the Vasy Ritudhama. Tkou art Prajapathi-
among the Vasus”. “The whole Universe is' Thy body;
Thy firmness is the earth; Fire is Thy wrath and the
Moon Thy grace”. All the shining lights are
Vishnu; all the worlds are Vishnu; the mountains,
the four quarters, the rivers, and the ocean—all these-
are only Vishnu. He is, O best of Brahmins, every--
thing that exists as perceived by the senses and so
also everything that is not perceived by the senses.”
In all these sentences where there is grammatical
apposition or co-ordination (samanadhikaranya), it is
only Brahman that is denoted by all the words, as He
has all things for His body and is in all modes
(prakara). This has been already stated. The
Supreme Brahman, who is omnipotent, willed, of
His own accord, to become the many; He himself
divided the Primal Element (Mahabhuta) which was in
a subtle condition from the multitude of souls that lay
merged in Him; He thencreated-from the subtle
Mahabhuta (Prakriti) the five primary elements (fire:
air, water, earth and ether) and caused. the
experiencing souls to enter into them as their souls,
He created the whole world out of these five
elements mixed up with one another; He then.
entered.into all as the soul of everything and’ stands
in manifold modes or prakaras, with all things as
His body. without giving up- His .nature :as - the
Supreme Being. This Primal Element (Mahghhuta)
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in its subtle form is what is called Prakriti, The
experiencing subjects are called Purushas; Prakriti
and Purusha are both the bodies of the Supreme
Being and are therefore His modes or prakarase
The Supreme Being, who has them as His prakaras
or modes is denoted by the words Prakriti and
Purusha. Everything that has been said so far is
stated clearly in the following srufi:-

“He willed (saying)” *“I will become the many”.
Having created it, He entered into it; having enterd
into it, He became saf, the sentient being, (which
remains the same always) and fyat, the non-sentient
thing (which is ever subject to change). He became
the sentient being which cannot be described (in
terms of genus or attributes) and the non-sentient
thing which can be so described. He became the
non-sentient thing which is supported by the sentien
being and also the sentient being which supports the
non-sentient thing; He becamc the knowing self
and non-sentient matter. He became the sentient
being which is not subject to change or modification
and is therefore called ‘“the true, (satyam)’ and the
non-sentient thing subject to change and hence called
the unreal (asatya). In spite of His becoming
the unreal, He still remains the True (satya).”

* Taittiriya Upanishad: Brahmananda - valli: 6

The means of attaining Brahman has already
been stated to be only bhakii (parabhakii) which
is of the nature of constant meditation so intense
as to become equal to vivid perception (pratyaksha).
This supreme bhakti (parabhakti) results from
Bhaktiyoga promoted by the performance of the
duties and rites prescribed for one in accordance
with ones varna and asrama with a knowledge
of the truths ({aftva) obtained from the 81stras, The

Cay
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word bhakti is used in the sense of a special form
of love (preetr) and love is only a form of jnana
or knowledge.

It may be stated by way of objection: “Pleasure
and love are synonymous terms and men of the world
say that pleasure is something different from jrana
or knowledge and that it is the effect of jnana and
not jnana itself.” It is not so. The special or
particular kind of knowledge from which pleasure
is said to result is itself pleasure. To explain;-
The knowledge of objects may be of the nature
of pleasure (sukha), pain (dukkha) and that which
is neither pleasure nor pain. These acquire their
special character as pleasure or pain or that
which is neither pleasure nor pain from the nature
of the objects. That jruana or knowledge which is
characterised by a special object and which is
said to produce pleasure is itself pleasure. There
is nothing other than that knowledge to be called
pleasure (sukha). From this knowledge characterised
by a certain kind of object, we can explain what-
ever is meant by the word ‘pleasure’ (and there
is no need to postulate an addtional entity or
category called °pleasure’).

This jnena which is of the nature of pleasure
(or sukla) is, in the case of objects other than
Brahman, limited and changeful. In the case of
Brahman, this jnana, which is of the nature of
pleasure, is boundless and constant. Therefore
does the srutisay, “Brahman is bliss (4nanda).”
Jnana or knowledge is concerned with objeots and
depends upon them. Therefore, Brahman which
is of the nature of sukham is called sukha. The
srute says, *“He is indeed rasa (delight) and the

* Taittiriya Upanishad: Brahmananda - valli: 7.
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self (Jiva) having attained Him becomes blissful.”
This means that since Brahman is sukham (delight),
the soul that has attained Brahman be-
comes delighted or blissful. Brahman is in
Himself blissful and He becomes the cause
of bliss in others as well. Since Brahman is. a
special form of delight or sukla, the person who
knows Brahman becomes delighted or blissful. The
Supreme Brahman is the abode of boundless,
unsurpassed, and innumerable, auspicious attributes:
He is free from all blemish; He owns endless and
supreme glory (vibhuti). Heis the ocean, as it were,
of boundless and wonderful qualities like goodness,
beauty, and love. If He is meditated upon as one
for whose purposes the soul of the Jiva exists and with
the knowledge that the individual self exists for the
fulfilment of His purposes, the Supreme Brahman
himself, having become the object of boundless
and wonderful love, will lead the soul to Himself.

It may be asked here by way of objection, “What
has been said would mean that absolute dependence
(upon the Lord) leads to boundless and unsurpassed
pleasure or bliss. But this is entirely opposed to all
worldly experience. For to all beings endowed with
intelligence, independence is most desirable and
dependence (upon others) is always painful. The
smriti, too, says;- “The state of dependence on
others is everywhere painful; independence of
others or self-sovereignty is always happiness.
Service has been described as dog’s life and
hence it should be given up”. This objection can
be raised only by those who think that the
soul is identical with the body and who have not
understood the essential nature of the soul as beiug
different from the body. To explain: The word ‘body’
refers to a mass (of flesh) characterised by a genus
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such as ‘humans’ and qualitie3 such as belong to
‘humans’. The man of the world who is in samsara
finds the ‘I’ in his body. The objects that a man
considers degirable are in accordance with his view
of what the soul is. The objects desired by the lion,
the tiger, the boar, the man, the yaksha, the
Rakshasa, the demon, the god, the asura, and man and
woman are such as depend on their respective
conception of what their soul is. The essential
nature of the soul is different from that of
bodies such as those of gods and is of the form
only of jnana. And this is characterised by entire
dependence on the Supreme Self.- The Smrit: says,
“The soul is of the nature of jrnana and is pure”.
This shows that the soul is wholly of the form of
Jnana. There are hosts of Srutis like “He (Brahman)
is the Lord of the Universe”, which show that the
soul exists only for the fulfilment of the Lord's
purposes (sesha). Therefore, we should understand
that this desire for independence is, like the identifi-
cation of the soul with bodies like those of the lion
and the tiger, due to past Larma and false knowledge.
Therefore, the notion that things other than the
Supreme Being are objects of pleasure is due only
to past karma. That is why they are only pleasant
to a very limited extent and for a very short time,
Only the Supreme Being is, by His very nature, bliss.
Therefore, the bliss attained from Him is permanent
and boundless.

The Srut: says “Brahman is sukham(kam)”.

Everything else except Brahman is, by its
nature, not pleasant. That the pleasure arigsing from
objects is due to %karma and is transient is stated as
follows by Bhagavan Parasara :~

0 best of Brahmins, what are called Hell and
Svarga are due respectively to the demerits (papa)
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and merits (punya). The same (thing) causes pain
to one man, pleasure to another, jealousy to a third
and anger to yet another; how then could these be
oalled objects having permanent qualities like pleasure
or pain? This means:- These are not objects, as they
cause neither pleasure nor pain exclusively. When
they appear exclusively as pleasure or as pain, it is
due to the man’s past karma, good or bad. Thus
having shown that among many persons, the same
object causes pleasure to one man and pain to
another, he (Parasara) next proceeds to say that,
even in the same person, there is no certainty of an
object continuing to give pleasure or pain.

“The same object having previously caused
pleasure, now, causes pain; later it may ocause
anger and later still, peace of mind. Therefore,
there is no object that is exclusively pleasant
or exclusively painful.” That is, an object is
pleasant or painful in accordance with past Zarma
and not by its own nature; as soon as that karma
is worked out, the pleasure or the pain
ceases.

The remark that dependence in any form is
painful is true only in the case of others and
not of the Supreme Brahman. Dependance on
beings other than the Supreme Person is, of
course, painful, because they are not seshis for
whose purposes we exist as seshas. The saying
that service is dog’'s life is true only of the
service of those who are unfit to be served. It
has been stated that He alone is to be worshipped
by all, whatever their asrama may be; (i. e.) by
all who understand the true nature of the soul,
the only person to be served is Purushottama,
As Bhagavan Himself says:—
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“He who adores me exclusively by means of
bhakti yoga — he will pass beyond the gunas (of
prakrity) and attain moksha.” This adoration or
bhakti, which is a form of service, is expressed
by the word ‘know’ (vedana) in such texts as:—

“He who knows Brahman attains the Supreme.”

“Having known Him in this way, he becomes
immortal.” This has already been explained.

In the srut: text: ‘“He *whom this (Brahman)
chooses—by him alone can He be attained,” from
the qualification it is evident that the person
should be ocapable of being chosen (or should
deserve being ochosen). He who deserves to be
chosen should be dearest. Dearest to Bhagavan
is he who has boundless and unsurpassed love
to Him. So Bhagavan says:—

“I am, indeed, dear to the jnani, the man
who has knowledge or wisdom and he too is dear
tome”. Ghita: 7—7,

Therefore, only that knowlege or vedana which
has reached the intensity of supreme devotion (or
parabhakti) is, in reality, the means of attaining
Bhagavan.

The same teaching is conveyed by Bhagavan
Dvaipayana (Vyasa) in his Moksha Dharma, which
is, as it were, a commentary on all the Upanishads:—

His (Brahman’s) form does not appear before
our sight and no one can see Him with his eyes. He
who has attained peace of mind by his firmness
( dhriti) sees Brahman, who is of the nature of jnana
by his devotion (bkakiz). The meaning is that he
who has attained mental peace by his firmness

* Mundaka Upanishad: 3—3.



210

of discipline (dhrits) will see Purushottama by his
bhaktt or devotion. It means the same as the
sentence, “By exclusive devotion He can be attained.”
As bhakti or devotion is only & form of knowledge,
all that has been said here is appropriate.

Note :=The first half of the sloka in Moksha Dharma (Mahabharata) is
identical with a passage found in Kata Upanishade The second
half of the sloka might, at first sight, appear to mean, ‘‘He who
has attained peace of mind by dhrii and bhkakti will see Brahman
who is of the nature of knowledge'’. But Sri Ramanuja has
interpreted it differently, because bhakti alone is declared in the
Sastras to be the means of attaining Brahman.

Concluding Sloka: There are some great men who
can distinguish between what is essential and what
is not, who are free from rancour, and are guided
only by the pramanas. It is for them that this
Vedartha Sangrahae has been written.



Appendix.

(See page 144)

The Anuvaka called “Uttara Narayananuvaka” and
the eight 7iks beginning with “Hiranyagarblha’:-

From the waters and the essence of the earth
(prithive), all creation arose as the work of the
Creator of the Universe. The Creator of the world
assigned to every (created) thing, its peculiar form
(and so also its attributes) and pervaded all things.
Therefore, I knew, at the very beginning, that the
Universe was for the fulfilment of His purposes.

I know this Supreme Person (Puwrusha) who is
radiant in form like the sun and who dwells in the
region beyond tamas (i.e., the world of prakriti or
matter). He who knows Him to be of this nature
(as described in the anwvikas) becomes immortal
even here (i.e.) enjoys the bliss of Bhagavan even
in this state of samsara. There is no other way or
means of attaining Him (than that indicated here).

Prajapati moves about in the womb (of the
Universe). Though He is never born as the result
of Larma (and is therefore changeless), He is born in
many forms (as avatars); the wise have a comprehen-
sive understanding of the cause of His being born.
The gods like Brahma and Rudra, whose bonduge
and release are dependent on His lila, aspire to the
abode of the Marichis (i. e.) the eternal Surzs).

Note :—Prajapati here refers not to Brahma but to the Supreme Being
Narayana.

I bow to that Splendour which is revealed in the
Vedas (and surrender myself and everything that is
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mine to Hinr) — to Him who burns (the Asuras and
the Rakshasas), for the sake of the devas, who ever
stands before them to remove their sufferings and to
reveal Himself, and who was born for the sake of the
gods (as avatars).

The Devas, who rose to a manifestation of
their real nature resembling the light of Brahman,
offered, of old, their adoration to Him (by saying
namas). The student of the Vedas who comes to
know of the potency of this adoration—to him,
(even) the gods (like Brahma and Indra) become
subject.

(O Lord) The goddess of the earth and
Lakshmi are Thy consorts. Day and night are
Thy sides; Thy form or body is the stars and
the Asvins are Thy palates (upper and lower);
vouchsafe unto us whatever i8 desired (by us);
grant us this (Thy feet); give us everything.

The Eight Riks beginning with the word ‘Hiranyagarbha.’

1, Before (creation), Hiranyagarbha (He who
is in the womb or centre of the region beautiful
and resplendent like gold) existed (in His divine
abode). After creation, He became the sole Liord
of all created beings. He supported the earth
and the heavens and to that deity denoted by
the word Kim meaning Prajapati, let us make
our offerings (let us surrender ourselves to Him):

2. By His greatness, He became the sole
King and Saviour of all beings, those that breathe
(and move not), those (that crawl) and wink (their
eyes) and those that move (from place to place). He
ruled over the bipeds and the quadrupeds and to

28
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that-deity denoted by the word Kim meaning
Prajapati, let us make our offerings (let us surrender
ourselves to Him ).

8. He who gives Himself (to His devotees),
and the strength to enjoy that bliss), whose
command is obeyed with reverence by all beings and
even by the gods, whom the world of immortality
follows like His shadow, whose orders are executed
by Death—to that deity denoted by the word Kim
meaning Prajapati, let us make our offerings (lefi
us surrender ourselves to Him).

4. They say that the mountains covered with
snow and the ocean and the earth exist for Him by
virtue of His greatness. These directions or quarters
are (as it were) His arms — to that deity denoted
by the word Kim meaning Prajapati, let us make our
offerings (let us surrender ourselves to Him).

5. The earth and the heavens cry and look up
to Him for succour, (when threatened by the Asuras),
though they are radiant; since He is the ruler, the
sun rises and sets — to that deity denoted by the
word Kim meaning Prajapati, let us make our
offerings (let us surrender ourselves to Him).

6. By Him is the region of the heavens (inha-
bited by the Gandharvas) fiery (and resplendent;)
by Him does the earth stand firm; the world of
Svarga was set firm by Him, the world of Brahma,
namely, Naka, was rendered by Him free from all
unhappiness and suffering; He dwells in the region
of the Supreme Ether or Akasa, which is beyond
rajas or the world of matter and He is beyond all
oomprehension—to that deity denoted by the word
Kivm meaning Prajapati, let us make our ot‘fermgs
(let us surrender ourselves to Him),
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7. The wide waters which generated Agni
(Brahma) and had in them the energy required
to create the world pervaded the Universe, Then
did He become the very life of the deras—to that
deity denoted by the word Kim meaning Prajapati,
let us make our offerings (let us surrender our-
selves to Him).

8 By His greatness, He saw to it that the
waters possessed of power created Agni. He is
the sole God of all gods—to Him denoted by the
word Kim *meaning Prajapati, let us make our
offerings (let us surrender ourselves to Him).

SNote:—Kasmai devaya havisha vidhema: This refrain in the eight riks is
translated as follows by Prof, A. A Macdonnell: “To what god
should we pay worship with oblation?’’ His comment on the
word Kim from which the nominative singular form Ka is
derived may be of interest to the reader: “This led to the
word ka ‘who?'’ being used in the later Vedic literature as
an independent name, Ka, of the supreme god.”
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jna 51
jnanam 0
jnanendriyas ﬁ'ﬁﬁ"{!ﬂ :
jnani ﬁ'ﬁﬁ
jnapti ﬁﬁi
jyayastvam STIERIY

K

kala C Y
kala CAR]
kama, A
karana I
karma El;ﬁ
karya am!f

karyarthavada mf:ﬁaﬂq
kashta CAja|

Katopanishad qai}qﬁlﬁ

kaustubha ﬁ@\‘{

krama EY |
krodha g
kshana qo
kshetrajna aﬁﬁ
Kusa E T
L
Lava 37
laya Y9
lakshana g
lila G|
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Transliteration Sanskrit

M
Maitreyi A
Mandodari H:ﬁ i‘ﬁ
Mahabharaa §EIHRT
maya {0
medha aql'

Mimamsaka ¥/R{aH

moksha NG
muhurtha g’gﬁ
mukti gf®
M%npda&r}&ighad QU@FWQﬁI‘RI
N
nabhi aify
naka CIC Y
nana CIC|
neha %{
neti if‘a
nimesha ﬁlﬁﬂ
nimitta  fAfHS
niravayava (®3T99
nirguna faao
nirvikalpaka &

nishkriyam ﬁlﬁiﬁq .

nitya <Ha
niya.myatvamﬁqmaq
niyanta fAg=ar

niyojya ﬁ"ﬁﬂ



Transliteration Sanskrit
P

padam qg

papa qq

Paramapada T
Parasara QR
paramurthika QT{H‘IH}Q
parardha qy
parijananti ST
parinama  qROTA
pasu q
Prabhakaras SR{THaT:

Prajapati  gwqfq
Prajna (5]
prakara qFRR
prana 11U
prasada qq1E
prarabdha  gsy
pratibhasika gifarias

pratyaksha ge1g
prithivi 'iﬁ]aﬁ

punya
purushartha W&
Purushottama g@m
purvapaksha q3qs
purvapakshingyqfiq
R
raga
rajas
rina

™

&Y
"
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Transliteration Sanskrit
rishi g |
rukmabha  &FHN
8
sadhana qgqa
Sadhyas qr=q1
saguna qqu
sakara qERR
sakha L\ (CEL
sakbi Afh
samadarsanas mﬁq‘g
S&ma’nk&a(g:ny 2 AATFOG
Sambhu 1L ¢
saman QMg
samagri Gl'msﬁ
samavayi an‘[ﬁ{
samindhte Eﬁl‘-’-tﬁ
samkirna Hfﬁ[
samsara Hm{
samsthana &I
Sanaka qq%
Sanandana @dA<A
samgraha ST
sankalpa  gHq
sanketa agd
sankha g
Sankhyas  grgan
saranagati NI
sarnga mi:
sastra

=



Transliteration Sanskrit
Sastra IEH
sasvatam iﬂm
satta q«1
sattvam qeqYq
sattvic ARfcT®
satyam R
sesha Bk |
seshi ﬁ!ﬂ
seshin ﬁfﬁ'{
siddhanta, fh'g[a'
Siva &
smritis %Qﬁ
soonya T
sraddhas (A B
sthula ¥
Sutelonipl gty

subhasraya UAT
sukshma asHq

Sunyavadin W[f\{?‘{

Suta aq
sushupti @ﬁ{
sutra C)
svabhavika @WIIA®R
svatassiddha €Iq:0g
Svetaketu %ﬁg

T
Taittiriya  QFQT
tamas

Y
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Transliteration Sanskrat
tamasa, amy
tasya T
tattva d<q
tirodhana QY
U

ubhaya, ST
upabrihma-

nam STIAMH
upadana 3IqEA
upadesa 392
upadhi IqTR
upalaksha-

nam JIFFIY

upanishad G‘TW

upasana 3qqq4
upaya T
14
vacharam-
bhanam TFREERY

Vamadeva a‘miq
Vaiseshikas 0T
vaikarika  JFIRE
Vaikunta 3@13
vanamala  JAARBT
vasi C 01
Vasudeva, a'rgiq'
Vedanta

~ Deepa 35FAdiT
Vedanta Sara3Z [+’



Pransliteration  Sanskrit

fhnt m&m
vibhuti

vidhi ﬁﬁl
v1dhyalxshe ﬁh m
vidya ﬁm
vijayate ﬁwﬁ |
vipanyavah FYed:
viprasas ﬁ!m?:

virya 10|

viseshana {90
viseshya {3
visishte  {3f{m

209

Transliteration  Sanskrit
vivarta ﬁ'ﬁ
vyavahara SHIER
vyavaharika Wlﬁﬁlﬁﬁ
vyoman aﬁﬁ
Vyomatit- ,
avadin STTAATARY
vyutpatbi-
vada SJU(GAIE

Y

Yadava-

prakasa JICITH
Yamun-

acharya A
yonih e



(The following are among the errors found in the text,
I regret also that quotations do not, in some places, begin
or close with the proper marks,)

Page
13
15
28
37
42
42
43
72
81

84
97

99

99
108
110
135
136
146
160
169
178
182

208
m

Line

ERRATA

For

ot

karma
Brahmae
He

Srarga
predicted
likwise
asatryavada-
krama

aud
thh

oontradictory
end

Brahmin
vaishamaya
to

menta

Thu

Note
sigifance
indenpendently
ef
samiadhate
begining
conno}

Snrits

Read

or
krama
Brahman
he
Svarga
predicated
likewise
asatkaryavada
karma
and
the
contradictory
and
Brahman
vishamya
te
mental
The
* Note
significance
independently
of
samindhate
beginning
cannot
Smriti








