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The school of Vedanta designated as
Visistadvaita was expounded by Sri
Ramanuja in the classic Sri-Bhasya,
which were developed by Sri Vedanta
Desika in his two philosophical
treatises titled Taltva-mukta-kalapa
and Adhikarana-saravali.

This scholarly work of Dr. S.M.S.
Chari deals with the Adhikarana-
saravali. The variety of theorices related
to Vedanta which are discussed in the
156 Adhikaranas of the Vedanta-sutras
are consolidated and presented in a
sequential order under five major
headings: the doctrine of Brahman,
the doctrine of universe and
Brahman, the doctrine of jiva and
Brahman, the doctrine of sadhana and
the doctrine of Paramapurusartha. In
the concluding chapter on General
Evaluation, Dr. Chari discusses
dispassionately the differing views of
Sarhkara, Ramanuja and Madhva on
the fundamental controversial
theories of Vedanta. This volume along
with the author's other books on
Vedanta would be invaluable for a
fuller understanding of Visistadvaita
in all its aspects.
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EFACE

The Brahma-siitra Bhasya of Sri Ramanuja, traditionally
revered as Sri-Bhﬁ§ya, is a monumental commentary on
the Vedanta-sutras of sage Badarayana. In this work,
Ramanuja has expounded in detail the doctrines of
Visistadvaita Vedanta with adequate support of the
Upanisads. Vedanta Desika, an illustrious successor to
Ramanuja wrote two independent philosophical treatises,
Tattva-mukta-kalapa and Adhikarana-saravali with the main
objective of establishing Visistadvaita as a sound and most
acceptable system of Vedanta. Both these works are written
in the form of verses containing 500 and 562 verses
respectively, composed in the rhythmic sragdhara metre.
The Tattva-mukta-kalapa discusses comprehensively all the
theories of Visistadvaita — epistemological, ontological,
cosmological and eschatological — and establishes their
soundness by examining critically the corresponding
theories of rival schools of thought including Advaita
Vedanta. The Adhikarana-saravali, on the other hand, is
confined to the study of the Brahma-suitra Bhdsya of
Ramanuja and it presents the essential teachings of each
adhikarana, or section dealing with specific topics of Brahma-
siitra, as interpreted by Ramanuja. In the Tattva-mukta-
kalapa, Vedanta Desika does not enter into the discussion
of the Scriptural texts for the obvious reason that he wanted
to prove the soundness of the Visistadvaita theory more
on a logical basis than on the Scriptural authority. But in
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the Adhikarana-saravali, which directly deals with the Sri-
Bhasya, he attempts to establish that the doctrines of
Visistadvaita are in full accord with the Upanisadic
teachings and the Vedanta-siitras. These two classics are
complementary and are comparable, in the words of
Vedanta Dedika, to the two hands supporting each other
(anyonyahastapradam). A study of both these works is
considered essential for a fuller understanding of
Visistadvaita Vedanta in all its aspects.

My book “Fundamentals of Visistadvaita”, published
earlier covers the study of the Tattva-mukta-kalapa and
attempts to show that Visistadvaita is a sound philosophical
system. In order to justify that Visistadvaita Vedanta also
conforms fully to the Upanisads and Vedanta-siitras, unlike
Advaita Vedanta, I have now undertaken the present work
on the basis of an in-depth study of Adhikarana-saravali.

This book does not attempt to render into English the
562 verses with explanatory notes nor does it deal with the
156 adhikaranas in the same order as it is found in the original
text. Its scope is confined to enunciate the doctrines of
Visistadvaita Vedanta as outlined in the adhikaranas of the
Brahma-sutras. For this purpose the selected adhikaranas
which have direct bearing on the philosophical doctrines
of Visistadvaita are discussed in a logical sequence and
presented as a coherent system of philosophy.

In the preparation of this book, I have drawn material
mostly from the original texts ‘Adhikarana-saravali’ and the
two learned commentaries on it titled Adhikarana-cintamani
contributed by Sri Kumara Varadacarya, the son of Vedanta
Desika and Padayojana, written by Sri Satakopa Ramanuja-
yati, the 34" pontiff of Ahobila Matham. Among the
contemporary traditional scholars, Sri Uttamur
Veeraraghavacharya has also written a detailed
commentary named Sarartha Ratnaprabha. Another book
under the title Sariraka Adhikarana Ratnamala by Mm.
Kapisthalam Desikacharya presents in lucid Sanskrit the
essential teachings of the adhikaranas with a statement of



Preface xvii

piirvapaksa and siddhanta. | have made use of these works.
For purposes of elucidation, wherever necessary, I have also
taken material from the $ri-Bhasya of Ramanuja and the
learned commentary on it titled Srutaprakasika, by
Sudarsana Suri and also Vedanta Desika’s Tattva-mukta-
kalapa and Satadiisani.

It is for the first time, such an attempt is made to publish
in English an authentic treatise on Visistidvaita Vedanta
based on original source books. It is hoped that this volume
will be found useful for an in-depth study of Visistadvaita
Vedanta as expounded in the Sri-Bhisya and the
Adhikarana-saravali.

I must pay my respects to my revered Acharya, the late
Sri Gostipuram Sowmyanarayanacharya Swami to whom
I owe my knowledge of Vedanta. I must also pay my
respects to the late Sri Madhurantakam Veeraraghava-
charya Swami and the late Mm. Saragur Madabhushi
Varadacharya Swami, under whom I studied Sri-Bhisya,
Tattva-mukta-kalapa and Adhikarana-saravali in the
traditional manner. [ am deeply indebted to them. I have
derived help and guidance for understanding the crucial
adhikaranas of the Vedanta-siitras from traditional scholars
Mm. N.S. Ramanuja Tatacharya, Mm. V. Srivatsankacharya
and Mm. K.S. Varadacharya. I express my grateful thanks
to them. I should also thank my esteemed friends Sri
Ananthanarasimhachar, Dr. N.S. Anantharangachar and
Sri S. Srinivasachar who have gone through the major part
of the typescript and offered useful suggestions for
improvement. I also express my grateful thanks to the
eminent scholar Mm. K.S. Varadacharya for writing a
foreword to the book.

Bangalore
Date: 9th August, 2006 S.M. Srinivasa Chari.
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INTRODUCTION

Meaning of the term Visistadvaita

The system of Vedanta as expounded by Sri Rimanuja is
designated as Visistadvaita. The term Visistadvaita signifies
that the Ultimate Reality, named Brahman in the Upanisads
-is one as organically related to the sentient jivas (cit) and
the non-sentient cosmic matter (acit). On the basis of the
Upanisadic teachings, this school of thought acknowledges
three real ontological entities namely, Brahman or I$vara,
the jivatman or the individual self and the prakrti or the
primordial cosmic matter. Though all the three are different
from each other, Brahman being inseparably related to the
sentient souls as well as non-sentient matter is ultimately
one as a qualified Reality. As Vedanta Desika states, though
there is absolute difference between Isvara and the two other
ontological entities and also among the individual selves
and cosmic matter, the ultimate Reality is considered as
one from the standpoint of its being a Visista tattva:
(visistasya advaitam)’ .

Historical Development of Visistadvaita

Though all the schools of Vedanta owe their origin to the
Upanisads, Brahma-siitras and the Bhagavadgita, the three
basic source books, Visistadvaita as a well formulated
philosophical system or daréana, with properly developed
epistemology and ontology on logical ground as well as on
the basis of correct interpretation of the Scriptural



XX The Philosophy of Visistadvaita Vedanta

statements and allied texts, was expounded by Ramanuja
in his monumental commentary on the Vedanta-sutras
known as $ri-Bhasya. In view of this, Ramanuja may be
regarded as the founder of the Visistadvaita system. But
Ramanuja himself does not claim this distinction. In the
opening para of the Sri-Bhasya, he says that he is writing a
commentary on the sutras in accordance with the views
contained in an elaborate and extensive z7ti or glossary
written by Bodhayana which was abridged by carlicr
teachers?. Though Bodhayanavrtti as well as the works of
these ancient teachers are not extant, there is ample internal
evidence to show from the quotations cited by Ramanuja
that there were already eminent exponents of Visistadvaita
Vedanta such as Bodhayana, Tanka, Dramida, Guhadeva,
Kapardi and Bharuci®. In his Vedartha Sarngraha, Ramanuja
mentions the names of all these ancient exponents. He also
quotes a few statements of Bodhayana who is also known
as vrttikara and also by the name of Upavarsa, according to
Sarnkara. This establishes beyond any doubt that the system
of Vedanta developed by Ramanuja follows faithfully an
ancient tradition ($ista-parigrhita-puratana-veda-vedanta-
vyakhyana). Such evidence is not forthcoming either in the
Sarnkara’s Siitra-bhasya or Madhva’s Brahmasiitra-bhasya.

According to Vedanta Desika, Nathamuni, who lived
in the tenth century was the first exponent of Visistadvaita
as a system of Philosophy (nathopajiam pravrttam)*. He
wrote two important works: Nyaya tattva and Yoga-rahasya,
but both these are not extant®. However it is evident from
the numerous quotations cited by Vedanta Desika in his
Nyaya-siddhafijana, that Nyaya-tattva is regarded as an
important philosophical treatise which had considerable
influence on both Ramanuja and Vedanta Desika®.
According to Vaisnava tradition, Nathamuni inherited his
knowledge of Visistadvaita Vedanta from a long line of
preceptors commencing from Nammalvar, the renowned
Tamil saint, who is claimed to have lived in the beginning
of Kaliyuga 2803 B.C.
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After Nathamuni, Alavandar, also known as Yamuna,
who lived sometime between AD 916-1036 developed the
system by contributing a few independent philosophic
works (bahubhih yamuneya prabhandhaih upcitam)” . He wrote
six works and of these the most important is Siddhitraya
consisting of three parts ~ Atmasiddhi, I$varasiddhi and
Samvitsiddhi, each one being devoted to one of three
fundamental doctrines of Visistadvaita. The teachings of
Yamuna have greatly influenced both Ramanuja and
Vedanta Desika as they have extensively used the logical
arguments advanced by him in the refutation of Advaita
doctrines.

Ramanuja, who came after Yamuna, was born in AD
10178. Though he could not become a direct disciple of
Yamuna, he was orally instructed by four of his disciples —
Mahapiirna, Tirukkottiyur Nambi, Tirumalai Nambi and
Tirumalai Andan. The works of Yamuna and the teachings
received from his disciples enabled Ramanuja to further
develop and re-establish the Visistadvaita as a full fledged
system of Vedanta on strong foundation (tratum samyag
yatindraih)®.

From the foregoing brief account, it may be observed
that Visistidvaita Vedanta was not a new system founded
by Ramanuja. On the contrary, it was already in existence
from the time of Badarayana who compiled the Vedanta
sittras on the basis of the Upanisadic teachings and also
sage Bodhayana, who wrote the first authoritative glossary
on it. At the time Ramanuja was born, there was a long felt
need for consolidation and systematization of the
apparently conflicting interpretations of the Upanisads.
Earlier than Ramanuja, Samkara, Bhiaskara and
Yadavaprakasa, among the extant schools of Vedanta, had
attempted to interpret the Upanisads and the Vedanta-sutras
through scholarly Bhasyas. But the doctrines presented by
them were not found acceptable. Sarmkara’s doctrine of
Maya on the basis of which the NirviSesa Brahmadvaita with
the denial of reality to the individual souls and the universe
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is developed was not found philosophically sustainable. The
Bhedabheda vada of Bhaskara and Yadava was also not
tenable since this concept conceived by them involved self-
contradiction. It therefore became necessary for Ramanuja
to develop a more rational system of Vedanta by properly
interpreting the Vedanta-sutras and the connected
Upanisadic texts and by refuting the doctrines which were
opposed to the main tenets of Visistadvaita. He successfuily
accomplished this task assigned to him' by writing the
monumental Bhasya on the Brahma-sutras. He also wrote
several other works. These are Vedanta-dipa, Vedanta-sira,
which are brief commentaries on Vedanta Sutras, Vedartha-
samgraha, containing the quintessence of the Upanisads,
the Gita Bhasya, a commentary on the Bhagavad-gita, three
lyrics named as Saranagati-gadya, Srirafiga-gadya and
Vaikuntha-gadya and lastly Nitya-grantha mainly dealing
with the mode of worship of the image of God. Of these
works, the commentary on Brahma-siitra, named Sri-Bhﬁsya
is the magnum opus of Ramanuja in which the Visistadvaita
doctrines are thoroughly discussed. This will mainly engage
our attention in the present book.

For nearly two centuries after Ramanuja, there was no
significant contribution to the Visistadvaita system by way
of major philosophical works. The dcaryas who succeeded
Ramanuja, though some of them were eminent vedantins
such as Parasara Bhatta, Visnucitta, Vatsya Varada,
Sudarsana Sari and Atreya Ramanuja, confined their
attention primarily to the dissemination of the philosophy
of Rimanuja by teaching Sri-Bhdsya or writing further
glossaries on it. The Srutaprakasiki, written by Sudaréana
Siiri is an outstanding commentary on Sri-Bhisya. Some of
the Acaryas, such as Pillan, Nanjiyar, Periavaccan Pillai,
Vadakkutiruvidi Pillai, who were attracted by the
devotional hymns of the Alvars in Tamil engaged themselves
in writing elaborate commentaries on them. During this
period the theological aspect of Visistadvaita received much
greater emphasis and importance than its philosophy.
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Besides, the Visistadvaita system itself seems to have been
exposed to the criticism by rival schools of thought and in
particular from the Advaitins. Though Ramanuja had
vigorously attacked Maydvada of Sarnkara in his Sr7-Bhasya,
the Advaita scholars of post-Ramanuja period had
attempted to defend their doctrines against the criticisms
of Ramanuja. Thus there was a clearly felt need for another
great philocsopher to consolidate the teachings of Ramanuja
and establish the Viéistadvaita system of philosophy on a
stable foundation.

This need was fulfilled by Venkatanatha, popularly
known as Vedanta Desika and also Vedanta Acarya, who
was born in the year 1268!!. It is said that Vedanta Desika’s
future role as the re-establisher of Ramanuja’s philosophy
was prophesied even when he was a child of five by Vatsya
Varadacarya, a spiritual descendent of Ramanuja. The story
goes that when the child accompanied by his maternal uncle
met the dcarya for the first time, the latter was so attracted
by the extraordinary intelligence of the boy, that he blessed
him in the following words: “May you establish the Vedanta
on a firm basis, vanquishing the theories of rival schools of
thought; may you become the respected of the orthodox
Vedantins and the abode of abundant auspiciousness”’?.
Vedanta Desika himself acknowledges with gratitude the
blessings received from his spiritual guru in the opening
verses of Tattva-muktd-kaldpa and Adhikarana-saravali, the
two major philosophical treatises devoted to the exposition
of Visistadvaita Vedanta on a solid foundation®™.

Vedanta DesSika was a prolific writer and he wrote more
than hundred works not only in the realm of philosophy
and religion but also in the field of poetry and drama. His
chief philosophical works are: Nyaya-parisuddhi, Nyaya-
siddhafijana, Tattva-mukta-kalapa along with Sarvarthasiddhi
(his own commentary), Adhikarana-saravali, Se$vara-
mimamsa, Mimamsa-paduka, Satadusani. His other
philosophical works which are in the form of commentaries
are Tattva-tika (an incomplete commentary on Sri-Bhasya),
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Tatparya-candrika (a gloss on Ramanuja’s Gita-bhasya),
Isavasyopanisad-bhasya (a commentary on ISavasyopanisad),
Gitartha-samgraha-raksa (a commentary on Yamuna’s
Gitartha-samgraha), Rahasyaraksa, a commentary on
Yamuna’s Stotra-ratna, Catuhsloki and Ramanuja’s
Gadyatraya.

Among the philosophical works, Nyaya-parisuddhi,
Nyaya-siddnatrijana, Satadusani, Tattva-mukta-kaldpa and
Adhikarana-saravali are important since in these works the
doctrines of Vidistadvaita are expounded. Nyaya-partsuddhi
is an epistemological work devoted primarily to the
discussion of the nature of the pramanas and other
epistemological theories of Visistadvaita. In the Nyaya-
siddhaiijana, the ontological theories of Visistadvaita are
presented in detail. The Satadiisani, which is a polemical
work (vada-grantha) is devoted to the refutation of the
doctrines of Sarmkara’s Advaita Vedanta by adopting
dialectical arguments with a view to establishing the
soundness of the theories of Vi$istadvaita. The
Tattvamuktakalapa, which is written in verse containing 500
verses composed in sragdhard metre is intended primarily
to present the Visistadvaita doctrines by critically evaluating
the corresponding theories of rival schools of thought.
Unlike Nyaya-siddhafijana, it is a comprehensive
philosophical classic of Visistadvaita Vedanta covering all
topics in the realms of Metaphysics, Ontology, Theology,
Epistemology, Cosmology and Eschatology. As Vedanta
Desika claims, there is no topic in Philosophy which is not
covered in this work and what is not considered here
cannot be found elsewhere (yannasmin kvapi naitat)'*. It is
indeed the magnum opus of Vedanta Desika®.

The Adhikarana-saravali, is an equally important
philosophical treatise written in the same style as Tattva-
mukta-kaldpa in sragdhara metre. It is primarily devoted to
the discussion of the different adhikaranas or sectional topics
of Brahma-siitras as interpreted by Ramanuja in his classical
Sri-Bhasya. In this work Vedanta Desika, while
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summarizing the contents of each adhikarana, attempts to
establish that the doctrines of Visistadvaita as developed
by Ramanuja are philosophically sound and well rooted in
the Upanisads. While the main objective of Tattva-mukta-
kalapa is to establish the soundness of the Visistadvaita
theories on a logical basis by way of proving the untenability
of the corresponding theories of rival schools of thought,
the main focus of the Adhikarana-saravali is to estabiish that
Visistadvaita fully conforms to the Upanisadic teachings
and the Vedanta-siitras, unlike the Advaita of Sarmkara. In
view of this, Vedanta Desika states that the two
philosophical treatises are complementary, comparable to
the two hands supporting each other (anyonyahasta-
pradam). Thus, among the philosophical works of Vedanta
Desika, the Tattva-mukta-kalapa and Adhikarana-saravali
constitute the outstanding Vedanta classics which provide
a comprehensive knowledge of Visistadvaita system.

Adhikarana-saravali - its Scope and Contents

The Adhikarana-saravali, as its title suggests deals with the
essential teachings contained in each adhikarana of Brahma-
sitra. Badarayana has codified the philosophical teachings
of the Upanisads in the form of siitras or concise aphoristic
sentences expressed in a few cryptic words. The total
number of siitras, according to Ramanuja, is 545. These
are divided into four adhyayas or chapters. Each adhyaya is
subdivided into four padas or parts. Each pada is further
subdivided into adhikaranas or sections dealing with specific
subject covered in a single or group of siitras. Adhikarana is
a technical name for a section devoted to discuss a specific
subject or topic by following the five-fold methodology
adopted in the traditional philosophical disputation's. The
five stages of discussion are:

1. Visaya or the subjec't matter of discussion is to
be stated.
2. Samsaya or all possible alternative views relating

to it are to be mentioned.
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3. Purvapaksa or the prima facie view about it is to
be presented.

4. Uttara or a suitable reply to it is to be given after
a methodical discussion and refutation of
purvapaksa.

5. Prayojana or the usefulness of the discussion by

way of the establishment of the conclusive view

(siddhanta).
This methodology of discussion of a subject was introduced
by the Plirva-mimarhsakas in respect of Mimarisa-siitras
which deal with the interpretation of the ritualistic portion
of the Vedas. Though Badarayana, who has framed the
siitras to codify the teachings of the Upanisads has not
grouped them into adhikaranas, the commentators on
Vedanta-sutra accepted this methodology and named the
adhikaranas by grouping the siitras dealing with the specific
subject. There is great advantage in following such a
methodology. First it becomes easier to comprehend a
variety of subjects covered by Badarayana in a large number
of sittras. More importantly, it provides a logical justification
for arriving at a conclusive view on the basis of a critical
evaluation of the possible alternative theories.

The number of adhikaranas is 156 according to Ramanuja,
whereas it is 196 for Samkara and 222 for Madhva. This
wide variation arises as a result of the manner in which the
sitras are grouped with reference to the subject matter
acknowledged by the commentators.

The names of adhikaranas and the subject covered in them
are given in the Appendix I. The adhikaranas are generally
titled after the key word of the sittra, which indicates its

ety

adhikarana covers several sittras, as in the case of the
Anandamayadhikarana dealing with the subject of Brahman
as blissful, it bears the title of the keyword of the principal
sutra viz. ‘anandamayo abhyasat’. With the exception of a
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few, most of the adhikaranas cover more than one sittra and
in some cases 10-15 sitras, depending upon the nature of
the subject to be discussed. It is therefore considered
necessary for a commentator to discuss the subjects dealt
with in the siitras in the order of adhikaranas rather than
individually.

The sequence of the adhikaranas is also the same as
followed in the siitras by Badardyana. As will be seen
prescently, there is perfect coherence (sangati) not only
between the four adhyiyas and the four padas under each
adhyaya, but also betw een the different adhikaranas under
each pada. According to the traditional commentators, even
the siztras are also inter-connected.

The central theme of the adhikaranas and the subject
matter covered in them are the same as found in the
Brahma-siitras. The main subject of Brahma-siitras as its title
suggests, is Brahman. Though each adhyaya and each pada
of it covers different topics, these are directly or indirectly
related to Brahman.

According to Ramanuja, the first adhyaya which is
named as Samanvayadhyaya, is primarily devoted to
establish the correlation of various texts of the Upanisads
with Brahman as the primary cause of the universe. It
directly deals with Brahman after providing the needed
justification for the enquiry into the nature of Brahman
for its existence and usefulness of the Upanisadic texts for
knowing the Supreme Goal to be attained. It also discusses
the essential nature of Brahman as a sentient being, as
blissful (anandamaya), as distinct from jivatman and all other
celestial beings, and also from the non-sentient cosmic
entities such as ethereal space (akasa), vital breath (prana),
the cosmic light (jyotis). All these points are covered in eleven
adhikaranas(1-11) included in the first pada of Brahma-siitra.

The second pida deals with the distinguishing
characteristics of Brahman. According to Vedanta Desika,
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it establishes on the authority of the Upanisadic teachings
the following points:

I)  Brahman as the Self of all (Sarvatma),

II) Brahman as the devourer of the entire universe
(Attd),

IlI) Brahman as the Purusa abiding for ever in the
eye (Aksinityasthitil)

IV) Brahman as the Inner Controller of all
(Antaryamin),

V)  Brahman as the Imperishable Reality (Aksara)

VI) Brahman as Vaisvanara.

These subjects are covered in the adhikaranas 12 tol7.
The third pada brings out a few more important
characteristics of Brahman after critically examining the
Upanisadic passages which prima facie appear to lend
support to the theory that jiva is Brahman. These are:

I)  Brahman as the Support of heaven and earth
(Ayatana).

I)  Brahman as Infinitely great (Bhiima).

Il) Brahman as the Adhidra of the universe
(visvadhara).

IV) Brahman as the Object of Enjoyment of muktas
(mukta bhogyah).

V)  Brahman as the subtle space within the heart
(daharakasa).

VI) Brahman as the Controller of all (Sarvaniyanta)

VII) Brahman as the Object of meditation for celestial
deities (Devadinam upasyah)

VIII) Brahman as the Nama-riipa Nirvahita.

All these points are covered in the adhikaranas 18-27 of
the third pada.

The fourth pada of the first adhydya is devoted to establish
that Brahman as the primary cause of the universe is the
Ultimate Reality by way of refuting the claims of the ancient
Samkhya school of thought, according to which prakrti,
also named as pradhana and also described as avyakrta, is
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the cause of the universe. It also takes up for critical
examination the views of the later Samkhya school which
claims that the jivatman, which is the twenty fifth principle
and is other than prakrti, is the cause of the universe. In
the same strain, it also refutes the theory that the liberated
self (muktatma), is Brahman. In this connection, it also
examines critically the view of the Yoga school wh1ch

karana) and establishes that Brahman is the matertal cause
of the universe (upadana-karana) and also the instrumental
cause (nimitta karana). These topics are dealt in adhikaranas
28 to 35 of the fourth pada.

The second adhydya of Brahma-suitra is named as
Avirodhadhyaya or the chapter which proves the absence
of contradictions. Itis primarily devoted to uphold the main
thesis of the first adhyaya viz that Brahman is the primary
cause of the universe. For this purpose Badarayana refutes
the theories advanced by the rival schools of thought which
were prevalent during his time and which stood opposed
to the Vedanta theory of Reality. The schools which come
up for critical examination in the order in which it is stated
in the Brahma-siitra are: Samkhya, Yoga, Nyaya-vaidesika,
Buddhism, Jainism, Pasupata (the ancient Saiva school) and
Panicaratra.

In the first pada of this adhyaya, the arguments advanced
by the schools of Samkhya and Yoga against the possibility
of accepting Brahman as the cause of the universe are
discussed and set aside. In this conn4lection the theory of
causality as conceived by the Vaidesikas viz. that cause and
effect are distinct is discussed with a view to establish the
causal relationship between Brahman and universe. A few
objections raised against the Vedanta theory of Brahman
as the material cause of the universe are also answered.
All these topics are dealt in adhikaranas 36 to 46.

The second pada of second adhyaya examines critically
the other schools of thought including Samkhya, Nyaya-
vaiSesika, Bauddha, Jaina, Pasupata and Pafcaratra. In the
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case of Samkhya it highlights the self- contradictions
involved in their teachings. Regarding Nyaya-vaisesika,
Buddhists and Jainas, the impossibility of paramanus or
subtle atomic elements becoming cause of the universe is
demonstrated.

It also refutes the sunyavidda of the Madhyamika
Buddhists. In the case of Pasupata, the theory of Isvara as
the only nimitia kirana is refuted. In the case of Pancaraira,
itis proved to be acceptable as its teachings are in conformity
with the Vedas. All these issues are covered in adhikaranas
47 to 53.

The third pada of second adhyaya is far more important
as it deals among other topics with the nature of jivatman.
Out of seven adhikaranas included in this part, five are
devoted to establish that jivatman is eternal (nitya), it is the
subject of knowledge (jfidta) and also the agent of action
(karta). It also discusses in detail the relation of jiva to
Brahman in terms of difference and non-difference and
affirms that jiva is an aréa or integral part of Brahman.
This pada also examines the evolutes such as viyat (ether),
tejas (fire) and vayu (air) and establishes that they have an
origin unlike jivatman. All these are covered in the
adhikaranas 54 to 60.

The fourth pada of this adhyaya takes up for consideration
the nature of the sense organs (indriyas), their number, their
atomic character, the nature and role of prana vayu (vital
breath). An important subject which comes up for discussion
is the manner in which the physical universe consisting of
variety of living beings and non-sentient entities is created
through the process of quintuplication of five elements
(paficikarana). It is shown that the creation of the physical
universe is brought about through the media of caturmukha
Brahma by Paramatman, as stated in the Upanisads. These
issues are dealt with in the adhikaranas 61 to 68.

The third adhyaya of Brahma-sutra is named as
Sadhanadhyaya, since it primarily deals with the sadhana or
the ways and means of attainment of Brahman. According
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to Badarayana, upasana or unceasing mediation on
Brahman, which is termed as vidyg, is the direct means to
the attainment of Brahman. Prior to embarking on
meditation, the spiritual aspirant is required to develop
vairdgya or a sense of non-attachment to worldy and
heavenly objects and also a deep craving for attainment of
Brahman. For this purpose, the first pada of this adhyaya
and early part of second pada, describes the transmigration
of the soul, the manner of its rebirth and also its condition
in different states such as dream, deep sleep (susupti) and
swoon (murccha). In the later part of the second pada, the
nature of Brahman as totally free from all defects and also
endowed with auspicious attributes (ubhayalinga) is
presented in detail as it is considered necessary to know
that Brahman is the worthy object of meditation. In this
connection it is also pointed out that Brahman is the highest
Reality (para) and the bestower of the Supreme Goal for
the attainment of which upasana is laid down. All these
subjects are covered in the adhikaranas 69 to 82.

The third pada of this adhyaya, which is the longest in
the Brahma-sutra comprising 26 adhikaranas, deals with the
different types of vidyas or modes of meditation for realization
of Brahman. The Upanisadic passages prescribe 32 types of
meditation. These are not different paths for moksa but are
regarded as alternative means since the goal to be attained is
the same. They are, however, named differently since certain
attributes (gunas) with which Brahman is to be meditated
upon are different for each vidya. The discussion of this
subject in the different adhikaranas is generally centered round
the issues relating to what gunas are to be included and what
are to be excluded. This pada is therefore titled gunopasarithara
pada or the part dealing with the inclusion or exclusion of
Brahma-gunas. All these topics are covered in the adhikaranas
83 to 108.

The fourth pada of the third adhyaya is of some
importance as it straight-away discusses the nature of the
means for attaining the Supreme Goal (purusartha) and the
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place of karma vis-a-vis upasana. It sets aside the view of
Mimamsakas who lay greater emphasis on karma or
observance of ritutals and regards that jiana or upasana is
subordinate to it. Badarayana emphasizes the need of the
observance of the prescribed rituals by all the aspirants for
moksa and also the cultivation of ethical virtues such as

$ama, dama etc. as necessary pre-requisites for upasana.
These points are all covered in the adhikaranas 109 to 123.

The fourth adhyaya, which is named Phaladhyaya or the
chapter dealing with the spiritual Goal, considers the
manner in which the prescribed sadhana is to be practised,
utkranti or the exit of the individual soul from the physical
body at the time of liberation from bondage, the description
of the path (arciradi gati) through which the liberated soul
passes to reach the ultimate Goal and the nature of the
Goal attained by the jiva after final liberation from bondage.
These points are covered in the four padas of this adhyaya
comprising a total of 33 adhikaranas (124 to156).

In the Adhikarana-saravali, Vedanta Desika deals with
all the 156 topics and discusses them in the same order as
found in Ramanuja’s Brahma-siitra Bhasya. As stated earlier,
it is written in the form of verses composed in the dignified
sragdhard metre. It is difficult to present a philosophical
discussion in poetic style with the statement of prima facie
view (piuirvapaksa), criticism of the same and establish a
conclusive theory (siddhanta). But Vedanta Desika, being a
gifted poet (kavi) and logician (tarkika) has successfully
accomplished this task, as he has done in the Tattva-mukta-
kalapa.

This treatise is not a mere summary of the contents of
the adhikaranas as found in the Sri-Bhasya, as the term
‘Saravali’ denotes. Its scope is much wider. So also the
method of presentation of the subject is different. It does
not attempt to present in a stereotyped manner, as in the
Sutra-bhasya, the details of the piirvapaksa along with the
visayavakya or the Upanisadic statements which form the
basis for the sutra, and the dialectical arguments and
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counter-arguments advanced to establish a conclusive
theory with the supporting scriptural authority. If it were
a mere repetition of what is already stated in the Sri-Bhasya,
then Adhikarana-saravali would be a mere duplication of
the effort made by Ramanuja and it would not be of any
special value. Vedanta Desika himself seems to be aware of
this possible objection, which is evident from the fact that
at the commencement of the work, he attempts to justify
this arduous undertaking. In the cpening verse he states
that he would defend the titlc of Vedanticarya conferred
on him by Lord Ranganatha, the presiding deity of
Srirangam (tena devena dattar vedantdcarya sarmjfiam
...sartham anvarthayami). If we closely study the work, we
find that this claim made out of modesty is well founded
by establishing the doctrines of Visistadvaita enshrined in
“the siitras and expounded in the $ri-Bhasya by Ramanuja
on a more solid ground not only with the support of
Scriptural texts but also on the basis of logic through the
discussion of the issues arising as a result of the
interpretation of the siitras and the connected Upanisadic
texts. Unlike Ramanuja, he does not go into the details of
the piirva-paksa and answer them step by step in a dialectical
manner. On the other hand, he concentrates on the main
issue or issues related to the doctrine enshrined in the sitras
and after examining them with the relevant arguments, he
sets down the siddhanta in a precise and clear way. In the
Sri-Bhasya, a reader often gets lost in the elaborate discussion
on the views of the pirvapaksa with arguments and counter
arguments and miss the essential theory that needs to be
established. Vedanta Desika, in his Adhikarana-saravali
avoids such an elaborate discussion and confines his
attention to the disputed issue which is directly related to
the topic and answers it with a clear statement of the final
‘view on the subject. This method of discussion enables us
to grasp the essential points relevant to a doctrine. A
comparative study of the manner of treatment of the
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Anandamayﬁdhikamr_m and Arambhanadhikarana in Sri-
Bhasya and Adhikarana-saravali will bear out the observation
made above. If we take note of these facts, it becomes
evident that Adhikarana-saravali is not a mere summary of
the contents of the adhikaranas of Brahma-siuitra but is a
distinctive philosophical treatise aimed to present the
essential teachings contained in the adhikaranas.

There are a few other characteristic features of
Adhikarana-saravali. The first and foremost is the attempt
made by Vedanta Desika to establish the sangati or
connection not only between one siitra and the other but
also between the four adhyayas, the four padas of each
adhyaya and more importantly between the adhikaranas.
On the face of it, it appears that the siitius and adhikaranas
under which they are grouped are somewhat disconnected.
But it is not so according to the author of the siitras, who
has conceived a perfect sequence. The entire work of
Brahma-sutra is a well-knit treatise. Though all the
commentators are generally agreed on this point, Vedanta
Desika makes a special effort to establish a close and
meaningful connection (sanigati) between the siitras. Though
for modern scholars, this may not be of any special
importance, the traditional scholars accord great
significance to it since it provides a rational justification for
formulating a siitra in certain order and sequence from the
beginning to the end.

Another important feature of this treatise, as Vedanta
Desika himself points out, is that it clarifies the doubts or
minor criticisms raised by some critics on the Sri-Bhdsya
such as repetition of what is already stated elsewhere
(paunarukti), negation of what is stated (uktabadha),
irrelevance of the teachings (mandatva), absence of proper
sangati or connection between adhyayas, padas and
adhikaranas, opposition to the accepted pramanas
(manabadha) etc.. According to Vedanta Desika the
Adhikarana-saravali reveals that the adhikaranas of Brahma-
sittra Bhasya of Ramanuja is free from these defects. He says
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that those who read these verses carefully with an open
mind will be delighted to find that it is free from defects? .

It may be observed from this brief contents of the
adhikaranas in the preceding pages that the text in original
is very extensive comprising: 562 terse verses in Sanskrit
and covering 156 adhikaranas related to a variety of
philosophical and allied topics. For persons not well
acquainted with Sanskrit, an English translation of the
verses with expianatory notes may provide some idea of
the contents of the book. But an English translation having
its own limitation cannot bring out the spirit of the original
text. It does not also provide to the reader a comprehensive
and consolidated account of the doctrines of Visistadvaita
Vedanta in a sequential order. Therefore, neither any
attempt is made to present a translation of this original work
nor a summary of the adhikaranas is given in the same order
as found in the original text. Some of the adhikaranass,
particularly those which are included in the third pida of
third adhyaya dealing with different types of vidyas and
the issues relating to what gunas or attributes of Brahman
are either to be included or excluded in respect of the
upasand, would not be of any special philosophical
significance. The main objective of the book is to present
the important doctrines of Visistadvaita Vedanta as
expounded in the classic Sitra-bhasya of Ramanuja on the

 basis of the Upanisad and the sitras in a logical order. For

this purpose we have confined our attention to the

discussion of the selected adhikaranas that have a direct

bearing on the fundamental doctrines of Visistadvaita.
Though the central theme of the Brahma-sutra is

Brahman, it deals with three major subjects. These are Tattva

or Brahman, the Sadhana or the means of its attainment
and Purusartha or the Supreme Goal. Under these three
major subjects, the following doctrines are discussed in the
various adhikaranas. '



XXxVi The Philosophy of Visistadvaita Vedanta

The Doctrine of Brahman

1. The essential nature of Brahman
2. The distinguishing characteristics of Brahman
3. Brahman as the cause of the universe

The Doctrine of Universe and Brahman

1. Brahman as the material cause of the universe
2. The relation of the universe to Brahman
3.  The theory of cosmic creation

The Doctrine of Jiva and Brahman

1.  The essential nature of jiva

2. The relation of jiva to Brahman

3.  The theory of the transmigration of jiva
4.  The different states of jiva

The Doctrine of Sadhana or the Means of attainment of
Brahman.

1.  Brahman as the worthy object of Meditation.

2. Vidya (upasana) as the direct means of attainment
of Brahman.

3.  Karma as subsidiary means to Vidya.

4. The nature and components of Upasana.

The Doctrine of Parama-purusartha.

1.  The nature of the liberation of jiva from bondage.

2. The theory of utkranti.

3.  The theory of the pathway to moksa (Arciradi-
marga). .

4.  The status of jiva in the state of mukti.

In the present book we shall deal with the adhikaranas
which are related to the above doctrines in a sequential
order with the main objective of expounding Visistadvaita
philosophy as developed by Ramanuja in the Brahma-sutra
Bhasya and as further elucidated by Vedanta Desika in the
Adhikarana-saravali. We shall not attempt a comparative
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and critical study of these theories with reference to the
commentaries of Sarmkara and Madhva on the adhikaranas,
since this task has already been accomplished in the book
‘The Philosophy of the Vedantasutra — A study based on the
comments of Saritkara, Ramanuja and Madhva’. We shall not
also take up a comparative study of the corresponding
theories of other schools of thought to establish the
soundness of the Visisiadvaita docirines, since this task is
undertaken in the book Fundamentais of Visistadvaiia- A
study based on Vedanta Desika’s Tattva-mukta-kalapa. This
book is primarily aimed to give an exposition of Visistadvaita
Vedanta established in conformity with the Upanisads and
Brahma-siitras as evidenced by the Adhikarana-saravali of
Vedanta Desika.

N\

1. See NS pl. Prakara-prakarinoh prakdranam ca mitho atyanta bhede
api visistaikyadi vivaksaya ekatva vyapadesah

2. RB 1.1.1. Bhagavat bodhayana krtam brahmasutra vrttim piarvacaryah

sanchiksupuh tanmatanuséarena sutraksarani vyikhyasyante

Vedartha Sangraha — p.100

TMK V-136 nathopajiiam pravrttam

In recent years a book under the title ‘Yoga-rahasya’ is published

by Sri T.V.K. Desikachar who claims that it is the same ‘Yoga-

rahasya’ of Nathamuni, which was revealed to his father, Sri T.

Krishnamacharya, during the state of trance at Alwar

Tirunagari, the birth place of saint Nammalwar. This ciaim is

questionable since the Yoga-rahasya of Na thamuni which was

not available to such eminent Acaryas, Ramanuja and Vedanta

Desika could have been discovered by a person of the present

century.

TMK IV-10 and V-59

TMK - V-136

For an authentic account of the biography and the works of

Ramanuja, see the author’s article in the ‘History of Science,

Philosophy and Culture in Indian Civilization’ — Vol Il - part 3.

pp- 70-105.

9.  See TMK V-136

10. According to the tradition, one of the commands of Yamuna
was that Ramanuja should write a proper commentary on the
Vedanta-sutras.

11. For a biographical sketch of Vedanta Desika and his works, see
author’s ‘Advaita and Visistadvaita’ pp. 1-4 and also the volume

9w
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12,

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

The Philosophy of Visistaduvaita Vedanta

mentioned under fn. 8.

pratisthapitavedantah pratiksipta bahirmatah; bhityah traividyaman-
yastvam bhuri-kalyanabhajanam.

TMK [-2. Varadagurukrpalambitoddamabhuma... See also AS. verse
2. Varadacarya Ramanujabhyam samyagdrstena sarvam.

TMK V-134

For further details regarding Tattvamuktakalapa see Fvv. Intro-
duction.

It is defined as follows: visayo samsayaScaiva purvapaksah
tathottaram; prayojanam ca pafncangam paiico adhikaranam viduh.
Vedanta Desika offers another definition of adhikarana which is
an expansion of the five stages of discussion into ten: sangatih
visayascaiva samsayotthana karanam; samsayasca prakarasca tadarthd
ca vicarana; tasyam phalaphalitvam ca nyayau dvau paksayordvayoh,
nirnayas-tat phalam ce'ti bodhyany-adhikratau dasa.

See AS verse 3. hrdya padyavaliyam hrdayam-adhigata savadhanat
dhinotu (santustan karotu)



CHAPTER ONE

THE STUDY OF VEDANTA

Brahma-sutra is primarily concerned with the study of
Brahman, which is the ultimate metaphysical Reality.
Badarayana therefore rightly commences his classic treatise
on Vedanta with four aphorisms to justify the need and
importance of the philosophic study for obtaining the
knowledge of Brahman. These siuitras deal with four
important subjects viz., a) enquiry into the nature of
Brahman, b) definition of Brahman as the primary cause of
the cosmic functions, c) $astra as the only source of knowing
Brahman, and d) the main purport of the Upanisads is
Brahman. The first four adhikaranas named as
Jijiasadhikarana, Janmadyadhikarana, Sastrayonitvadhi-karana
and Samanvayadhikarana cover these subjects respectively.
These adhikaranas which constitute one unit (petiki) are
regarded by the commentators as a preface (upodghita) to
Brahma-sutra since they affirm the value and importance
of the Vedanta study by way of refuting the general
objection that the study of Vedanta is futile. As explained
by the commentators, Badarayana has in mind four possible
objections prevalent during his time against the study of
Vedanta. These are: (a) The Upanisadic texts which teach
‘about Brahman which is an existent (siddhapara) are not
purportful; (b) the definition about Brahman offered by the
Upanisad is not satisfactory and hence Brahman cannot
be known; (c) since the existence of Brahman can be proved
by inference, Sacred texts cannot teach anything new; and
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(d) the knowledge of Brahman derived from the Upanisads
does not serve any useful purpose.! The details of these
criticisms will be explained when we discuss the relevant
adhikaranas. For the present it may be noted that these are
implied in the relevant sutras and that Badarayana, as
explained by the commentators, attempts at the very outset
to refute them in order to establish the value of Vedanta
study. We shall discuss these four topics in the present

chapter.

It refers to the object of desire viz., knowledge of Brahman
which is more important than desire itself. The term
Brahman denotes, according to Ramanuja, the Supreme
Person (Purusottama) who by nature is endowed with
infinite auspicious attributes and is also free from all
imperfections.’ The word atha means soon after (anantara)
and implies, as interpreted by Ramanuja, that Brahma-
jijfidsa is to be undertaken after completing the study of
Purva-mimarmsa dealing with the ritualistic portion of the
Vedas. The word atah means ‘therefore’ and it implies the
reason for pursuing the study of Vedanta after one has
realized the futility of the fruits of the rituals and come to
know the eternal value of the spiritual goal to be attained
by the study of Vedanta. The fuller meaning of the siitra,
as explained by Ramanuja, is that the enquiry into the
nature of Brahman is to be undertaken by a spiritual
aspirant after he has completed the study of Purva-
mimarmsa, which deals with the ritualistic portion of the
Vedas and realized the impermanent value of the fruits
achieved by the Vedic rituals and the eternal value of the
Supreme Goal to be attained by the study of Uttara-
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mimamsa, which deals with the later portion of the Vedas
(Upanisads)

This view has for its support the teaching of the
Mundaka Upanisad on the basis of which the siitra itself is
formulated. Thus it states:

Pariksya lokan karmacitan brahmano nirvedamayat. Nasty-
akrtah krtena. tadvijnartham sa gurumeva abhigacchet
samitpanih Srotriyam brahmanistham. Tasmai sa vidvan
upasannaya samyak prasantacittaya samanvitaya. Yenaksaram
purusam veda satyam provaca tam tattvato brahmavidyam®

“After having examined the fruits obtained by the
performance of the prescribed rituals, a Brahmana (one who
has studied the Vedas) should become dejected by realizing
that what is eternal (Paramatman) cannot be attained from
the non-permanent fruits of the rituals. In order to know
that (Reality), he should approach with a token gift a
preceptor who is learned in the Vedas and is also well
established in the knowledge of Brahman. To such a pupil,
who has approached the preceptor with his senses
restrained and equipped with mental tranquility, the guru
(preceptor) should impart the knowledge of Brahman by
means of which the eternal and imperishable Reality is
realized”.

The above passage clearly indicates that the study of
Vedanta for gaining the knowledge of Brahman is to be
taken up after the study of karma-kanda. This view is also
supported by the authoritative statement of Bodhayana,
an ancient commentator on Brahma-siitra. Thus, it is stated:
vrttat karmadhigamat anantaram brahma vividisa.® “Soon
after the comprehension of the knowledge of the rituals
has taken place, there follows the enquiry into Brahman.

I1. Purva-mimamsa and Uttara-mimansa

The first question that is raised in this connection is whether
there is any connection between Piirva-mimamsa and Uttata-
mimamsa. It is contended that these two are distinctive parts
of the Vedas dealing with separate subjects, the former with
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the rituals and the latter with Brahman. There is difference
in respect of their authors, contents, aim and the persons
eligible for their study. There is also opposition between
karma or observance of rituals which is the main theme of
Purva-mimamsa and jriana or knowledge of Brahman, which
is the central theme of the Vedanta. Besides, the study of
Purva-mimamsa is not of any use for the study of Vedanta
and hence the study of Piirvg-mimirisi is not a necessary
precedent to the study of Vedanta.

These issues are discussed in great detail by Ramanuja
in the Sri-Bhasya while commenting on the first sittra and
also by Vedanta Desika in the Adhikarana-saravali and the
Satadiisani. These are refuted on the basis of three strong
arguments. First, the enquiry into the meaning of the Vedic
texts which comprises the ritualistic as well as Brahman
portion should cover the study of both Pirva-mimanmsa and
Uttara-mimamsa. Secondly, the knowledge of Piurva-
mimariisd is very essential for the study of Vedanta. Thirdly,
the two Mimariisas - Purva and Uttara- form one integral
whole.

Regarding the first argument, it is pointed out that the
Scriptural injunction demands the study of the entire Vedas
including the Upanisads along with the anciliary texts
(Vedangas). Its meaning also should be grasped with the
aid of the rules of interpretation and other logical arguments
since with the understanding of the meaning only, it is
possible to determine the subsequent action. The enquiry
into their meaning (arthavicara) may be initiated either
through a specific injunction, as the Mimariisakas maintain,
or it may take place out of one’s own desire (rdgatah). In
either case, Vedanta Desika argues, that it covers the entire
portion of the Vedas, as it cannot be restricted to any one
part. Though it may be possible to restrict the enquiry that
is undertaken due to a specific injunction, it is not possible
to do so in the case of an enquiry initiated out of one’s own
desire. It cannot be restricted to Brahman since one may
desire to know all the four human goals (purusarthas) and
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a desire to know all the four purusarthas naturally leads to
the enquiry into the meaning of the entire Scriptural texts
including the Upanisads. Consequently, one realizes in a
general way from the Scriptural statements that svarga etc.,
achieved through prescribed sacrifice are of impermanent
nature and that the knowledge of Brahman obtained
through the study of the Upanisads lead to eternal Spiritual
Goal {(aksayaphala).

Regarding the second argument, Vedanta Desika points
out that the Piirva-mimamsa actually aids the Uttara-
mimamsa. The aid is in the form that Vedanta requires the
arguments and the principles of Purva-mimansa
(nyayopajivanam). The first adhyaya of Purva-mimarsa
establishes that Vedas are authoritative. This in general is
very essential for Vedanta. The second adhyaya named
Bhedadhyaya discusses the nature of difference etc. This is
useful to the study of the third section of the third adhydya
of the Vedanta titled Gunopasamhira pada. Again the third
adhyaya of the Purva-mimamsia which deals with the
principles of interpretation is useful throughout the study
of Vedanta. Prayukti or that which discusses the purpose of
each ritual which comes under the fourth adhyaya of Piirva-
mimarisa, is helpful in ascertaining whether the religious
duty connected with the caste etc., is meant for the purpose
of Brahman-knowledge or confined to the asrama itself.
Again in the fifth adhyaya of Purva-mimamsa, the topic
dealing with the succession of rituals (kramah) is helpful in
studying the third section of the last chapter of Brahma-
sittra. The discussion relating to the nature of the agent
etc., which is taken up in the sixth adhyaya of Purva-
mimarsa is useful for the discussion about the eligibility of
persons to the study of Vedanta. Likewise the other adhyayas
of Pirva-mimamsa are also useful either directly or indirectly
to the study of Vedanta. Thus, the meaning of Vedanta texts
is ascertained with the help of the principles and arguments
set forth in the Piirva-mimamsa and hence the knowledge
of Purva-mimamsa is indispensible for Uttara-mimamsa.
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Vedanta Desika further contends that there is absolutely
no contradiction between Purva-mimarisa and Uttara-
mimamsa either in respect of content or end or aspirant.
The aspirant is one and the same. He who has studied the
Purva-mimarsa and understood the finite and impermanent
character of the fruits of karma enters on the study of
Vedanta which refers to the Supreme Goal. As regards the
subject matter, though there are minor differences there is
an inherent unity between the two subjects. Ritualism is
preliminary and philosophic quest is subsequent
development. One is apprenticeship and the other is
adeptship. One clarifies and illuminates the other. Thus,
there is organic unity between the two treatises (3astras).
As will be shown, presently the two constitute one single
treatise.

Nor is there any opposition between karma or the
performance the prescribed rituals and jfiana taken in the
sense of the knowledge of Brahman or upasana (meditation)
on Brahman. As will be seen in the later chapters, the
performance of rituals is helpful in acquiring the desire to
know Brahman (vividisa), as the Advaitin admits and it is
a subsidiary means to upasand, as the Visistadvaitin
maintains. The ritualistic observances cannot be dispensed
with as it serves as the purificatory programme and aids
Brahman-enquiry.

But how could the two treatises be considered to be one,
while they have been composed by different authors? This
is an important objection raised by the critic. Vedanta
Desika exposes the hollowness of this objection. One and
the same person can plan a project and successfully execute
many endeavours, many schemes; or again countless
persons by combined effort may accomplish a single project
as in the case of the construction of a tower of a temple.
Even in respect of a literary work, one scholar can compose
a number of independent treatises. Or as in the case of the
commentary on Panini siztras, even though different authors
are involved, the treatise continues to be the same.
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It may be argucd that in many of the Vedanta-siitras the
position taken by Jaimini is indicated as pitrva paksa, that
is, a position to be repudiated. Does not this indicate that
the two are incompatible? How then can they coalesce into
a single unity?

This objection is baseless, argues Vedanta Desika. The
differences referred to between Badarayana and Jaimini
relate to minor matters, almost to trivial formalities
(atyalpatara apradhanartha). 1f in a portion of a building
some part is removed and reconstructed the main unity of
the building is not destroyed. On the other hand, the removal
of the part and its reconstruction add to the beauty of it.
Likewise it should be understood that the Pirva-mimamsa
has been corrected by the Uttara-mimamsa. Or again the
differences between Jaimini and Badarayana may be
understood in a different way. It may be taken that Jaimini
has given expression to such views not with the intention
of opposing the views of Badarayana but to demonstrate
his capacity to establish the truth on grounds conceding
the opponents’ assumptions (vaibhavokti). Badarayana
reexamines them with the idea that laymen may not mistake
them for truths. The position of Jaimini is, therefore, quoted
with approval for removing likely doubts, for clarification
of the issues and also for a reasoned reinforcement of the'
main doctrines. All this is amply evidenced by references
like ‘So said Jaimini’. More than that, in many contexts
Badarayana refers to Jaimini by name for supporting his
own views.® Similarly Jaimini to support his own conclusion
refers to Badardyana and his authority.” These reciprocal
references must prove convincingly that the two brances
of the literature dealing with karma-kanda and Brahma-kanda
constitute a totality.

Now we come to the third important argument in
support of the theory upheld by Ramanuja that the study
of the Piirva-mimarisa should precede the study of Vedanta.
According to the tradition, Mimarsa-sastra, which is
concerned with the interpretation of the Vedas, is one single



8 The Philosophy of Visistadvaita Vedanta

Sastra comprising three parts. The first part is named as
karma-kanda consisting of 12 adhydyas which deal with the
nature and manner of performing the various rituals. The
Purva-mimarhsa sutras of Jaimini constitute this part and it
is generally acknwoledged as the basic Mimarnisa treatise.
The second part is known as Devatd-kanda consisting of
four adhyayas which deal with the nature and status of
celestial deities referred to in the Vedas. It is also called
Saritkarsana-kinda, named afier its author, Samkarsana.
This work is not extant. However, there are references made
to it in other works. The concluding siitra of this kanda which
refers to Visnu, the Supreme Deity and who is equated with
Brahman is quoted by Vedanta Desika and also by Madhva.
The relevant sutra reads: sa visnuraha hi..tam
brahmetydcaksate tam brahmetydcaksate. “He is known as
Visnu and that he is called Brahman”. The mention of
Brahman in the concluding siitra of Samkarsana kanda also
establishes its connection to the opening siifra of the Brahma-
sitra. The third part of Mimariisa $astra is the Brahma-sitra
of Badarayana consisting of four adhyayas. The three
constitute one single sdstra, though they are divided into
three parts, each one being authored by three different
sages. Keeping this fact in mind, the author of the Bodhayana
Vrtti states: sarithitam-etat $arirakam jaiminiyena sodasa
laksanena iti Sastraikatva siddhih. (Quoted by Ramanuja in
the $ri-Bhasya). “The $ariraka (Vedanta-sutra) of four
chapters forms a textual totality with the sixten-chaptered
Piirva-mimamsa of Jaimini.”

To give prominence to Jaimini, Sarhkarsana is not
mentioned by name by Bodhayana, as Vedanta Desika
explains. But it is implied by the word sodasalaksana or 16
chapters, since Jaimini's Mimamsa-sitras cover only 12
adhyayas, as accepted by all the Mimamsakas. On the
authority of Bodhayana who is the reputed ancient
commentator on Brahma-sutra, Ramanuja affirms that
Mimarmnsa is a single $dstra beginning with ‘Athato dharma-
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jijfidsa’ and ending with ‘Anaurtti Sabdat’, divided into three
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parts: Karma-kanda of twelve chapters, Devata-kanda of four
chapters, and Para-devatd-kanda of four chapters. This
twenty-chaptered literature is throughout dominated by a
central plan and execution. In view of these facts it is
considered necessary that the study of Purva-mimamsa
should necessarily precede the study of Vedanta.

According to the Advaita Vedanta, Piirva-mimarisa is
not a pre-requisite for the study of Vedanta. There are four
factors which are considered necessary for the study of
Vedinta. These are: discrimination of eternal and non-
eternal (nitya-nityavastu vivekah) possession in aburdance
of calmness, equanimity and otlier such means (3ama damadi
sadhana sampat), non-attachment to the enjoyment of fruits
here and hereafter (ihamutraphalabhoga viragah) and desire
for release (mumuksatvam).

Vedanta Desika rejects the above theory on the ground
that the four factors in question do not invariably precede
the enquiry into Brahman. The main point of his criticism
is that the discrimination of things eternal and non-eternal
becomes possible only after one has made a study of Vedanta
and hence it cannot be a pre-requisite to the study of
Vedanta.® It cannot be said that this knowledge of
discrimination arises from the study of other systems, which
one would have completed before commencement of the
study of Vedanta. In that case, the study of Vedanta would
become superfluous since the knowledge that is to be
obtained from it would have already been derived from
the study of other systems. Similarly if the possession of
$ama, dama etc., is taken to imply perfect control of sense
organs, this would be possible only after one has studied
Vedanta and embarked on the sddhana for the realization
of the Self (dar$ana). This is evident from the following
Upanisadic text: “Hence having become possessed of
calmness, equanimity, turning away from the objects of
pleasure and the desire to abandon them, one seeing the
Self in the self (mind) alone, sees everything”.® As regards
the non-attachment to the fruits here or hereafter and the
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desire for release, though these may be needed for the study
of Vedanta, it is more appropriate, contends Vedanta
Desika, that the study of Purva-mimarsa is accepted as the
pre-requisite to the enquiry into Brahman for more than
one reason. First, it suggests the order in which a person
proceeds to study Vedanta. Secondly, it makes evident that
an individual who enters into the study of Vedanta has
clearly understood the arguments that are required for the
purpose of knowing the nature of Brahman as well as
contemplation thereon. Thirdly, it also facilitates an
unhindered enquiry into Brahman through the removal of
the prima facie superficial knowledge that the ritualistic
deeds lead to the infinite and permanent result. The
Scriptural text to which we have already referred also states:
“Let a Brahmin after he has examined all these worlds (fruits
of karma), obtain freedom from all desires and approach a
qualified guru to obtain knowledge of Brahman”.1
Another serious objection is raised by the Mimarisakas
questioning the usefulness of the study of Vedanta. In fact
this constitutes the prima facie view (piirvapaksa) for the
commentators. According to Prabhakara Mimarisa, words
convey their meanings only as related to specific action.
The process by which the meanings of words are derived is
explained by an illustration. An elderly person asks a
younger person to bring a cow and take it back. A child
nearby observes the younger person carrying out the
command and comes to understand that the word cow
mentioned in the statement refers to the animal ‘cow’. From
this it is concluded that in the first stage words convey their
meanings through such injunctive statements of elderly
persons involving action (adya vyutpattih kiarya eva). On the
basis of this, the Prabhakaras uphold that words convey
their meanings only as related to specific action. The
implication of this theory is that only Vedic statements of
injunctive character are purportful, whereas the Upanisadic
statements which refer to the existent or what is already
established (siddhapara) cannot be taken as valid except as
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complemental to the injunctive statements. In view of this,
the study of Vedanta is not of any use.

Following the criticisms offered by Rimanuja in the Sri-
Bhasya, Vedanta Desika refutes this theory. He explains how
at the initial stage words derive the meaning without any
reference to activity in respect of existents. Thus, a person
pointing his finger at a cow tells his child that it is called
cow and the child learns to associate that word with the
object ‘cow’. The child then understands the meaning of
words without those words having any reference to activity.
To give another example, an individual, who is aware of
the fact that the news about the birth of a child causes
pleasure, conveys such news to the father of the newly-
born child, and the latter feels happy after hearing the
statement of the former. It is obvious that the statement of
the first individual conveys the meaning to the second
individual and as such he reacts with joy. Itis not therefore
necessary that, in order to be meaningful, statements should
have a direct bearing on activity.

Vedanta Desika further explains how in the subsequent
periods too, words convey their meaning in respect of
existents. A person who is already acquainted with the
meaning of certain words, understands on the basis of
previous experience that such and such words have specific
meanings and vice versa. With the knowledge of limited
number of words, he also understands the meaning of more
connected words in our ordinary experience. Whatever
meanings are attached to the words in our ordinary
experience, the same also hold good in respect of Vedic
vocabulary. When however, there are Vedic words
which do not bear the meaning current in our ordinary
experience, their meaning is to be understood with the help
of Nirukta, the treatise containing etymological interpreta-
tion of Vedic words.

Vedanta Desika therefore concludes that words and the
Upanisadic statements about Brahman are purportful even
in respect of the existent.!! Hence the study of Vedanta is
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to be undertaken after the study of Purva-mimamsa, as
enjoined in the Brahma-siitra.

II1. Definition of Brahman

This is the subject of the adhikarana named as Janmadya-
dhikarana covering the second siitra in which Brahman, the
object of jijiinsa is defined by Badarayana. The siitra reads:
janmady-asya yatah’?. The word janma means creation (srsii)
and the affix ddi implies sthiti or sustenance and laya or
dissolution. The word asya refers to the variegated universe
including the souls. The total meaning of the siitra is that
from which proceed ‘the creation, sustenance and
dissolution of the universe is Brahman. Thus, Brahman is
defined by Badarayana as that which is the cause of the
creation, sustenance and dissolution of the universe.

This siitra is formulated with reference to the passage of
the Taittiriya Upanisad which offers the definition of
Brahman. Bhrgu requests his father Varuna to teach him
about Brahman. In reply, Varuna states:

Yato va imani bhutani jayante, yena jatani jivanti, yat

“That from which these beings are born, that from which
when born they live, and that unto which when departing,
they enter, seek to know that; that is Brahman.”

In the context of the Upanisadic teaching there is no
vagueness regarding the definition of Brahman offered by
Badarayana. The siitra clearly lays down the three-fold
cosmic function (jagatkdranatva) as the criteria for
determining an ontological entity as Brahman.

In this connection an important issue is raised by the
critic. There are two ways by which an object is defined. It
can be defined in terms of its essential attributes (visesanas)
or qualifications per proprium. It can also be described with
reference to certain identity marks (upalaksanas) or
qualifications per accidens. The moon in the distant sky,
for instance, can be identified with reference to its abundant
luminosity. It can also be identified through the moon visible
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as if close to the branch of a tree. The first kind of definition
is known as svariipa laksana or definition in terms of its
essential qualities belonging to the object. The second type
is named as tatastha laksana or description offered by using
certain identity marks (upalaksanas) which do not actually
belong to the object. The question to be considered is
whether the present Upanisadic text defines Brahman
through the videsanas or the upalaksanas. The prima facie
view is that in either case, Brahman cannot be defined. If
the three cosmic functions are taken as visesanas, these are
different in nature and as such they denote three different
entities as each one being qualified by a particular function.
This view is based on the assumption that different videsanas
are applicable to different visesyas or substances. On the
contrary, if these functions are taken as upalaksanas, even
then Brahman is not defined. The upalaksana can convey
the knowledge of the upalaksya or the object denoted by it
when the latter (Brahman) is already known in some way.
Since Brahman is not already known, the upalaksana in the
_ form of cosmic functions cannot convey the knowledge of
- Brahman. Hence the definition given in the Upanisad does
not help us to know Brahman. It is therefore futile to

In reply to this general criticism, Vedanta Desika points
- out that Brahman as the Supreme Being and as the primary
cause of the universe is already known through other
Scriptural texts, particularly in the Purusasukta passage of
the Vedas. It is only such a Brahman that is being taught
by Varuna to Bhrgu in the Taittiriya Upanisad. This is
evident from the two pronouns yatah and tat used in
the passage. The word yat implies what is well established
as the creator of the universe and tat refers to such

a Brahman.™

The Advaitin advances a different criticism. If all the
three cosmic functions are regarded as visesanas, then
Brahman denoted by them cannot be one uridifferentiated
Being. This view is based on the logical principle adopted
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by the Advaitin that different visesanas mentioned in a
statement about the visesya or substance break up the
unitary character of the viSesya (viSesananam
videsyabhedakam). The example given in support of this view
is the statement describing the cow as one without horn,
with broken horn and with full horn (khando mundah
purnasrafrigo gauh). This statement does not convey the idea
of one cow but three different ones. In the same way the
definition of Brahman as that which is the cause of the
creation of the universe, as the cause of its sustenance and
as the cause of its dissolution does not denote one Brahman.
This criticism also applies to the definition of Brahman as
satyam, jidnam and anantam which is regarded as laksana
vakya or statement offering a definition. In this statement,
if the three terms are taken as attributes, Brahman cannot
be one undifferentiated Being.

To avoid this difficulty, if one of the cosmic functions
alone is taken as visesana denoting Brahman, then the other
two functions mentioned in the Upanisad become irrelevant.
If all the three together denote Brahman, then Brahman
cannot be distinguished from entities other than Brahman.
According to the Advaitin, each term in the statement
should serve the purpose of distinguishing Brahman from
what it is not, as in the case of satya from what is anrta or
unreal, jiidna from what is jada and ananta from what is
finite. Hence the definition of Brahman in terms of three
cosmic functions taken as visesanas is unsatisfactory similar
to the statement on cow as khando mundah piirnasrafigah.

The above criticism is untenable, contends Vedanta
Desika. The three cosmic functions Viz. janma, sthiti and
pralaya are not mutually opposed as in the case of the cow
with broken horn, without horn and with horn. Wherever
the characteristics are not mutually opposed, the object to
which these are applicable does not become disintegrated.
That is, the object denoted by different attributes which
are not mutually opposed (aviruddha) is one and the same
as qualified by them, as in the statement that Devadatta is
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Syama or of dark complexion, yuvi or youth and lohitaksah
or having brown eyes. In the statement ‘The cow with
broken horn, without horn and with full horn’, the
qualifications attributed to the cow are mutually opposed.
Besides this fact is also evident to our experience. The
important point to be noted is that in a judgment where
the terms stated in apposition connote different qualities
which are not opposed to each other and which can also
inhere in the same substance, the object denoted by them is
not disintegrated. Where the terms connoting different
qualities that are opposed to each other and which do not
inhere in the same substance, the object denoted by them is
not one and the same (viruddhameva viSesanam
visesyabhedakam, na punah aviruddham visesanam)'>. The
three cosmic functions mentioned in the Upanisadic text
are therefore applicable to Brahman.

It may be still questioned how the three cosmic functions,
which are different in nature, are applicable to one
Brahman? The same Brahman which is the creator of the
universe cannot also be its destroyer. In reply to this
objection, Vedanta Desika points out that the same one
Brahman can perform different functions at different times
(kalabhedena). It is possible to define Brahman in terms of
one function only. That is, Brahman is that which causes
the creation of the universe. Yet all the three functions
together are adopted as the criteria of the definition in order
to eliminate the possibility of mistaking other lower deities
such as Brahma, Rudra etc., as Brahman.!¢

An objection is also raised against the definition of
Brahman through the upalaksana, that is, in terms of the
cosmic functions taken as identity marks.When an object is
defined through upalaksana, some aspect of the upalaksya
or the object to be defined is required to be known. The
illustration cited to explain this point is the paddy field of
Devadatta which is being identified through the tree on
which a sarasa bird is sitting. In this illustration the tree
associated with the sarasa bird sitting on it serves as the
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upalaksana for the identification of the field of Devadatta.
In this case the field is known but what is not evident is
that it belongs to Devadatta. The tree associated with the
bird is made use of to identify Devadatta’s field. In the
case of Brahman, which is to be made known through
upalaksana, it is not possible to specify what aspect of it is
known and what aspect is unknown (jiiatajfiatamsa bhedastu
durabhilapah). 1f Brahman is known, it is then possible to
say that the term Brahman denotes it. If it is not known,
the query about Brahman does not arise.

The above dialectical argument is set aside by Vedanta
Desika. That Brahman as the Ultimate Reality is infinitely
great is well established in several Sruti and Smrti texts such
as ‘Brahma parivridam sarvatah’, ‘brhati brahmayati
tasmaducyate param brahma’ etc., What is not known is that
among the various other deities referred to in the Sruti and
Smriti texts such as Brahma, Visnu, Rudra etc.,it is not
known which particular Deity is the Supreme Being. In
order to remove this doubt, the Upanisad teaches in a
specific way that which is the cause of the creation,
sustenance and dissolution of the universe is Brahman'.
All the three cosmic functions are not attributable to any
other Vedic Deity than Brahman. Similarly in the Purusa-
sitkta passage, the term Purusa is used in a general way in
the earlier part. In order to specify who this Purusa is, the
later part of the passage (uttaranuvaka) states that Goddess
$ri and Bhii are His consorts. The mention of $r7 and Bhii as
His consorts eliminates the possibility of Purusa being any
other Deity than the Supreme Being designated as Narayana
who is equated with Para Brahma in the Taittiriya Narayana
Upanisad.

As we have stated earlier, there are two ways of defining
an object, either by means of visesanas or upalaksanas. The
definition of an object in terms of its characteristics which
refer to the nature of the object (svariipa) is called svarupa
laksana. The definition of an object by means of certain
identity marks, as for example, the description of the moon
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seen in the distant sky through the moon seen as if close to
the branch of a tree, is known as tatastha laksana. According
to the Advaitin, the definition of Brahman in terms of the
three cosmic functions is regarded as tatastha laksana. The
definition of Brahman as satyam, jfianari and anantam is
svarupa laksana. This distinction is maintained by the
Advaitin since Brahman being nirivisesa or devoid of all
determinations cannot be defined in terms of characteristics.
Jagatkaranatva as a viSesana cannot be attributed to higher
Brahman which is undifferentiated. The terms satya, jiiana
and ananta in the other definition refer directly to the svaripa
of Brahman.

This view is rejected by Vedanta Desika as unsound.
As Ramanuja has pointed out, jagatkaranatva taken either
as upalaksana or visesana, can serve the purpose of knowing
Brahman directly. According to Madhva, both the
definitions are svariipa laksanas since they reveal the nature
of Brahman.

Logically an object is defined in terms of its essential
characteristics. We distinguish one object from another only
with reference to its essential characteristic. Brahman is
defined as the origin of three comic functions to distinguish
it from other sentient and non-sentient entities. Similarly
in the case of the definition of Brahman as satya, jfiana and
ananta, the three terms which refer to three distinguishing
characteristics of Brahman denote Brahman as qualified
by them.

The above explanation is in conformity with the
grammatical rule laid down by Panini Mahabhasya and
also the principle of interpretation adopted by the Sesvara
Mimarnsakas. According to the Grammarian, in a sentence
or judgment where the terms are stated in apposition
(samanadhikarana), though each term connotes different
qualities, they denote one entity as qualified by them® This
principle applies to the definition of Brahman as satya, jfiana
and ananta.
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According to the principle governing the interpretation
of Vedic statements adopted by the Mimarnsakas, the words
in a sentence bearing different imports are applicable to
the same one entity or act. There is a Scriptural statement
which reads: arunaya ekahayinya pingaksya somam krinati.
It enjoins that soma plant (for yaga) is to be bought in
exchange for a cow of red colour, one year old and tawny
eyed. The question raised in interpreting this statement is
whether both the terms aruna denoting the quality of
redness (guna) and ekahayin referring to one year old cow
(dravya) are applicable to the cow. The prima facie view is
that they are not applicable to the cow and the sentence is
therefore to be broken up into two since redness being a
general quality is not necessarily applicable to one year old
cow. This view is rejected by the Se§vara Mimarmsaka and
it is established that the act of buying the cow being one,
both the quality (guna) and the dravya or object referred to
are applicable to the same one cow."

The Upanisadic text offers the definition of Brahman in
terms of the three cosmic functions viz., srsti, sthiti and laya.
As Ramanuja has stated, the mention of the three cosmic
functions may be taken either as upalaksana or viSesana.
Either way, the definition provided by the Upanisad
conveys the knowledge of Brahman. The implication of
this stand taken by Ramanuja, as Vedanta Desika explains,
is that jagatkaranatva taken either as upalaksana or videsana,
does not make any difference in respect of knowing the
svaritpa of Brahman. The visesanas necessarily inhere in the
object defined, whereas the upalaksanas, though not
belonging to the object, serve the purpose of identifying it
as in the case of the moon seen through the branch of the
tree. Vedanta Desika, therefore, concludes that the
Upanisadic text offering the definition of Brahman is sound
and it conveys the knowledge of Brahman. Hence the study
of Vedanta is justified.



The Study of Vedinta 19
IV. Proof for the Existence of Brahman

This is the subject-matter of a separate adhikarana named
Sastrayonitvadhikarana covering the third sitra which reads:
Sastra-yonitvat®. It means that $dstra is the source for
knowledge of Brahman. The word $astra is taken in the
broad sense to mean the Vedas including the Upanisads
and all the allied sacred texts such as Vedangas, Itihdsas
and Puranas. The term yoni means karana or source
(pramana) for the knowledge of Brahman. The fuller
implication of the siitra, as interpreted by Ramanuja, is that
Brahman cannot be known either by means of perception
(pratyaksa) or inference (anumana) and that $astra is the only
pramana for knowing it (Sdstraika pramanam).

The Naiyayikas attempt to prove the existence of God
by means of inference. They have advanced several logical
arguments for this purpose. Of these the most important
one is the cosmological argument based on the idea of
causation (karyata). The universe is an effect and must have
been produced by an agent or creator called I$vara. The
argument is expressed in the following syllogistic form: ‘This
physical universe must have been caused by an agent,
because it is an effect, just as a pot.” (Prthivyadikam
sakartrkam, karyatvat, ghatavat). By further qualifying the
karta or agent as one endowed with omniscience, it is
attempted to prove the existence of God. Thus, if the
existence of God can be proved by means of inference, there
would be no need to undertake the study of Vedanta for
knowing Brahman which is already established by other
pramanas. Anticipating such an objection, Badarayana has
formulated the siitra to affirm that Brahman can be known
only through $astra and not by any other means.

This syllogistic argument is subjected to detailed critical
examination by Ramanuja in the Sri-Bhasya and also by
Vedanta Desika in the Tattva-mukta-kalapa and it is proved
to be fallacious. In the Adhikarana Saravali, Desika points
out that the syllogism in whatever manner it is modified to
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overcome the logical fallacies, cannot prove on the basis of
the present probans viz., karyatvat, the existence of an
omniscient God as the creator of the universe. All that it
can establish is that a super individual (jiva) possessing
unlimited capacity and knowledge acquired through
penance could be the creator of the universe and not an
omniscient and omnipotent Supreme God, as taught in the
Upanisads. Hence Badarayana states that éastra is the only
source for knowing the existence of Bralunan.

The important point to be noted is that anumana by itself
cannot conclusively prove the existence of God or Brahman
as conceived in the Upanisads. Apart from the fact that it
suffers from various logical fallacies, it is possible for one to
advance syllogistic arguments to disprove what is asserted
by means of inference. As Vedanta Desika points out, it is
neither possible to prove the existence of God nor disprove
His existence solely by means of inference.?!

This does not imply that logic has no place in Vedanta.
Logic is accepted to supplement what is stated in the Sruti.
Sage Parasara in Visnupurana uses logical arguments to
prove the existence of Visnu as the Supreme Deity. These
arguments are intended to support what is stated in the
Upanisads. The Taittiriya Upanisadic text teaching about
Brahman as the cause of the universe is not to be construed
as supplementing the anumana adopted to prove the
existence of God. On the contrary, it is a restatement about
Brahman already well known in other Scriptural texts, as
is evident from the preposition yatah (yata iti ca sadadi
uktisiddha anuvadat).?

V. The Upanisads and Brahman

This is the subject-matter of the adhikarana named Samanva-
yadhikarana covering the fourth siitra in which Badarayana
affirms that the Upanisads which teach about Brahman
are valid and meaningful. The sutra reads: Tat-tu
samanvayadt®. Its general meaning is that Brahman is known
through the $astra because all the Upanisadic texts proclaim
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it as their purport (tatparya). Every word in the sitra is of
special significance. The word tat means Brahman. To be
more specific, it refers to the thesis maintained in the
previous sitra viz., that éastra is the only source (pramana)
for knowing Brahman. The word tu which is a conjunction
means ‘but’ and it implies that the view upheld by
Badarayana differs from that of the Piirva-mimamsakas who
do not consider the Upanisadic texts as purportful.
According to them only Scriptural texts which are in the
form of injunctions and which involve human endeavour
such as the performance of a yaga leading to the attainment
of a desired goal are meaningful. The Upanisads, on the
contrary, teach about Brahman, which is an existent and
accomplished fact (siddhavastu) and not something to be
achieved by human effort, and these are not therefore
purportful. Badarayana rejects this view on the ground
that all the Upanisadic texts are purportful since they teach
about Brahman as the Supreme Goal of attainment. This is
the implication of the word samanvayat (samyak
paramapurusarthabhiitasya brahmanah abhideyataya anvayat),
as interpreted by Ramanuja.*

The commentary of Ramanuja on this sutra is very
elaborate. He presents the arguments advanced by the
ancient Mimanisakas and the counter replies to them by the
Bhedabhedavadins as well as the school of Advaita Vedanta
in great detail. All these are refuted as untenable. The theory
of the Advaitin that knowledge generated by the study of
Scriptural texts (vakyartha-jiiana), secures moksa through
the removal of avidya; comes up for special consideration.
In the Adhikarana-saravali, Vedanta Desika does not go into
all these details. He highlights only the essential points of
criticism to establish that the Upanisads are valid and
meaningful. We may take note of these points.

According to the Mimamsakas, words convey their
meanings only as related to specific action. On the basis of
this principle, they contend that Vedic statements of
injunctive character are purportful, whereas those which
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refer to an existent (siddhapara) cannot be taken as
purportful since they do not serve the purpose of achieving
any fruitful result. Thus for instance, the Vedic injunction
‘svargakamo yajeta’ or one who desires to attain svarga
should perform a yaga is purportful, whereas the statement
that a crow possesses eight teeth, referring to a matter of
fact, does not serve any useful purpose. It may be argued
that even a statement not involving some action is fruitful
in so far as it generates some joy to the listener. For instance,
a person makes a statement that there is hidden treasure in
the house and the person who hears it derives some joy.
This statement is therefore purportful. This will not do,
since one can also make a false statement to this effect.
Though it may cause some joy to the person, it is not of any
use since the object referred to does not actually exist. It
cannot be said that the Upanisadic texts become meaningful
by making them as part of the injunctive statement, as in
the statement ‘One who desires to attain the highest goal
should observe meditation on Brahman’ (paro praptikamah
brahma vidyat). Even then what is sought for may not be
true, as in the case of the meditation on mind as the symbol
of Brahman. Hence the mere study of Brahman for gaining
its knowledge is of no practical value.?

Against these criticisms, Vedanta Desika contends that
even if the Scriptural text referring to Brahman as satya,
jiiana etc., is taken as part of the injunctive statement
enjoining the updsani on Brahman for attaining the Supreme
Goal, it would not become purportless similar to the
statement ‘The crow has eight teeth.” Even if a false
statement is made by a person, it can still cause some joy to
the person as long he believes it to be true. If the listener
knows that it is false, he cannot possibly derive any joy.
When a child, for instance, hears a false statement made
by a person that its father is safe, it becomes delighted since
the child is not aware that it is false. Taking the Scriptural
statement that Brahman is ananda, the disciple who hears
it, surely becomes delighted. If he thinks that it is a false
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statement, he would not react to it with joy. But this would
not render the Scriptural text meaningless. Vedanta Desika
therefore states that even if a statement is false and it is
made only for the purpose of causing joy, it does not
necessarily imply that the object referred to by it is false.
As long as the listener believes that such a statement is true,
he derives joy from hearing it and to this extent it is
meaningful, even though it is not injunctive in character.
The sweet words uttered to a child to pacify it causes delight
even though they may not be true. It is not therefore correct
to say that the Upanisadic texts teaching about Brahman
as satya, jiiana, ananta, ananda etc., are false because these
statements generate interest in seeking Brahman. Besides,
these statements are not contradicted either by perceptual
knowledge or other Scriptural texts. Vedanta Desika
therefore concludes that the Upanisads are valid and
meaningful in teaching about Brahman.?

There are other theories which attempt to justify the
validity of the Upanisdic texts. These are: i) Nisprapafica
niyoga vada, ii) Dhyana-niyoga vada and iii) Advaita vada.
According to the first theory, held by the ancient Advaitins
(jaranmayavadi) who follow the Mimamsakas, Brahman
which appears to be associated with the illusory universe,
is to be realized as dissociated with the universe
(nisprapafica),by means of continuous meditation on
Brahman. The Upanisadic texts become meaningful by
subordinating them to the main injunction ‘brahma
nisprapaficari kuryat’ or ‘Brahman is to be dissociated with
the universe.’ .

According to the second theory, which is also advanced
by the ancient Advaitins, Brahman is to be realized through
a ‘niyoga’ or special potency in the form of adrsta generated
by the observance of continuous meditation on Brahman.
The Upanisadic texts teaching about Brahman are regarded
valid since they are subordinate to the main injunction
enjoining meditation.

According to the third theory advanced by the Advaita
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Vedanta of Sarnkara, the realization of the identity of the
individual self and Brahman is the sole means to moksa.
All the Upanisadic texts are purportful since they generate
the direct intuitive knowledge (aparoksa jridna) of this identity
which removes the cosmic ignorance (avidya) leading to
moksa.

As mentioned earlier, these theories are subjected to
detailed criticism by Ramanuja in the S$ri-Bhasya. Vedanta
Desika briefly refers to them and summarily rejects the same
as unacceptable since these views are opposed to the
teaching of the Upanisads, besides being self-contradictory
(svapaksa-svavacana vihatih).”’

An objection may be raised against the stand taken by
the Visistadvaitin in respect of the pirva-kanda and uttara-
kanda of the Vedas. In the purva-kanda dealing with rituals,
the glorificatory statements (arthavadas) are accorded
validity (pramanya) by treating them as subordinate to the
injunctive statements, whereas in the uttara-kanda, he
establishes pramanya for them (arthavadas) on the basis that
they serve the useful purpose of directly teaching about
Brahman (svatantryena). How then the two parts of the
Mimamsa be regarded as one treatise?

Vedanta Desika replies that there would be no
opposition between the two, if the principle of general and
exceptional (utsarga apavada nyaya)is adopted. In the piirva-
kanda, the glorificatory statements are accorded validity
following the general rule laid down by the Mimanisaka
that they are subordinate to the injunctive statements. In
the case of the uttarakianda, particularly in the
Samanvayadhyaya of Brahma-mimarmsa, the Upanisdic texts
of glorificatory nature are accorded validity since they serve
the purpose of knowing more about the nature of Brahman
(bodhamatrat pumarthe). The stand adopted in respect of
purva-kanda is of a general nature (utsarga), whereas the
stand taken in respect of Uttarakanda is exceptional.?

Vedanta Desika proves the validity of the Upanisadic
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texts on a different ground. There are injunctive statements
in the purva-kanda enjoining the performance of certain
types of yaga such as kariya for rain fall which is a seen
result of mundane character (aihika phala). There are also
injunctive statements such as the performance of the
prescribed sacrifice for securing svarga or heaven, which is
an unseen result (adrsta phala) to be attained in a higher
realm. There are references to the good and bad effects of
good and bad omens, and also astrological forecasts of future
events. Pious individuals well versed in the Vedic
knowledge observe religious acts with the belief of obtaining
higher spiritual benefits. If all these are accepted as valid
and meaningful, there is no reason why the Upanisadic
texts teaching about Brahman and the Supreme Spiritual
Goal should not be accorded the same validity. In fact the
entire Vedic texts including the Upanisads are valid and
purportful since they are free from defects and are also not
ascribed to any human author. Otherwise it would amount
to denouncement of the Vedic way of life (naigamadhva-
palapah?® ).

By way of summing up the discussion of the four
adhikaranas dealing with the subject-matter of the first four
siitras, which constitute one unit (petika), Vedanta Desika
points out that these are intended to justify the study of
Vedanta to secure the knowledge of Brahman for the
purpose of attaining the Supreme Goal. The first adhikarana
establishes that Brahma-jijfiasd is to be undertaken after
completing the study of Pirva-mimaritsa and realization of
the futility of the fruits of the ritualistic deeds and the
permanent value of the Spiritual Goal to be attained by the
study of Vedanta. The second adhikarana establishes that
the definition offered by the Upanisad provides the
knowledge of Brahman directly. The third adhikarana
proves that $astra is the only source for knowing Brahman.
The fourth adhikarana establishes that all the Upanisadic
texts are valid and purportful since they teach that
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Brahman which is endowed with infinite bliss is the
Supreme Goal to be attained.
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CHAPTER TwO

THE DOCTRINE OF BRAHMAN

In the preceding chapter we have seen how Badarayana
has justified the need to undertake the study of Vedanta
for gaining knowledge of Brahman. In the subsequent suztras
of the first pada of the first adhyaya, he proceeds to outline
the essential nature (svariipa) of Brahman. The next seven
adhikaranas are devoted to bring out the following points
relating to the svariipa of Brahman:

1. It is distinct from pradhana or the non-sentient
primordial cosmic matter.

2.  Itisdifferent from the jivatman or the individual
self.

3. It is distinct from the celestial deities such as
Aditya-purusa, Aksi-purusa etc, taken as exalted
jivas.

4. It is also distinct from non-sentient cosmic

entities such as akasa, prana and jyotis.
We shall discuss these topics in the present chapter.

I. Brahman as Sentient Being

The Iksatyadhikarana deals with this subject. It is based on
the siitra which reads: Iksateh na asabdam!. The word
asabdam means, according to Ramanuja, that which is not
proved by Scripture but established by inference (anumanika).
It implies the pradhana or the primordial cosmic matter
accepted by the Samkhyas as the cause of the universe.
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The word na negates it. That is, the pradhana as conceived
by the Samkhyas is not the cause of the universe. The reason
for the denial of this theory is contained in the word
‘iksateh’. This term derived from the root verb 1ksana means
the function of seeing or resolving. The fuller meaning of
the siitra is that pradhana admitted by the Samkhyas on the
basis of the inference cannot be the cause of the universe
since the function of resolving to create the universe, as
stated in the Upanisad, cannot be ascribed to it. It is
Brahman that is the cause of the universe. Thus,
Badarayana seeks to establish that Brahman is a sentient
Being and as such it is different from non-sentient cosmic
matter.

The justification for bringing up the theory of Samkhya
for criticism and thereby assert that Brahman is the cause
of the universe is found in the context of the passage of the
Chandogya Upanisad which teaches that sat is the cause
of the universe. Thus it states: Sadeva saumya idam agra asid
ekameva advitiyam...tad aiksata bahusyam prajayeyeti. Tat tejo
asrjata’- “In the beginning (prior to creation), my dear, this
universe existed as sat only, one only, without a second.
That sat resolved, ‘May I become many’. Then it created
tejas etc.”

It is possible to construe this passage in favor of the
Samkhya theory of pradhana as the cause of the universe ,
the word sat being interpreted as the unmanifested causal
state of the manifold universe. According to the Samkhyas,
this variegated universe consisting of three gunas, sattva,
rajas and tamas, existed prior to the state of creation as
unmanifest, when the three gunas were in equilibrium. With
the disturbance of the equilibrium, the unmanifest pradhana
evolved itself into the manifest universe through the process
of evolution. The main logical argument advanced in
support of this view is that whatever is the nature of the
effect (karya), the same should be the nature of the causal
substance (karana). It is only on the basis of the non-
difference between cause and effect, that it is possible to
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explain that by the knowledge of the causal substance, the
products made out of it can be understood, as in the
illustration of the clay and its products cited in the
Upanisad.

The above view is rejected by Badarayana, the main
reason being that the expression ‘aiksata’ or resolved
mentioned in the Upanisadic text, does not hold good in
respect of the non-sentient pradhana. That is, tksana or the
the function of resolving to become many cannot be ascribed
to the non-sentient entity such as pradhana.

Against this view, it may be argued that the function of
thinking (tksana) is not to be taken in its primary sense. Itis
to be understood in a figurative sense (gauna) to mean that
prakrti is in the state of readiness to evolve itself into its
manifest form. In the same passage it is said that the sat
created tejas (tat tejo asrjata). There are statements such as
‘The trees look forward to rainfall”® in which even non-
sentient entities are described to have the function of
thinking. It is therefore appropriate to ascribe tksanatva to
sat taken as pradhana. Further, as pointed out earlier, the
causal substance should be of the same nature as its effects.
Qtherwise it would not be possible to substantiate the
general principle stated by the Upanisad viz., by the
knowledge of the one, the many become known. The
illustration of the clay and its products cited by the
Upanisad to substantiate it fully supports the inferential
argument adopted by the Samkhyas to prove that sat
referred to in the passage is pradhana as the cause of the
universe.

These arguments are untenable, contends Vedanta
Desika. As explained by Rimanuja in the Sri-Bhisya, the
illustration cited in the Upanisad does not serve the purpose
of the probans (hetu) for the syllogistic argument advanced
by the Sarkhyas. As will be pointed out later in the chapter
-on the universe, it is not necessary that the cause and effect
should be of the same nature. In fact Brahman which is
the material cause of the universe is not of the same nature
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as the non-sentient universe.* Further, in the concluding
passage of the Chandogya dealing with Sadvidya, sat is
identified with Atman (aitadatmyam idam sarvam tat satyam,
sa atma)’>. Hence the non-intelligent pradhina cannot
possess the power of thinking even in a figurative sense.

There are other arguments which are advanced by
Badarayana to prove that sat is not the pradhana of the
Samkhya. In this Upanisadic passage it is taught that the
person who meditates on sat (Brahman) attains moksa soon
after he is liberated from bondage. If sat were pradhana,
then it would amount to the attainment of non-self, which
is not what is sought after (tannistasya moksopadesats).
Besides, as already stated, it would run counter to the
statement made in the beginning of the passage viz., ‘All
that is not known becomes known by the knowledge of the
atman.’(yena asrutari Srutam bhavati) The implication of this
statement is that by the knowledge of the causal substance,
all its effects become known, as in the instance of clay and
its products. If pradhana were the causal substance, the
jivas which are not its products cannot be known.

In the same passage, we come across a statement, which
says that the individual soul during the state of deep sleep
merges itself in sat which is its source.” If sat were pradhana,
such a merging would not be possible because the Sarhkhyas
do not admit pradhana as the causal substance for the
sentient souls.®

The most important point which goes against the claim
of the Sammkhyas, is the crucial Upanisdic text “Tattvamasi’
“Thou art that’, which is the final teaching of Uddalaka to
Svetaketu. If ‘tat’ which refers to sat were pradhina, then
‘tvam’ referring to jiva should be one with pradhana, a non-
sentient entity. This would amount to the wrong
philosophical teaching (heyatva vacanacca®).

Itis also stated in the Upanisad that sat which is Brahman
enters itself along with jiva into all that is created and gives
names and forms to all the entities created by it (anena
jivenatmand anupravisya namariipe vyakaravani'). If sat were
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pradhana, its anupravesa along with jiva is inconceivable.

More importantly, all the Upanisadic texts speak of only
a sentient Being as the cause of the universe. Thus states
the Aitareya Upanisad: atma va idam eka eva agra asit, sa
tksata lokannu srja iti'. The Taitirlya says: so’ kamayata
bahusyam prajayeya iti.’?

Taking all these points into consideration, Vedanta
Desika affirms that the 7ksatyadhikarana brings out an
important nature of Brahman viz,, it is the cause of the
entire universe through the operation of its free will
(sveccatah sarvahetuh).?’

IL. Brahman as Anandamaya

This is the subject-matter of a separate adhikarana named
Anandamayadhikarana. In the previous adhikarana, it was
shown that Brahman as a sentient Being is different from
the non-sentient cosmic matter. In the present adhikarana,
Badarayana establishes that Brahman is blissful in nature
and as such it is distinct from the sentient individual self
(jivatman). The reason for taking up this particular topic is
two-fold. First, if pradhana of the Samkhyas cannot be the
cause of the universe, since tksanatva in its primary sense
cannot be ascribed to it, the question is raised whether
jivatman which is sentient can be admitted as the cause of
the universe. Secondly, in the same Chandogya passage
teaching Sadvidya, we come across the famous statement
‘tat-tvamasi’ which prima facie, implies that jiva is identical
with Brahman. Anticipating such an objection,
Badarayana points out that Brahman is essentially of the
riature of bliss and that it is different from jivatman, which
being subject to affliction in the state of bondage, cannot be
the cause of the universe.™

The main siitra reads: Anandamayo abhyasat." It means
that Brahman is constituted of bliss because of the repetition
of the term ananda in respect of Brahman in the Upanisad.
The fuller implication of the siitra can be understood with
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reference to the passage of the Taittiriya Upanisad on the
basis of which it is formulated. This passage teaches about
the nature of Brahman for the purpose of easy
comprehension in five concrete forms as annamaya or
consisting of essence of food, as pranamaya or consisting of
vital breath, as manomaya or consisting of mind, as
vijiidnamaya or of the nature of knowledge and anandamaya
or constituted of bliss. Brahman is first conceived as
annamaya because food sustains the body in which the self
resides. But this is transcended by the concept of Brahman
as pranamaya because life breath is of greater importance
for the sustenance of life. This is further transcended by
Brahman as manomaya because mind is important for the
function of the body. This is superseded by vijfianamaya
since wvijfitna, understood as the individual self, is more
important than the manas. Brahman as vijianamaya is
further transcended by the concept of atman (Brahman) as
anandamaya.

Each one is described as purusa in a human form having
head ($irah), right and left side (paksah), middle part (atma)
and foundation (puccha). It also states that pranamaya atma
is other than annamaya purusa. The manomaya atma is other
than pranamaya. Distinct from manomaya is vijfianamaya
atma. After the description of vijiianamaya, the Upanisad
mentions the anandamaya atmd, which is considered other
than vijianamaya. Thus says the Upanisad: tasyaisa eva
$arira atma, yah purvasya tasmad va etasmat vijnanamayat
anyontara atma anandamayah.It means: “He who is the
Self of the preceding one is the Self related to the
vijfidnamaya also. As compared with this vijiianamaya, there
is another self which is constituted of bliss.”

While each one of these forms other than annamaya is
stated to be higher and different from the preceding one,
the Upanisad does not mention any other principle higher
than anandamaya. Hence anandamaya atma is admitted as
Brahman. Further, the concluding passage of the Upanisad
refers to the different gradations of bliss. It commences with
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the statement: saisa anandasya mimarisa bhavati.”” It means,
“Now commences the enquiry concerning bliss.” It first
mentions what the measure of one human bliss is (eko
manusa anandah) in terms of youthful energy, sound body
and mind and full of wealth. One hundred times of this
human bliss is one unit of bliss of human gandharvas
(manusya gandharva); one hundred times of manusya
gandharva is one unit of bliss of divine gandharva (deva
gandharva). What is one hundred times of the bliss of divine
gandharva is one measure of the bliss of manes who dwell
in the enduring world (pitrloka). In this manner the
Upanisad goes on mentioning by upward gradations the
anandas of gods born in the ajana heaven, of karma devas
(sacrifical gods), of the devas (celestial deities), of Indra, of
Brhaspati, and of Prajapati. Finally it states that one hundred
times of the bliss of Prajapati is the one unit of bliss of Brahma,
the word brahma being understood as Brahman, as
interpreted by Ramanuja.

This description of ananda of Brahman by comparing it
progressively with all other beings, commencing from
human being to the highest celestial deity, provides the
justification for affirming that Brahman is anandamaya or
infinitely blissful. This is what is implied by the words
‘anandamayo abhyasat’ in the sitra.

A few objections are raised against this conclusion of
Badarayana. The major objection is that what is described
as anandamaya is the jivatma-svariipa. This is based on the
assumption that jiva and Brahman are not essentially
different. This view constitutes the piirva-paksa or prima
facie view, according to Ramanuja. He therefore devotes
special attention to the examination of this theory and
refutes it. In this connection he discusses in great detail the
true import of the famous Upanisadic statement ‘tat-
tvamasi’, which prima facie supports the Advaitin’s doctrine
of the non-difference between jiva and Brahman and

. establishes that jiva is distinct from Brahman and that
b anadamaya atma is Brahman. Vedanta Desika does not go
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into all these details in the Adhikarana-saravali. He confines
his attention to the following general criticisms made against
the conclusion of Badarayana:

1)  The affix mayat to the term ananda implies the
sense of vikara or modification, as in the case of
the term annamaya, whereas Brahman is
nirvikara.

N
~—

The Upanisad describes the anadamaya aima as
Sarira-atma which means that it is a soul encased
in the physical body (sarira sambandha jivatma)
as in the case of annamaya atma which refers to
the physical body of an individual soul.
3)  The anandamaya atma is conceived in a human
form witg a head ($irah), sides (paksah) and tail
(puccha).

Regarding the first objection, Vedanta Desika points out
that the affix mayat does not necessarily imply the sense of
modification as in the case of the concept of annamaya.
Thus, in respect of the concept of pranamaya, we do not
take it in the sense of vikara. Here it is understood as
essentially of the nature of prana. In the same way, the
term anadamaya in respect of Brahman should be
understood in the sense of abundance (pracurya), that is.
Brahman is essentially of the nature of ananda. Anandamaya
taken in the sense of modification is not applicable even in
respect jivatman or the higher Brahman as conceived by
the Advaitin since the higher Brahman is nirvikara or not
subject to modification. It is also not correct to understand
the word pracurya in the sense of predominance, since in
that case it would imply that there exists a small amount of
suffering (duhkalpatva). Brahman which is described by
the Upanisad as the one who dispels the fear or suffering
of the devotees cannot have an iota of duhka. Hence it is
essentially and wholly constituted of bliss."”

Regarding the second objection viz. the description of it
as $ariratma, Vedanta Desika contends that this description
is very appropriate in respect of Brahman. The statement
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‘tasyaisa eva $ariratma yah purvasya’ is intended to point
out that as in the case of the earlier concept of Brahman
conceived as annamaya etc, the anadamaya atma does not
have for it another antardtma or the Indwelling Spirit but
on the contrary, Brahman itself is the antaratma for it.
Brahman being the Self of the entire universe which is its
Sarira, as well established in the Antaryami Brahmana, it can
be regarded as Sariraimad. Infact, as Vedanta Desika points
out, the description of anandamaya atma as $ariratma is most
appropriate in its fullest sense since Paramatman is the only
one who is the Self (3ariri) of the entire universe. ($ariroktih
tasmin akhilatanutaya syad asankocah vrttih).?’

The third objection, viz the description of atma in human
form with head, sides (arms), tail, etc is of some significance.
In fact, Sarhkara also in his interpretation of the relevant
siitra of this adhikarana takes the stand that the dnandamaya
brahma cannot be the higher Brahman since it is nirvikara
and niravaya. The statement Brahmapuccham pratistha
implies, according to him, that Brahman is transcendental
support of all empirical souls. (pucchavat puccham pratistha
parayanam ekanidam).? This is the true Brahman which is
the higher Reality (para brahma) and not the anadamaya
atman, which according to him, is the lower Brahman (apara
brahma). He advances sufficient arguments in support of
this theory.

Ramanuja refutes all these arguments. He rejects the
view that puccha Brahman is different from anandamaya
Brahman. The same dnandamaya Brahman is symbolically
described in terms of head, arms, puccha, etc. for the purpose
of meditation.?? As an additional point of criticism, Vedanta
Desika points out that if the description of higher Brahman
in terms of puccha is acceptable to Advaitin, why should he
have any objection to the view of the Visistadvaitin who
admits that the anandamaya Brahman is symbolically
presented by the Upanisad in terms of human form with
head, arms and puccha? The expression ‘Brahma pucchari
pratisthi’ means that Brahman itself is the foundation for
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itself. That is, it does not have to depend on any other
ground than itself. It is self-existent (anitaradhara)®.
Elsewhere in the Upanisad in reply to the query ‘sa bhagavah
kasmin pratisthita’, it is stated ‘sve-mahimni’* that is, it exists
by its own power. It is therefore not inappropriate to
describe Brahman in terms of Brahma puccham pratistha.
Thus, it is concluded that Brahman is essentially constituted
of infinite bliss (anadamaya) and it is distinct from jivatman.

III. Brahman as endowed with Spiritual Body

This is the subject-matter of the Antaradhikarana which es-
tablishes that Brahman as anadamaya also possesses a spiri-
tual body. The relevant siitra concerned with this subject
reads: Antah taddharmopadésat.® The word antah means
within or what abides inside and it implies with reference
to the two passages of the Chandogya Upanisad that the
purusa who resides within the orbit of the sun and also in
the eye (aksi) is Brahman. The expression tad-dharmopadesat
means because the passages speak about the characteris-
tics that are only applicable to Brahman. The fuller mean-
ing of the sitra can be understood with reference to the
concerned passages of the Upanisad on the basis of which
this siitra is formulated. The main objective of the siitra, as
explained by Ramanuja, is to prove that Brahman as a spiri-
tual Being is not only distinct from jivatman but it is also
different from exalted jivas.

The following passages dealing with the meditation on
Udgitha, a hymn of Samaveda covering the syllable ‘Aum’
refer to the purusa who is seen within the orbit of the sun
and also within the eye with vivid description: atha ya eso
antaraditye hirarnmayah purusah driyate hiranyasmasruh
hiranyakesa a-pranakhat sarva eva suvarnah; tasya yatha
kapyasam pundarikam evamaksini; tasyoditi nama, sa esa
sarvebhya papmebhya uditah, udeti ha vai sarvebhyah
papmabhyah. Ya evam veda.?

“Now this Golden Person (purusa) who is seen within
the sun, has a golden beard and golden hair, who is golden
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to the very tip of his nails. His eyes are like a red lotus
flower. His name is ut, for he has risen above all evil. He
who knows this, raises above all evil.”

The other passage states: atha ya eso antaraksini puruso
drsyate, saiva rk, tat sama, tad uktham tad yajuh, tad brahma
tasyaitasya tadeva rupam. yadamusya rupam, yavamusya
gesnau tau gesnau yannama tannama.” “Now this person
(purusa) who is seen within the eye is the hymn (rk). He
alone is the chant (saman), the recitation (uktha), the
sacrificial formula (yajus), is Brahman. The form of this
one is the same as the form of that (person seen in the sun).
The songs of the former are the songs of this. The name of
this one is the same as the other”.

The description of the purusa in terms of physical body
with golden colour, with eyes similar to the lotus, etc gives
room for the doubt whether such a Being could be Brahman.
It is therefore possible to advance a theory on the basis of
these passages that the purusa in question is an exalted
jivatman, who has risen to such a position by virtue of the
accumulation of excessive punya and who can function as
I$vara or Ruler of the universe in cyclic succession at each
epoch like the celestial Deity, Indra and create the universe
with the aid of the body and intellect. This is the prima
facie view that is advanced against the sutra.

Badarayana rejects this view and affirms that the purusa
seen in the sun and also in the eye is Brahman who possesses
a spiritual lustrous body. The main reason for refuting this
view is that certain characteristics mentioned in the passage
in respect of the purusa are applicable only to Brahman
and not to jivatman even if it is exalted. Secondly, what
abides within the orbit of the sun is Paramatman, as is evident
from the Antaryami Brahmana of the Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad.?®

By way of elucidating the reason advanced by
Badarayana against the prima facie view, Vedanta Desika
points out, that the body of golden colour (hiranmayah)
with eyes similar to the lotus does not refer to the physical
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body caused by karma (akarma utthita divyakrtih) but it is a
spiritual divine body constituted of suddha-sattva.” It is a
body assumed by the Supreme Deity out of His own will
for the benefit of the devotees who desire to meditate on
Him. It is such a Supreme Person who is endowed with
glory and associated inseparably with Goddess Laksmi
(nityasrih) and who is also the Ruler of the entire universe
that is referred to in the Upanisadic passage as residing in
the orbit of the sun. This purusa in the orbit of the sun is
not different from the purusa abiding in the inner recess of
the heart (ya eso antarhrdaya akasah, tasminnayam puruso
manomayah, amrto hiranmayah). The Taittirilya Upanisad also
states the same. (sa yascasau aditye, sa ekah)

It may be argued that the statement in the passage viz.,
the purusa abiding in the sun is free from all papas, does not
rule out the possession of some punya. Such a Being
associated with punya cannot be considered to be one free
from karma, since karma in Vedanta consists of both punya
and pdpa.

This objection is untenable, contends Vedanta Desika.
Several other Scriptural texts declare that Brahman is free
from both punya and pipa. In fact, the term papma in the
Upanisadic parlance includes punya too. Further, Brahman
who has unchecked freedom confers the fruits of the deeds
to all individuals in accordance with their punya and papa®.

An objection may be raised against the view that Isvara
possesses a body. Even if this body is regarded as non-
material and divine in character it may be subject to
modification. In reply to this objection, Vedanta Desika
points out that it is made of spiritual substance which is of
the nature of pure sattva ($uddha sattva) unmixed with the
element of rajas and tamas. The existence of transcendental
realm constituted of spiritual substance as different from
the material world is warranted by several Scriptural texts® .
It is nitya or everlasting in the sense that it is not subject to
decay or destruction (ndsarahitam). The Scriptural text says
that Visnu, the Supreme Deity with such a divine form is
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eternally seen by the nitya-siiris or divine sages (tadvisnoh
parmarit padarit sada pasyanti siirayah) Such a Supreme Being
manifests Himself out of His own free will in different
incarnated forms (avataras) such as vyiihas, vibhdvas, arca
and antaryamin without abrogating His transcendental
spiritual character purely for the purpose of the protection
of the pious devotees (sa devah pumsar samsara $antyai
viparinamati vyithapurvaih vibhagaih®). Vedanta Desika
therefore contends that as against a strong Scriptural
authority supporting the possession of a Divine body, the
inferential arguments denouncing the body for [$vara on
the basis of the probans such as dehatvat or because it is a
body and amsatvat or because it is divisible into parts, stand
sublated. If the Divine Being in His incarnated human form
behaves like a human being as'if affected by grief, itis all a
mere enactment, similar to the acting of a person on the
theatrical stage in different roles (sveccha avataresu
abhinayati).

The description of the purusa with eyes similar to a lotus
(pundarikaksa) is regarded by Ramanuja as Supreme Deity
in the name of Narayana or Visnu since the Itihdsas and
Puranas speak of such eyes exclusively in respect of Visnu.

IV. Brahman as Distinct from Non-Sentient Cosmic
Entities

In the preceding sections, it is observed that Brahman is
distinct from the individual souls as well as the exalted
Purusas in the sun and in the eye. In the same way,
Badarayana regards that Brahman is also different from
ontological entities such as akasa or ether, prana or breath
and jyotis or cosmic light. These three are specifically
mentioned in the Upanisadic passages which prima facie
give the impression that they are the very cause of the
universe (in the case of akasa and prana) and the highest
Spiritual Being (in the case of jyotis). This matter is therefore
examined in three separate adhikaranas named
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Akasadhikarana, Pranadhikarana and Jyotiradhikarana with
a view to determining the nature of Brahman as distinct
from all physical entities.

a. Akisa as Brahman

This is the subject of the Akasadhikarana which deals with
the question whether the term gkdsa mentioned in the
following passage of the Chandogya refers to the etherial
space which is generally the accepted meaning of it, or does
it refer to Brahman. The sitra framed on the basis of the
passage reads: akasah tallingat.” It means that akasa is
Brahman since the characteristic marks mentioned in the
passage about akaéa are applicable to it.

In reply to the query ‘what is the goal of this universe’
the Upanisad states: akasa iti hovaca, sarvani imani bhutany
akasadeva samutpadyante, akasam pratyastam yanti, akasohy
evebhyo jydyan, akasah parayanam.’*

“It is akasa, for all these beings originate from gkasa and
return to akasa. Akasa is greater than these. Therefore,
akasa is the goal.”

The term akasa generally means the etherial space.
Besides, in the Taittiriya Upanisad it is stated that from
atman (Brahman) akasa is brought into existence (atmanah
akasah sambhiitah). As a product of Atman, it cannot be
Brahman itself. Hence, its description in this passage as
the origin of the universe and as the goal, gives room for
the doubt whether it could be Brahman.

But there should be no room for such a doubt, contends
Vedanta Desika’ because in the statement ‘sarvani ha va
bhiitani akasadeva samutpadyante’ the expression ha va implies
the acceptance of special meaning of the term on the basis
of the established principle viz. that the general term should
bear the meaning of the special term. Thus, in the passages
dealing with causation of the universe, the general terms
such as sat, atma, Brahman which are employed in them,
are taken to denote the meaning of the special term
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‘Narayana’ mentioned in the Mahopanisad in the same
context.®

Besides, the passage describes akasa as the highest of all
beings and also their goal (akaso jyayan akasah parayanam).
This description is not applicable to the etherial space
(bhutakasa). Further in the Taittiriya text it is stated that
akasa is brought into existence from the atman (atmanah
akasah sambhutah). The atma referred to here stands
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of the passage which is described as vipascit or all-knowing
(vividham pasyaccitva) or omniscient Brahman. This
bhutakasa which is the product of Brahman is different from
Akasa mentioned in the Chandogya Upanisad. Akasa is
Brahman in the sense that it illumines everything else
(akasayati) and it also shines everywhere (akasate).

b. Prana as Brahman

This is the subject of the Pranadhikarana which discusses the
issue whether the term prana employed in the Chandogya
passage stands for the vital breath or Brahman. The passage
states: in reply to the query made to prastota priest regarding
the deity connected with prastava, it is said: prana iti hovaca,
sarvani ha va imani bhutani pranameva abhisamuvisanti pranam
abhyujjihate, saisa devata prastavam anvyayatta.

“The prana is that deity, for all these beings merge in
the prana alone and from prana alone do they depart. This
is the deity which is connected with prastava.”

The siitra which is framed with reference to,this passage
says: Ata eva pranah.¥’ It means for the same reason, that
is, the reason offered in respect of akasa in the earlier siitra,
namely that the characteristics of Brahman mentioned in
the Upanisad holds good in respect of Brahman.

The doubt arises in respect of prana because prana is taken
in the commonly understood sense of fivefold vital breath.
In the case of akasa the commonly accepted meaning
(rudhyartha) of the term dkasa is rejected since it is not
known to be the origin of all living beings. Hence it is not
appropriate to reject the commonly accepted meaning for
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prana and attach a special meaning to it in favour of
Brahman.

Badarayana rejects this argument. The main reason for
its rejection, as elucidated by Vedanta Desika, is that as in
the case of the passage on akdsa as Brahman the expression
ha va used in the statement, “sarvani ha va imani bhutani
pranameva abhisarividanti...” implies that prana here is the
source (cause) of all beings in the universe. That which is
the source of all beings cannot be the ordinary vital breath
but Brahman which sustains life of all entities both sentient
and non-sentient, such as wood, rocks, (kastha siladisu).
Such a power or capacity to sustain life of all entities is not
found in vital breath. Further, as in the case of akasa, the
Sruti texts speak of Brahman as pranasya pranah, amrtasya
prana. More importantly, the Taittiriya states that no one
else other than Brahman can sustain life of all. Brahman is
therefore admitted as prana in the sense that it sustains all
life (nikhila pranana or pranayati sarvani bhiitani). Hence prana
denotes Brahman.*®

c. Jyotis as Brahman

This is the subject of Jyotiradhikarana which establishes that
the jyotis or self-luminous light referred to in the Upanisad
denotes Brahman and not the cosmic light. The sitra
covered by this adhikarana reads: Jyotis-caranabhidhanat.®
It means: ‘The cosmic light is Brahman because of the
mention of the feet or part (in the Upanisadic passage
connected with cosmic light.)

In the Chiandogya Upanisad, a passage refers to the
cosmic entity named as jyotis, in connection with the
meditation on gayatri. It states:

Atha yad atah paro divo jyotir dipyate visvatah prsthesu
sarvatah prsthesu anuttamesu uttamesu lokesu, idam vava tad
yah idam asminnantah puruse jyotih tasyaisa drstih.*- “Now
the light which shines above the heaven, above all, above
everything, in the highest worlds beyond which there are
no higher worlds; verily that is the same as the light which
is here within the person.”
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The question raised in this connection is whether the
Jjyotis mentioned in the passage refers to the physical light
radiated by the sun and other luminaries or Brahman which
is the Supreme Spiritual Light. The prima facie view is that
it is the extraordinary light of the sun and the like, which is
the well established meaning of the term. As Vedanta Desika
explains, there are certain favourable factors in support of
this view. First, unlike in the passage referring to the 7kaéa
and prana, there is no mention in this passage that jyotis is
the cause of the universe, so that the meaning commonly
accepted for the term can be overlooked, as Sruti is stronger
than liriga or cescriptive identity mark. Secondly, the jyotis
of the higher realms is equated with the digestive fire within
one’s body (jatharagni). Though agni as the cause of the
universe is stated elsewhere in the Upanisad dealing with
Vaisvanaravidya, it is not mentioned in the present passage.
Hence it is appropriate to accept the well-established
meaning of jyotis as physical light and not Brahman.

The above arguments are not tenable, contends Vedanta
Desika. As Badarayana states, the jyotis denotes Brahman
because of the mention of the feet. The sutra reads:
caranabhidhanat*’. The fuller implication of it is that the
earlier part of the passage, which deals with the manner of
mediation on the gayatri mantra, the following statement
of the Purusasiikta is reiterated:
etavanasya mahima, ato jiyayamsca purusah, padosya
visvabhuitani, tripadasya amrtam divi.*

“Such is the greatness of it; greater than it is the Supreme
Person (puruga). One part of it represents all the beings in
the universe, while the other three parts (tripad) cover the
immortal higher domain (amrtam divi)”.

The same Supreme Person who is connected with the
three quarters of the higher abode is referred to in the
present Upanisad as the Light (jyotis) connected with the
higher domain (atha paro divo jyotih). This fact cannot be
overlooked. Jyotis, therefore, denotes Brahman.*
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An objection may be raised against this conclusion. At
the commencement of the passage, it is said that all this is
gayatri (gayatri va idam sarvam). In the later part of the
passage, the jyotis in the higher domain is described as
having four parts. Since gdyatri mantra also has four metrical
quarters, it is possible to say that jyotis referred to in the
passage is gayatri and not Brahman.

This objection, which is anticipated by Badarayana
also*, is set aside. The teaching about gayatri is intended
for the purpose of meditating on Brahman as having four
parts similar to the four (metrical) quarters of gayatri. The
four parts of Brahman represent the totality of the jivas
denoted by the term bhiita or the living beings, prthivi or
earth, which is the field of experience, the physical body
which is the accessory for experience and the hrdaya or
the inner recess of the heart in which atman resides. The
bhiitas taken to mean all beings together cannot actually be
the pada or part of gayatri. Hence the reference to
parariijyotis is to be understood as referring to Brahman.
Brahman also stands for the Supreme Light since it gives
light to all other luminaries. Thus states the Mundaka
Upanisad : Tameva bhantam anubhati sarvar tasya bhasa
sarvam idam vibhati*® - “Him the shining one, everything
shines after; by this light all this is lighted”. The
Brhadaranyaka also says: “Him the Gods worship as the
light of the lights, as the immortal (Taddeva jyotisar jyotir-
ayur hopdsate artam*).

V. Brahman as Antaratma of Indra-prana.

This is the subject-matter of Indra-pranadhikarana which
discusses the issue whether the terms Indra, the chief of the
celestial deities and the prana referred to by him, which are
employed in an important passage of the Kausitaki
Upanisad, denote Indra himself as the Ruler of the universe
or Brahman which is the antaratma of all entities. We have
seen in the preceding adhikaranas (Antaradhikarana and
Pranadhikarana) that Brahman is distinct from the celestial
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deities such as aditya-purusa or the purusa seen in the sun
taken as exalted jivatman and also prana taken as vital breath.
The Indra and prana concepts are allied to the issues related
to the aditya-purusa and prana respectively and hence
Badarayana takes it up for consideration as a separate
topic.

The relevant suitra states: pranah tathanugamat¥. It
means, according to Ramanuja , that the word prana
(referred to by Indra) denotes Brahman because it is
correlated with the terms such as ananda, ajara and amrta
referred to in the passage. This sittra has direct reference to
the passage of Kausitaki Brahmana dealing with Pratardana
vidya. In a dialogue between Indra and Pratardana, the
former being pleased with the performance of extraordinary
deeds by the latter, asks Pratardana to choose a boon as a
reward for his good act. But Pratardana does not name
the boon and prays to Indra to confer what he himself
deemed most beneficial to mankind. (yarit tvam manusyaya
hitatamam manyase.) Indra tells him: mameva vijanihi,
etadeva aham manusyaya hitataman manye - “Understand
me only; that is what I deem most beneficial for mankind®”.
He first narrates his exploits and glories and thereafter says:
prano’smi prajfiatma tarm mam ayur amrtam iti upasva, ayuh
pranah, prano va ayuh.”

“I am prana, meditate on me as the intelligent self, as
life, as immortality; life is prana and prana is life”. In the
concluding passage it is stated that prana is prajnatma,
ananda, amarah, amrtah.>®

The question which is raised in this connection is whether
the meditation suggested by Indra is on the individual soul
clenoted by the term prana or on Brahman which is distinct
from it. The prima facie view is that prana here refers to
the individual soul, since Indra instructs Pratardana to
meditate on him as prana and as the intelligent self. Such a
Meditation is considered most beneficial for mankind
m&tam&). Besides, the passage also commences with this

{ter. Hence Indra who is credited with heroic
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achievements is to be accepted as the Ruler of the universe
(visvakartd). According to the principle of interpretation,
what is stated at the commencement (upakrama) is stronger
than the conclusive statement describing prana as amrta,
ajara, ananda etc.

Following the explanation offered by Ramanuja, Vedanta
Desika refutes the above prima facie view. There are three
kinds of updsand on Brahman for the attainment of the
highest goal: a) Brahman as related to jivatman, b) Brahman
as related to acit or cosmic matter ¢) Brahman in its essential
nature (tredha hi upasyam bahuvidha cid-acid-kaficukati
svatmana ca).”’ The upasana enjoined in the present passage
on Indra-prana is to be treated as upasana on Brahman as
related to the jiva of Indra. The description of Indra with
the glory of his achievements is intended to bring out the
great qualities of Indra, who represents the visesana or body
of Brahman in a technical sense, as the object of meditation
for attaining the most beneficial goal of human endeavor.

Regarding the point mentioned in support of the prima
facie view, it is true that the opening statement of the
passage is stronger than the conclusive statement. But in
the present passage there is no conflict between the two
statements, since the opening statement referring to Indra
prana also stands for Brahman as qualified by Indra prana
(Indravisista Paramatma).

An objection, which is raised by the Sutrakira himself is
how Indra, who is the main spokesman (vaktd) and who is
fully aware of himself being an individual soul, can mean
by his prana Brahman. The reply is that Indra is justified in
advising Pratardana to meditate on him on the basis of the
$astradrsti, that is, the knowledge leading to the
comprehension that jivatman is the $arira (body) of
Paramatman, as taught in the Antaryami Brahmana and other
Scriptural texts. Indra as an enlightened person was gifted
with this spiritual knowledge and he can therefore advise
Pratardana to meditate on his soul which denotes the
Paramatman as the Antaryami of the soul. Badarayana cites
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the example of the Vedic sage Vamadeva who was gifted
with such a knowledge as stated in the Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad®.

In this connection, Vedanta Desika explains why the
criteria adopted in interpreting the general terms such as
akasa, prana, jyotis, Indra-prana etc., in favour of Brahman
is not uniformly the same and it differs in accordance with
the subject-matter and the context in which the Upanisadic
statements are made (visayabhedena). If the object or entity
denoted by a term such as akasa is found to be a product or
what is brought into existence (kirya), the commonly
accepted meaning (riidhyartha) is to be rejected and the
etymological meaning (yaugikartha) conveyed by it is to be
adopted. Wherever a sentient Being denoted by a term is
known to be subject to karma (karmavasya), as for instance
Prajapati, a higher celestial deity, the same principle of
interpretation holds good. This is the reason for interpreting
akasa and aditya purusa mentioned in the Upanisad as
Brahman. In the case of jyotis and Indra, the commonly
accepted meaning is not admitted since the descriptions
provided in the later part of the passages do not conform
to them. Thus for instance, the identification of jyotis with
the agni as physical fire and its meditation for attainment
of higher goal cannot be reconciled. As regards Indra the
description about his exploits, cannot be explained by
accepting Indra as Supreme Being. Hence in both these
cases, jyotis is taken to mean Brahman as qualified with
self-luminous light (jyotivisista brahma) and Indra is
Brahman as the antaryamin of Indra. The same principle is
followed in respect of the two famous statements: aharmi
brahmasmi and tattvamasi. Aham which denotes the jiva is
understood as svatma visistam paramatma or one’s self as
" §arira of Paramatma. Similarly tvarm refers to the jiva of

$vetaketu and tvamasi means abhimukha cetana visista

i | Paramatma, that is, Paramatman as qualified by Svetaketu.

kiSuch an interpretation, Vedanta Desika contends, is fully
stified according to the principle of interpretation laid
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down by the Mimamsakas. There is a Vedic statement:
“aindrya garhapatyam” . Garhapatya is the name of sacrificial
fire and Indra means in the accepted sense, a celestial deity.
In this instance, Indra cannot be regarded as agni in the
primary sense and hence Indra is understood in a secondary
sense as agni since Indra is associated with sacrifice. But
etymologically Indra can also be understood as Isvara since
the root word Ind denotes the quality of Isvarn.® The
principle of interpretation followed by the Visistadvaitin is
summed up as follows: Vyutpattyad paramatmanam tat-
taduktih prakasayet; tallinga ananaythdasiddhau tadvisista-
valambani. It means: “The terms employed in such passages
denote Paramatman with reference to their etymological
meaning. If the descriptive statements in the passage about
them do not corroborate that meaning, we have to interpret
them in favour of Paramatman qualified by them.

By way of summing up the preceding adhikaranas
dealing with the nature of Brahman, Vedanta Desika points
out how each adhikarana brings out an important aspect of
Brahman. The first four adhikaranas — Jijiiasadhikarana,
Janmady-adhikarana, Sastrayomtvadhzkarar_ta and
Samanvayadhikarana — are intended to justify the study of
Vedanta (§dstra arambha samarthana) and hence these are
treated as Introductory. The actual teaching of Vedantasastra
commences from the fifth adhikarana named Iksatyadhi-
karana.>* The important point brought out in this adhikarana
is that Paramdtman is the creator of the universe out of His
own free will (svecchatah sarvahetuh), as indicated by the
term Iksana and supported by the Upanisadic statement
‘tadaiksata bahusyanm prajayeyeti, tat tejo asrjata’. The sixth
adhikarana named Anandamayadhikarana highlights that
Brahman who is endowed with auspicious attributes is
constituted of ananda par excellence (Subha gunavibhava
ananta nissima harsah.) The Antaradhikarana reveals that
Brahman possesses a divine form (body) which is
constituted of $uddha-sattva or spiritual substance which is
assumed out of His free will and which is not subject to
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karma (Suddha akarmottha-divyakrtih). This point is
supported by the Chandogya text: atha eso antaraditye
hiranmayah purusah. The Akasadhikarana establishes that
Brahman is of the nature of self- illumination (prakasa) par
excellence and illumintates every thing in the universe
(anupadhika-akasanadi svabhavah) and that it is also the
highest Goal, as evidenced by the Scriptural text ‘akaso

jyayan akaso parayanam’. The Pranadhikarana emphasizes

that Brahman is the giver of life or sustenance (satta) to
everything in the universe, both living beings and non-
sentient objects such as wood, rocks, etc., (saprana aprana
bheda vyatikarabhidura jagatah prananah). This is evident
from the Upanisadic statement: sarvani ha va imani bhiitani
pranameva abhisamvisanti pranam abhyujjihate). The
Jyotiscaranadhikarana reveals that Brahman is of the nature
of transcendental spiritual Light (divya diptih). The
Chandogya statements ‘atha paro divo jyotih dipyate’,
uttamesu lokesu etc supports this. The last adhikarana known
as Indrapranadhikarana brings out the fact that Brahman is
the antaratma or Indwelling Self of celestial deities such Indra
and non-sentient entities such as prana (pranendriyady
antaratma). The main objective of these adhikaranas and also
those which are covered in the padas 2 and 3 of first adhyaya,
which deal with Brahman, according to Vedanta Desika,
is to highlight the gunas or attributes of Paramatman
(sarvesam api adhikarananam tattat bhagavadguna
pradhanakrtyam). The other details contained in these
adhikaranas are meant for critical evaluation of prima facie
views for the purpose of supporting the main thesis.”
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CHAPTER THREE

TYTT MMYTOTTATATITOY AT
TOE DISTINGUISHING

CHARACTERISTICS OF BRAHMAN

In the preceding chapter we have outlined the essential
nature (svariipa) of Brahman as enunciated by Badarayana
in the first pada of adhyaya I of Brahma-siitra. In the present
chapter we shall present the distinguishing characteristics
(dharmas) of Brahman as brought out by Badarayana on
the basis of the Upanisadic teachings dealing with
Brahman.

The important passages of the principal Upanisads
contain statements which are not clear as to whether they
refer to Brahman or some other ontological entities such as
jivatman and prakrti. According to Ramanuja, such
Upanisadic texts are of three kinds: 1) aspasta jivadilingaka
vakyas, or the statements which are not clear as to whether
they teach about jivatman. 2) spasta jivadilingaka vakyas or
the statements which appear to speak clearly about
jivitman. 3) spastatara jivadilingaka vakyas or the statements
which appear to teach more clearly about either javatman
or prakrti. If the main purport of the Upanisads is Brahman,
as established in the samanvayadhikarana, it would be
necessary to examine these statements to clear the doubts
and establish that the Upanisadic texts teach about Brahman
and its dharmas. The remaining three padas of first adhyaya
are devoted to the consideration of this important matter.
Accordingly, the second pada deals with the statements
which are vague (aspasta), the third pada deals with
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statements which are unambiguous (spasta) and the fourth
pada deals with texts which appear to point out more clearly
that either prakrti or jivatman is the cause of the universe
(spastara). By way of critically examining the prima facie
views advanced by the critics of Vedanta either on the basis
of their own accepted theories or on certain assumptions,
Badarayana brings out the following important dharmas of
Brahman:
1) Brahman as the Self of all (Sarvatma)
2) Brahman as the Devourer of the entire universe
(Atta)
3) Brahman as the Purusa abiding in the eye
(Aksisthiti purusa)
4) Brahman as the Inner Controller of all
(Antaryamin)
5) Brahman as the Imperishable Reality (Aksara)
6) Brahman as the Ruler of all souls (Vaisvanara)
7)  Brahman as the Support of heaven and earth
(Ayatana)
8) Brahman as Infinitely great (Bhuima)
9) Brahman as the Adhara of the universe

(Visvadhara)

10) Brahman as the object of enjoyment for muktas
(Muktabhogya)

11) Brahman as the subtle space within the heart
(Daharakasa)

12) Brahman as the angustamatra Purusa is the Ruler
of All (Sarvaniyanta)
13) Brahman as the object of meditation for celestial
deities (Devadinam upasyah).
14) Brahman as the Namariipakarta of the universe
15) Brahman as the Cause of the universe
16) Brahman as Ubhayaliriga
The adhikaranas of the second and third padas deal with
the topics 1 to 14. We shall discuss each of these in the
present chapter. Regarding the topic 15, this subject is
covered in the adhikaranas of the fourth pada. As these are
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mainly concerned with the establishment of the Vedanta
theory that Brahman is the cause of the universe by way of
refuting the views of the Sarmkhya and Yoga, as reflected
in some of the Upanisads, it will be considered separately
in the next chapter. Regarding the topic 16, it is covered in
the adhikarana named Ubhayalingadhikarana, which is
included in the third adhyaya and which establishes the
two-fold characteristic of Brahman as endowed with
attributes and also free from defilements. As this is an
important subject having a bearing on whether Brahman
is the worthy object of meditation, it will be discussed in
the chapter on Sadhana.

I. Brahman as the Self of All

This is the subject-matter of the Sarvatra-prasiddhyadhi-
karana. The main sittra related to it reads: Sarvatra prasi-
ddhopadesat’. The word sarvatra means everywhere, that
is, in all the Upanisads. Ramanuja offers another meaning
viz. everything in the universe (sarvasmin jagati). Prasiddha
upades$a means a teaching or theory which is well established
in the Upanisads. The fuller implication of the siitra will
become clear from the famous passage of the Chandogya
Upanisad dealing with Sandilya Vidya or the meditation
prescribed by Sandilya on Brahman as the primary cause
of the universe. The passage commences with the following
statement: Sarvam khalu idam brahma tajjalan iti $anta
upasita.’

“Verily, all this is Brahman, because all this originates
from, ends in, and is sustained by Brahman. Thus knowing
one should mediate with calm mind.” The subsequent
statement says: Atha khalu kratumayah puruso yatha kratur-
asminn-loke puruso bhavati tathetah pretya bhavati, sa kratum
kurvita, manomayah prana Sarirah bharapah.’

“Man is indeed of the nature of thought (mediation); he
becomes in his supra mundane state after departing from
this life, what he meditates upon in his life. Let him therefore
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practise meditation. Let him meditate on that which consists
of mind (manomaya), which has prana or vital breath as its
body (pranasarira) and whose form is light (bhariipah)”

The opening sentence of the passage refers to the
meditation on Brahman since the compound word ‘tajjaldn’
employed in it implies that from which the universe
originates (tajjatvat), that in which the universe is dissolved
(tallatvat) and that in which everything is sustained
(tadanatvit). These arc the three cosmic functions that are
attributed to Brahman only and not to any other ontological
entity. This fact that Brahman is the primary cause of the
universe is well established in all the Upanisads (sarvatra
prasiddha), as is stated in the siitra.

In the subsequent statement, it is said that meditation is
to be observed on that which is manomaya, pranasarira, and
bhariipa. This description of meditation in terms such as
manomaya, pranasarira, and bhariipa gives room for doubt
as to whether the object of meditation is the individual self
(jivatman) or the Supreme Self (Brahman). The prima facie
view is that it refers to the individual self because manas or
mind and prana or breath are associated with jiva. The word
‘manomaya’ is taken to mean as that which consists of mind
and pranasarira as that which has breath (prana) as its body.
Accordingly, what is referred to in the Upanisad is jiva since
manas and prana belong to it. It cannot be Brahman since
according to the Upanisad Brahman is devoid of both manas
and prana. Thus says the Upanisad: apranohy amanah
$ubrah*-" Brahman is devoid of mind and prana’

This view is rejected by the author of the siitra. The
reason for rejection, as explained by Ramanuja, is that the
same Brahman which is referred to in the opening sentence
is to be meditated upon as qualified with dharmas such as
manomayatva, pranamayatva, etc which are well established
in all the Upanisads. Thus says the Mundaka Upanisad:
manomayah prana Sarira netd - “He who is made of mind,
the guide of the body of breath.” The Kena Upanisad says:
“He is the Ruler of prana.”> The term manomaya is appli-
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cable to Brahman because Brahman is to be apprehended
only by purified mind (visudhena manasa grahyatvam).
Pranasarira means that Brahman is the Supporter and
Ruler of prana (pranasyapi adharatvam niyantrtvam ca).

The above explanation is offered by Ramanuja to answer
the objection that the second statement in the passage refers
to the meditation on jivatman since it is described as
manomaya, pranasarira, etc. As pointed out by Vedanta
Dedika, there is another nrima facie view, according to
which the entire passage covering both the opening sentence
and the subsequent one refer to the meditation on jivatman
and not Brahman. In the opening statement, “sarvari khalu
idari brahma” brahma can also mean jivatman since jiva takes
birth due to karma in variety of forms in the universe. Hence
it is equated with the universe by the expression ‘idamt
sarvam’. It is such a jiva on which one has to meditate as
manomaya, pranamaya, etc.

This view is untenable, contends Vedanta Deéika. As
pointed out by Ramanuja, the entire passage speaks about
the meditation on Brahman. Though jiva exists in a variety
of forms in the universe, it cannot be the cause of the
creation, sustenance, and dissolution of the entire universe,
as expressed in the phrase ‘tajjalan’ Secondly, the word
sarvatra taken in the sense of everything in the universe
(sarvasmin jagati or vastuni), according to the second
interpretation of Ramanuja, implies that Brahman is the
entire universe in the sense that it is the Atman or the Self of
everything in the universe which constitutes the sarira or
body of Brahman in a technical sense viz that it is sustained
and controlled by Brahman. Jiva which is finite in character
and part of the universe cannot be the Self of the universe
in this sense.

The terms manomaya, pranasarira, etc. constitute the
dharmas or attributes of Brahman. The meditation on
Brahman as the cause of the universe which is enjoined in
the opening statement in a general way is made more
specific in the subsequent statement by indicating that



58 The Philosophy of Visistadvaita Vedanta

Brahman as qualified by attributes of manomayatuva,
pranasariratva, etc is to be meditated upon. It is not a
separate injunction (vidhi) but it is a restatement of what is
already enjoined in a more specific way. Prasiddha upadesa
in the siitra means, according to this interpretation, that it
is so well established in the Taittirlya and other Upanisads
and sarvatra means that Brahman is the Self (atma) of all
entities in the universe. The expression ‘sarvarit idar brahma
‘therefore implies that Braliman is the universe in the sense
that it is the Self of all (sarvatma). This qualification does
not apply to jivatman.

A few other arguments are advanced to prove that the
object of meditation is Brahman. The various attributes
which are mentioned in the passage such as sarvakarma,
sarvagandhah, sarvarasah, akasatma, etc.®, for purpose of
mediation are only applicable to Brahman. In a later part
of the passage’ it is stated that this (Brahman) is my Self®.
This statement conveys the difference between jiva and
Brahman and hence it cannot be jiva. Its description as
smaller than the smallest (aniyan) is intended to convey that
Brahman abides in one’s heart for the purpose of upasana
(nicayatvat).’

The important point to be noted in this adhikarana is that
Brahman is Sarvatma or the Self of everything in the
universe. That is, Brahman abides in all entities in the
universe as Atman (Indwelling Self) by controlling them
from within (svadhina-asesa-satta-sthiti yatanataya
sarvabhavena tisthan'®).

I1. Brahman as the Devourer of the Universe

This is the subject-matter of the adhikarana named
Attradhikarana. A passage in the Katha Upanisad describes
atman symbolically as the one for whom Brahmanas and
Ksatriyas are food and death is itself the condiment. Thus
it states: yasya brahma ca ksatram ca ubhe bhavata odanah;
mrtyuh yasya upasecanam'! - “For Him brahma (Brahmana)
and ksatra (ksatriyas) are food and death (mrtyu) is the
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condiment. No body really knows how and where e is.”
In this verse brahma and ksatriya which mean Brahmanas
and Ksatriyas represent the entire universe of movables and
immovables. Mrtyu represents the God of death. The words
food and condiment suggest that the Atman referred to here
is the atta or devourer. Based on this passage Badarayana
has framed the suitra which reads: atta cardcara grahanat'.
It means that the eater is Brahman because of the mention
of what is movable and what is immovable.

The question arises whether such a physical activity of
eating is applicable to Brahman. The prima facie view is
therefore advanced that the individual self (jiva) is the atta
or eater, since normally a jiva who is subject to karma is the
eater of the food. The siitra, as interpreted by Ramanuja,
rejects it and upholds that it is the Supreme Self or Brahman
which is atta, because the terms ‘brahma and ‘ksatra’ together
with mrtyu used in the Upanisad symbolically represent
the entire universe comprising the movable (cara) and
immovable (acara) entities. Jiva cannot consume the entire
universe. Brahman is therefore the atta or devourer. That
is, it is the Samharta or the cause of the dissolution of the
universe.

The act of eating here symbolically represents the
dissolution (sarithdra) of the entire universe by Brahman.
As the primary cause of the creation and sustenance of the
universe, Brahman also withdraws it from the state of
manifestation into itself. In this sense the characteristic of
attratva is attributed to Brahman.

Vedanta Desika also points out that in the same context,
the Upanisad brings out that the jiva is distinct from
Paramatman (Brahman) (jivavyavartam ca prakarana
viditam®). The question of regarding jiva as samharta of
the universe does not therefore arise.

However, an objection is raised against the theory of

. Brahman as atta on the basis of a later passage of Katha

Upanisad in which it is said that two atmans (jiva and
+‘Brahman) who have entered the cave (heart) drink the fruit
',"of karma (rta). The relevant passage says: Rtam pibantau



60 The Philosophy of Visistadvaita Vedanta

sukrtasya loke guharm pravistau parame parardhe; chaya’tapau
brahmavido vadanti -“The two of the nature of sunshine
and shadow having entered the cave drink the fruit of karma
(rta) in the world of good deeds.” If the two who have
entered the cave are Brahman and jiva, the question arises
whether Brahman can be the enjoyer of the fruits of karma
(sukrta). If Brahman is not the bhoktd unlike jiva how can it
enjoy the fruits of karma? This issue may be resolved by
treating the two who have entered the cave as buddhi and
ksetrajiia (Paramatman) respectively. Such a view is also
supported by a statement in Paing? Rahasya Brahmana
dealing with the same matter. Thus it is stated: Tayoranyah
pippalam svadvatti iti sattvam. Sattva here is interpreted as
buddhi which experiences karma.

Badarayana has anticipated this objection and replied
to it. The relevant sitra reads: guham pravistau atamnau hi
tad-darsanat. It means that the two who have entered
into the cave are two souls, the individual self and the
Supreme Self, because it is stated so in the Upanisad. The
two, according to the Upanisadic statement, as interpreted
by Ramanuja, are the individual self and Brahman since
both of them enter into and dwell in the heart which is
symbolically expressed as guhi or cave. The individual soul
being subjected to karma actually drinks the rta in the sense
of reaping the benefits of good deeds. Paramadtman is
regarded as the one who drinks the rta in a figurative sense
by virtue of his companionship with the drinking jiva. This
is explained on the analogy of the statement ‘chattrino
gacchanti’ which literally means those holding the umbrella
move (walk). Actually only one person holds the umbrella
but the others who have been walking under its shade are
regarded as going with umbrella. The Upanisadic statement
can also be understood in the sense that Paramatman as
preraka or the impeller causes the jiva to drink the fruits of
karma, while jiva actually enjoys it as impelled by Him
(prerya). That is, jtva who actually enjoys the fruits of karma
is the one who is impelled to do so by Paramatman in
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accordance with his karma. As the controller or impeller of
jiva, Paramatman is figuratively regarded as bhokta while
the actual bhokta is jiva.

Regarding the Paingi Sruti quoted in support of the two
selves as buddhi and Paramatman respectively, Vedanta
Dedika points out that even this particular text which
elucidates the Katha text referring to two birds sitting on a
tree, one eating the fruit and the other sitting as passive
observer, uses the word sattva as qualifying the word anyzah
(tayor-anyah pippalam svadvatti sattvam). The term sattva
stands for jivatman and not buddhi, as wrongly interpreted.
Sattva means jantu or a living being, according to kosa.® A
jantu is one which experiences the fruits of karma and
accordingly it cannot be regarded as buddhi (jantau ca sattva
Srutih iyam ucitd karma-bhuk'’).

Thus the Attradhikarana brings out the important
characteristic of Brahman as the satnithartd or the one who
dissolves the universe. Though in an earlier adhikarana
(Janmadyadhikarana) dealing with the definition of
Brahman, it is established that Brahman is the cause of the
dissolution of the universe, this subject is separately
considered in order to prove that Brahman is not the bhokta
or experiencer of the fruits of karma, unlike jiva, though it
abides in the heart.

ITI1. Brahman as the Purusa Abiding in the Eye

This is the subject matter of a separate adhikarana named
Antarddhikarana which discusses the issue whether the
purusa abiding in the eye seen by the Yogins, as stated in
the Upanisad, is Brahman or some other being. This
adhikarana is different from the Antaradhikarana discussed
earlier which deals with the purusa seen in the orbit of the
sun (ddityapurusa) and also in the eye (aksipurusa). The
former is part of the Upakosala-vidya narrated in the
Chandogya and the latter is part of the Antaradityavidya
:mentioned in the same Upanisad in a different context. The
'present adhikarana is aimed to prove that Brahman abides
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in the eye in the same way as it abides in the inner recess of
the heart to enable a upasaka to meditate on it. The previous
adhikarana (Antaradhikarana) on the other hand, is intended
to prove that the adityapurusa and aksipurusa are not the
higher celestial deities but Brahman.

The Chandogya Upanisad teaching Upakosala-vidya states:
ya eso aksini puruso driyate, esa atma iti hovaca, etad amrtam
abhayam etad brahmeli, tad yady apyasmin sarpir vodakam va
sificati, vartmani hy eva gacchati®®.

“This person (purusa) who is seen in the eye, He is the
Self (atma). This is the immortal, the fearless (abhayar),
this is brahma, that is why if one drops melted butter into
the eye, it flows out.”

The question raised with reference to this statement is:
who is that purusa referred to as seen directly (by the yogins)
in the eye. Four alternatives are possible. Either it is the
reflection of the jiva, since it is so explicitly stated to have
been perceived directly by the yogins; or it is the jivatman,
since on the basis of the function of the eye, the presence or
absence of (life) is determined; or it can be the presence of a
deity (siirya devatd) who is stated to be present in the eye
through the rays; or it is the very Atman (Brahman).

Badarayana rejects the first three views and affirms that
the purusa seen in the eye is Brahman. The relevant siitra
reads: Antara upapatteh.”’It means: The person seen inside
the eye is Brahman because of the relevance of the attributes
mentioned in the Upanisad. That is, the purusa seen in the
eye is Brahman because the Upanisad describes it as atman
and it is amrta or immortal, abhaya or fearless and brahma
or infitintely great. These attributes are not applicable to
either jivatman or its reflection or to the celestial deity. That
the purusa in the eye is Brahman is further confirmed by
the subsequent statement which refers to the following other
attributes of Brahman:

etam samyadvama ity dacaksate, etarn hi sarvani vamani
abhisariiyanti, sarvani enam vamany abhisaryanti, ya evari
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veda...esa u eva vamanih esa u eva bhamanih, esa hi sarvesu
lokesu bhati.?°

“This they call samyad vama since all desirable things go
towards Him. All desirable things go to him who knows
this.” “He is vamanih since he bestows all blessings to living
beings. “He is bhamani for He shines in all worlds.” Both
these terms vamani and bhamani (describing Brahman)
signify that Brahman who is the object of meditation
bestows all blessings to living beings and that it shines in all
the worlds. These attributes are applicable to Brahman who
abides in the eye for the purpose of meditation by the
upasaka.

In the earlier part of this passage referring to the
instruction imparted by the sacrificial fires (fire Gods) to
Upakosala who was made to stay in the hermitage of the
sage Satyakama Jabali while he was away, the following
teaching was imparted to Upakosala : prano brahma kam
brahma kharit brahma - “The prana is Brahman, joy (kar) is
Brahman, ether (kharm) is Brahman.” By way of clarification
of what is karii and kham, it is further stated: yadvava kam
tadeva kham, yadvava kham tadeva kam iti; pranam ca hasmai
tadakasam ca cuh? - “What is joy(kan1) that itself is akasa
(kharir). What is akasa (kharii) that itself is the joy (karni).
They (agni Gods) taught him about prana and akasa.

The term prana ‘as interpreted by Ramanuja’ refers to
Brahman since it is the giver of life to the entire universe.
The term kar means joy and the word kharit means infinite
and the two terms taken together as qualifying each other
imply that Brahman denoted by prana is infinitely blissful
(jagat pranayitrtvena prana visistam yad Brahma tadeva
aparicchinna sukhariipena ca...??)

The point to be noted is that the mention of the essential
characteristic of Brahman as karz and khamt supports the
view that the aksi-purusa mentioned in the Chandogya
passage denotes Brahman and not jiva or any other entity.
Badarayana also mentions this fact in the siitra reading ‘Ata
eva ca sa brahma.”> It means that because of the mention of
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ka and kha as qualifying characteristic of prana, the
Upanisadic statement refers to Brahman.

Two other arguments are advanced by Badarayana in
support of this view. In the Antaryami Brahmana of
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad it is stated that Paramatman
dwells in the eye as the inner controller (ya caksi8i tisthan).
In view of this, the purusa seen inside the eye by the yogins
is Brahman. Besides, the Chandogya Upanisad dealing
with Upakosala-vidya mentions the arciradi marga. This
pathway is prescribed only for those upasakas who meditate
on Brahman (sthitiniyatibalat arciradi yuktitasca®). The
aksipurusa referred to here is therefore Brahman.

A minor objection is raised against the theory of
aksipurusa being regarded as the object of meditation in
Upakosala-vidya. The purusa who is seen in the eye could
be a reflection of the person and such a reflected Being
(pratikrti-purusa) is not capable of giving any fruitful result.
Can it be considered as a worthy object of meditation?

Vedanta Desika refutes this argument. In matters
enjoined by the Scriptural texts which enjoy supreme
authority, we have to accept them in good faith irrespective
of the fact whether or not the object of meditation leads to
good result. (svatantrya uttarsitastu Srutisu na phaladasaiva
vedyatva vadah?). Thus for instance, we accept on the
authority of the Scriptural text that the performance of
Jyotistoma sacrifice is dharma and the killing of a Brahmin is
adharma. There are statements which say that seeing
auspicious objects after waking in the morning such as gold,
diamond, sandal paste, white cow, the flower etc, is the
portender of good event. We accept them on the authority
of the sacred texts without questioning whether the object
seen is real or unreal. The seeing of such objects irrespective
of its reality or otherwise yields the good result. In the same
way the meditation on the aksipurusa, even if it is taken as
areflected image, can confer good result since it is enjoined
by the Scriptural text.

From the foregoing details, Vedanta Desika concludes
that the Antaradhikarana establishes that Brahman always
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abides in the eye (aksinityasthitih), as stated in the Antaryami
Brahmana.

IV. Brahman as the Inner Controller of All

This is the subject matter of the Antaryamyadhikarana which
brings out explicitly that Brahman is the Antaryamin of all
entities in the universe, both sentient and non-sentient. The
relevant siitra reads: Antaryamyadhidaiva adhiloka adisu tad-
dharma vyapadesat.”® The term antaryami means one who
controls from within or the Inner Controller. Adhidaivadisu
means the deities and other entities referred to in the
Upanisadic statements. The word adhiloka added by
Ramanuja on the basis of the Madhyandina recension of the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad means the worlds and others.
The word taddharmopadesat means because of the mention
of the attributes applicable to Brahman. The total meaning
of the siitra, as interpreted by Ramanuja, is that Antaryamin
or the Inner Controller of the deities and other entities
mentioned in the Upanisadic passage is Brahman because
the attributes stated in the passage are only applicable to
Brahman.

This siitra is based on the significant passage known as
the Antaryami Brahmana of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad.
In a discourse between the Sage Yajnavalkya and
Uddalaka, Uddalaka asks Yajfiavalkya to tell him about
Antaryamin who controls from within this world as well
as the next world and all things: Vetta nu tvam antarya-
minam. Ya imamca lokam param ca lokam sarvani bhitani yo
antaro yamayati. In reply Yajnavalkya states: yah prthivyam
tisthan prthivya antarah, yam prthivi na veda, yasya prthivi
$ariram, yah prthivim antaro yamayati, yesa ta Gtma antaryamy
amyrtah.?’

“He who dwells in the earth, who is within the earth, of
whom the earth does not know, whose body the earth is,
who controls the earth from within, He is your self (atma),
the Inner Controller (antaryami), the immortal (amrtah).”
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In the same strain Yajnvalkya repeats the statement
twenty times covering in each statement the following other
entities viz. ap (water), agni (fire), antariksa (sky), vayu (air),
divi (heaven), aditya (sun), dik (quarters), candra-taraka
(moon and stars), akasa (ether), tamas (darkness), tejas
(light), sarvabhiita (all beings), prana (life breath), vak (organ
of speech), caksus (ther eyes), érotra ( the ear), manas (the
mind), tvak (the skin), vijfiana (the individual self) and retas
(semen). The above enumeration of the entities is according
to the recension of the Kanva. The Madhyandina recension
of the Upanisad lists a few more additional entities viz.
sarvaloka, sarva veda and sarva yajiia. Besides, in place of
vijitana, it uses the term atman, or the individual self. Thus
it is stated: ya atmani tisthan, atmano antaro, yam atma na
veda, yasyatma Sariram, ya atmanam antaro yamayati, sa ta
atma antaryami amrtah.?®

This significant passage covers in an exhaustive way
both the sentient and non-sentient entities including the
individual self denoted by the term vijfiana and atman. In
each it is described that Paramatman (Brahman) dwells in
them (tisthan) and also abides within them (antarah), none
of the entities know Him (na veda), But they constitute His
body (sariram). Paramatman controls them from within
(antaro yamayati). It is also stated that this Paramatman is
your Self (yesa ta atma), who is Antaryamin and immortal
(amrta).

After narrating in a grand way the immanence of
Paramatman in all the entities of the universe, Yajfiavalkya
makes the following statement:

Adrsto drasta, asrutah Srota, amanto mantd, avijhiato vijfiata,
nanyato’sti drasta, nanyato’sti Srota, nanyato’sti manta,
nanyato’sti vijnata, esa ta atma antaryami amrtah ato anyad
artam.”

It means according to Ramanuja: “He (Antaryamin) is
not seen but He sees all. He is not heard but hears everything.
He is not comprehended but He comprehends everything.
He is not perceived but He perceives everything. There is
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no other seer but He. There is no other hearer but He. There
is no other cognizer but He. There is no other knower but
He. He is your Atma (self) the inner controller, and the
immortal. Everything else is a source of misery (artam).

Animportant question raised with regard to this passage
is whether this Antaryamin referred to here is Paramatman
or is it jivatman? According to the prima facie view, it is
jivatman. The main argument in support of it is that towards
the end of the passage it is described as drasta, one who
sees, $rota or one who hears etc. Besides it is also mentioned
that there is no one else who is the seer, no one else who is
the hearer etc. These descriptions do not fit with Paramatman
but only with jiva. The act of hearing or seeing is possible
through the media of respective sense organs and only a
jiva associated with the mind and sense organs can have
such functions.

Badarayana rejects this view and affirms that the
Antaryamin referred in this Upanisad is Brahman. The
reason advanced in favour of this conclusion is that the
dharmas or the attributes mentioned in the passage are
directly applicable to Paramatman (taddharma vyapadesat).
The first important characteristic, which is well brought
out in the Upanisadic statements, is that He controls all the
deities, al! the worlds and all the entities by virtue of His
being their Antaratma or indweller. Such a dharma cannot
belong to anyone other than Paramatman. What is said in
these statements viz. that all entities in the universe are
controlled by Paramatman by virtue of His being inherent
in them and that the respective entities do not know this
fact, is repeated in the following statements by way of
conclusion at the end of the passage : Adrsto drasta na
anyato’sti drastd , asruto srotd etc., The implication of it is
that Paramatman cannot be seen through the eyes, and he
cannot be heard through our ears etc. But such a
Paramatman is the true seer (drasta) and the true hearer
(srotd) in the sense that He directly intuits all things in the
universe without the aid of the sense organs, unlike a
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jivatman (tattatkarana sapeksatvabhave’pi svabhavika tattat
visaya saksatkarana®’)

Further, both the Kanva and Madhyandina recension
of Antaryami Brahmana, emphatically state that Paramatman
indwells in jivatman® denoted by the synonymous terms
vijiiana and dtman, and that jivatman is the Sarira of
Paramatman in the technical sense, as explained by
Ramanuja, viz., that it is sustained (ddheya) and controlied
(niyamya) by Him. The final statement “sa te atma antaryami
amrtah’ also draws a clear distinction between the jivatman
and Paramatman. Hence the jivatman cannot be the
Antaryamin.

It may be still argued that the terms vijfidna and atman,
though they may have the same meaning, may be taken in
the sense of buddhi or intellect in which Paramatman dwells.
It is therefore not possible to advance the theory of body-
soul relation ($ariratmabhava) between jiva and Paramatma
on the basis of Antaryami Brahmana. In reply, Vedanta
Desika points out that this is a wrong interpretation
(apartha). It is well established in all the Scriptural texts
and also in the ordinary empirical usage, that the terms
vijiiana and dtman are applicable to a sentient being and
not to an insentient object. For instance, in the Upanisadic
statement ‘vijianari yajiiam tanute’, the term vijiana does
not mean mind but the individual self. In the text of the
Katha Upanisad, ‘atmanam rathinam viddhi’, the term atma
means jiva. There is no compelling reason to adopt a
secondary meaning to atma as buddhi. The final statement
‘sa ta atma’, or He is your Self, stands well explained by
taking Paramatman as the Antaryamin of the individual self.
(sa ta ityadibhih samarasyam)®.

Vedanta Desika therefore comes to the conclusion that
this adhikarana establishes that all entities in the universe
constitute the body (3arira) of Brahman by virtue of its being
the Inner Controller (akhila tanuh®).
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V. Brahman as the Imperishable Reality (Aksara)

This is the subject-matter of the adhikarana named Adrsya-
tvadi-gunakadhikarana, which discusses the issue whether
the metaphysical principle termed as aksara which is
described by the Mundaka Upanisad as adrsya or that which
is not perceived, as agrahya or that which is not grasped
etc. refers to Brahman or some olher entity either prakrti or
jivatman. This doubt arises since the relevant passage of the
Mundaka Upanisad on which the siitra is framed contains
statements about aksara, which do not clearly reveal
whether this aksara denotes Brahman. Hence Badarayana
takes up this subject for consideration. The relevant sitra
reads : Adrsyatvadi gunako dharmokteh*. It means: The
entity denoted by aksara in the Upanisad which is qualified
by the attributes such as imperceptibility (adriyatva) is
Brahman, since the characteristics (dharmas) mentioned in
the Upanisadic texts belong to Brahman. The fuller
implications of the sutra will be evident from the
examination of the concerned passage of the Mundaka
Upanisad.

The Upanisad commences with a significant passage in
which sage Angiras teaches Saunaka about the nature of
the ultimate principle, by knowing which everything else
becomes known. After explaining the two types of vidyis
which are to be known for this purpose, Angiras makes
the following statement:

Atha para yaya tadaksaram adhigamyate, yat tad adreSyam
agrahyam agotram avarnam acaksuh $rotram tad apanipadam
nityam vibhum sarvagatam susuksmam tad avyayam yad
bhutayonim paripasyanti dhirah.%

‘Now this paravidya by means of which the aksara is to
be comprehended; that which is imperceivable,
ungraspable, without family, without caste, without eyes
or ears, without hands or feet, which is eternal, all
pervading, omnipresent, exceedingly subtle, that is the
imperishable (avyayam) which, the wise perceive as the
source of beings (bhiitayoni).”
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Later in the second section of the Upanisad, it states:
“divyo hi amurtah purusah sa bahyabhyantaro hy ajah, aprano
hy amanah $ubhro aksarat paratah parah.”

‘The Purusa is divine. He is formless (amiirtah), He is
pervading within and without, unborn. He is without prana
and mind (amanah) He is higher than aksara (aksarat paratah
parah).”%

Taking into consideration both the statements, a doubt
arises as to whether the term aksara mentioned in the
opening statement and also in the later statement refers to
the prakrti and jiva respectively or to Paramatman. According
to the prima facie view, the qualities described in the
Upanisadic texts appropriately apply to the prakrti of the
Samkhya. The text of the second section of the Mundaka
speaks of something higher than aksara and this aksara
cannot possibly be Brahman. It may refer to jiva, since jiva
is higher than prakrti (aksarat paratah parah).

Badarayana rejects this view and affirms that aksara
referred to in the beginning of the passage, which is also
regarded as bhiita-yoni or the source of the universe is
Brahman and not either pradhana or jiva. The main reason
in support of it is that the aksara mentioned at the
commencement of the passage is described later on as
sarvajiia and sarvavit, the two important attributes which
are applicable only to Paramatman. (sarvajiiatvadi drsteh
prathama samuditam aksaram brahma $uddham? ).

In the second statement, ‘aksarat paratah parah’, aksara
refers to the prakrti for the reason that there cannot be
anything greater than aksara taken as Brahman. In this
statement, aksardt paratah parah, three principles are
referred to: prakrti, jiva and Paraméatman. Aksarat parah
means greater than prakrti is jiva; the words paratah parah
imply, greater than jiva is Brahman (para®®). Hence, aksara
in the later statement denotes prakrti.

As Ramanuja has explained, the entire passage teaches
about Brahman. A few important points are mentioned in
the passage, which support this view. First, aksara is
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described as bhiitayoni or source of the universe, that is, the
material cause of the universe, as explained by the analogies
of spider and the web created by it, the herbs growing on
earth, and the growth of hairs on the body of a living
person. Secondly, it is also stated that from aksara originates
prana, manas and the sense organs and all elements.” It is
also mentioned that the purusa is divine, formless and
pervading within and without. The passage also states that
the heaven, moon, sun, the dik, vayu, prisiivi and the entire
universe represent parts of His Sarira and that Paramatman
is antaratma of all entities.® All these points unmistakably
reveal that aksara referred to in this passage of the Mundaka
is no other principle than Brahman. Thus, this adhikarana
brings out the fact that aksara as qualified with negative
qualities such, as adresyatva is Brahman.

VI. Brahman conceived in its Cosmic form is the Ruler
of all Souls (V_aiévinara)

This is the subject-matter of Vaisvanaradhikarana which
discusses whether vaisvanara atma referred to in the
Chandogya Upanisad denotes Brahman or some other
principle.

The relevant passage commences with the narration of
five sages who are desirous of knowing “what is our Self
(Inner Controller), what is Brahman” (ko na atma kim
brahma). They first approach Uddalaka who in turn takes
them to Asvapati Kaikeya who is reputed to know it better.
On meeting Kaikeya, they request him with these words:
‘Atmanameva vaisvanaram sampraty-adhyesi tameva no
brithi.’4

“You know at present that Vaisvanara Self. Tell us that'.
With a view to finding out how much the sages already
knew, Kaikeya asks each one of them to tell what they have
been presently meditating. In reply each one mentions that
he meditates on Vai$vanara conceived as one of the
following entities respectively: divi (heaven), siirya (sun),
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vayu (air) akasa (ether), ap (water) and prthivi (earth).
Realizing that this amounts to the meditation of Vaisvanara
as limited by a part only and not its complete form, Kaikeya
makes the following statement:

Tan hovaca ete vai khalu yityam prthagivemam atmanar
vaisvanaram vidvamso annam attha, yastu etam evam
pradesamatram abhivimanam atmanam vaiSvanaram upasate,
sa sarvesu lokesu sarvesu bhiitesu sarvesu dlmasu annam atti®?

“Then he (Asvapati) said to them: you meditate this
vai$vanara atmd in part only as if it were many and you eat
your food (that is, obtain limited material benefits). But he
who meditates on the vaisvanara atman measured by a span
or part (pradesa matra) as abhivimana (as unlimited,
pervading the entire universe) eats the food in all worlds,
in all beings, in all selves. That is, he enjoys Brahman which
abides in all places and in all beings.”

Based on this passage, which does not convey the import
of the term VaiSvanara, Badarayana introduces the
following siitra: Vaisvanarah sadharana $abda visesat®. The
word Vaisvanara means Brahman. The reason for regarding
it as Brahman is contained in the next words of the sitra
‘sadhdrana $abda visesat’. Its meaning is that the common
word is qualified by distinctions. By way of elucidation, it
is pointed out that this is regarded as the common word
because it applies to more than one thing. It can mean either
the digestive fire (jatharagni), or elemental fire (bhiitagni),
or its presiding deity (tadabhimani-devatd) or even
Paramatman. We come across Scriptural texts using them
in these different senses. The doubt therefore arises as to
which one of these is applicable to the term vaisvanara
employed in the Upanisad. As stated by Badarayana, this
term denotes only Brahman because it is qualified by
distinguished attributes (videsat).

How does the common word (samanya $abda) become
distinguishable (visesa)? According to the explanation
offered by Ramanuja, the common word Vaisvanara is
further qualified by distinguishing marks, which are
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applicable to Brahman. Taking this entire passage into
consideration, it may be noted that it commences with an
enquiry by the five sages about Brahman and the person
who teaches it is also reputed to have that knowledge. Both
the subject of enquiry and the contents of the teaching
imparted by Kaikeya is also related to Brahman. The terms
atma and Brahma used in the opening statement ‘kona atma
kiri brahma’ are replaced later on in the passage by atma
and vaisvanara respectively. The term Vaiévanara which
replaces Brahman denotes that it is the same as Brahman.
Besides the fruits of the meditation as described in the later
part of the Upanisad and also the fact that the knower of
vaisvanara becomes free from all sins* clearly confirms that
the term vaiSvanara denotes Brahman.

Further, in this passage, Vaisvanara is personified and
described for purposes of meditation as possessing different
parts of the universe viz., divi as its head, aditya as its eye,
vayu as its prana, akasa as its body, water as its bladder
(vasti) and prthivi as its feet.*> Such a description is
appropriate only in respect of Vaidvanara as Brahman and
not jivatman, since the entire universe consisting of sentient
and non-sentient entities is the 3arira or body of Brahman,
as declared in the Antaryami Brahmana (paramatmanah
prapafica Sarirakataya anyatra prasiddheh).

An objection is raised against this conclusion. In one of
the Scriptural texts of the Vidjasaneya $akhi, dealing with
Vaisvanara-vidya, it is stated that agni is VaiSvanara (sa eso
agnir vaisvanarah), thus equating VaiSvanara with agni or
fire. In the present passage of Chandogya too, the updsaka
on Vaisvanara is required to regard one’s own heart as the
altar or basis for garhapatya sacrificial fire and offer oblations
to it (mentally) in the name of prana and its other forms.
This agni is conceived in a human form as abiding inside
one’s body. From these descriptions it follows that the term
Vai$vanara mentioned in the passage is jatharagni or digestive
fire inherent in one’s body which carries out the functions
of digestion. Hence it is not possible to state conclusively
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that Vaisvanara is Paramatman.

Badarayana himself has anticipated this objection and
given a suitable reply to it.¥’ As explained by Ramanuja,
the same Vaisvanara who is Brahman in its universal form,
that is, as having the entire universe as its body, is to be
regarded as jatharagni or digestive fire, as inherently related
to Paramatman (jatharagni -Sariraka paramatma) The
contemplation on jathardgni or mgesnve fire inside the body
is not the mere physical aspect of agni but that which
constitutes the body of Paramitman. This explanation is
justified because the mere jatharagni cannot be the purusa
or the Supreme Person in his cosmic form comprising all
entities in the universe as His body. For the same reason, it
cannot be either mere elemental fire or its presiding deity.*
One other explanation is that the term agni, according to
etymological meaning, denotes directly Brahman, (agram
nayatiti agnih). This interpretation is also supported by
Jaimini. According to him, there is no objection in taking
the term Vaisvanara to denote Brahman directly (Saksad api
avirodham jaiminih®). According to the grammatical rule,
the term wvaisvanara is formed out of the word Vaisvanara,
which means one who is the Ruler of all human beings or
souls (viSvesam naranam netara). Thus this adhikarana brings
out the fact that Brahman conceived as Visva-$ariraka is
the Ruler of all souls (Vaisvanara).

VIIL. Brahman as the Support of Heaven and Earth
(Ayatana)

This is the subjectmatter of the adhikarana named as
Dyubhvady-adhikarana which establishes another important
characteristic of Brahman viz. it is the Ayatana or Support
of the heaven (dyu), earth (bhii), sky (antariksa) and other
entities such as mind (manas) and breath (prana), as stated
in the Mundaka Upanisad. In a significant statement made
about the Atman, the Upanisad says: Yasmin dyauh prthivi
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ca antariksam otam manah saha pranasca sarvaih; tamekam
janatha atmanam anya vaco vimuficatha, amrtasya esa setuh.

‘He in whom the heaven, earth and the sky along with
the mind and the vital breath (prana) are woven; know Him
alone as the Atman and abandon all other talk; He is the
bridge (setu) to the immortality.”

In the subsequent statement, the Upanisad says: ara iva
ratha nabhau savithata yatra nadyah sa esa antah carate bahudha
jayamanai®* -“In the heart, the nadis are fixed like the spokes
of the wheel on the hub of the chariot.”

With reference to this passage, the question is raised
whether that which is described as the support of heaven,
earth and so on is Brahman or jivatman. According to the
prima facie view, it is jivatman. The main argument in
support of it is that manas and other sense organs are woven
in it and whereas Paramatman is devoid of sense organs
(aprano hi amanah). Besides in the later statement it is said
that it is the main support (adhara) for the nadis, similar to
the central hub on which the spokes of the wheel rest and
that it also moves inside the bodies (antah carati) and takes
birth in different forms (bahudha jayante). Taking all these
descriptions, it follows that what is referred to in the passage
is jivatman.

This view is rejected by Badarayana. Thus says the siitra:
dyubhvadyatanam sva $abdat>?. The compound word
dyubhvau (dvyausca bhusca dyubhvau) means heaven and
earth. The suffix adi implies other entities such as sky
(antariksa), mind (manas) and vital breath (prana) mentioned
in the Upanisadic text. Ayatana means that which provides
the support. The total meaning of the fourth part of the
siitra is that Brahman is the support of the heaven, earth
and so on. The reason for maintaining this view is expressed
in the word sva 3abda which means that the very term
Atman is specifically mentioned in the Upanisadic passage.

_ By way of elucidation it is pointed out that the term
Atman in its primary sense denotes Brahman (apnoti iti
atma). The words dyu and prthivi referred in the text are
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illustrative of the entire universe. As clearly stated in the
Upanisadic text, only Brahman can be ayatana of the
universe. More importantly, it is described as the setu for
attaining immortality. The term setu is to be understood in
the sense of prapaka or the one who enables the person to
attain immortality (setuh amrtasya prapakah) It can also be
understood, as explained by Ramanuja, to mean that which
ieads towards immertality that lies beyond the ocean of
samsara or bondage in the same way as a bridge leads to
the other side of the river bank. The characteristic ot
ayatanatva therefore belongs to Brahman only.

The above conclusion is further affirmed by Badarayana
himself with additional arguments on the basis of the
statements of the Mundaka Upanisad. Firstly, the Upanisad
itself states that the released soul attains the state of moksa®.
The relevant text says: yada pasyah pasyate rukmavarnam
kartaram 1$am purusam brahma yonim; tada vidvan punya pape
vidhilya nirafijanah paramam samyam upaiti>*

“When the knower of Brahman (jivatman) sees the
Purusa (Paramatman) who is of the golden colour, who is
the Ruler of the universe, the cause of the prakrti, then the
knower of Brahman shaking off good and evil and becoming
free from defilements, attains the Supreme equality with
the Lord.”

In a later passage it is specifically said that the liberated
soul attains the Divine Purusa who is higher than both
prakrti and purusa (tatha vidvan namarupad vimuktah
paratparam purusam upaiti divyam® ). Further, this Upanisad
also speaks of the difference between Brahman and jiva by
citing the analogy of two birds sitting on the same tree, one
abiding as the passive observer (anasnan) and the other
enjoying the fruits of karma.* More importantly, the subject-
matter of the entire passage is related to Brahman only
(prakaranatah). There is no mention of either jiva or prakrti
as the ayatana or support of the heaven, earth etc. Hence it
is concluded that Brahman is dyatana or the Support of the
entire universe.”’
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Vedanta Desika further points out that the description
of the mind and senses being woven in the all-pervasive
Brahman should not be regarded as inconceivable. Though
Paramatman is not subject to birth caused by karma, He can
assume many forms out of His will. As Antaryamin or one
who indwells in the body of an individual, He can be the
adhara or the support for the numerous nadis, similar to the
hub of the chariot in which the spokes rest (ara iva ratha
nabhau samhata yatra nadyah). The presence of Brahmar in
the body as Antaratma is warranted by the Brhadaranyaka
and other Upanisads. The antascarana or the movement of
Brahman in the body is to be understood in the sense of
Brahman being the supporter of everything in the universe
(adhisthana matram) by virtue of His svariipa pervading
everywhere.® It is in this sense that the Subala Upanisad
also uses the word antascarana (yah prthivim antare sancaran).

VIII. Brahman as Infinitely Great (Bhuma)

This is the subject-matter of the Bhuimadhikarana which
brings out the characteristic of Brahman as bhuma or
infinitely great on the basis of the passage of Chandogya
Upanisad .The term bhiima is derived from the root word
bahu (immense) but with the addition of the suffix imnic, it
becomes bhiima. It therefore, means bahutva or immensity
in terms of quality and not quantity, as contrasted to alpatva
or smallness. As a quality it should inhere in a substance or
entity. What is that entity which is described as bhitma in
the Upanisad?

According to Badarayana, the term bhiima refers to
Brahman. Based on the passage of the Chandogya
Upanisad, the siitra says: Bhiima sammprasadat adhyupadesat.*®
Bhuuma refers to Brahman. The reason for regarding it as
Brahman is given in the next compound word of the siitra,
viz. Samprasadat adhyupadesat. Samprasada means,
according to the interpretation of Rimanuja, jivatman, since
the Chandogya Upanisad elsewhere uses this word as
synonymous with jiva (esa samprasadah asmat $arirat
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samutthaya®). The word adhyupadesat means that bhiiman
which is identified with satya or Brahman is taught in
addition to the jivatman which is termed as prana in the
passage.

The fuller implication of the siitra can be understood with
reference to the passage of the Chandogya Upanisad. This
passage covers an interesting dialogue between
Sanatkumara and his pupii, Narada. It commences wirh
the request made by Narada to teach him atma-vidya or
knowledge of Brahman, which is the means to overcome
bondage (tarati $okam atmavit), To facilitate the realization
of Atman, Sanatkumaira first suggests the meditation on a
series of the entities conceived as symbols of Brahman in
an ascending order beginning with nama, or name, followed
by vak or speech, manas or mind, sarkalpa or will, citta or
mental state, dhyana or contemplation, vijiana or
comprehension, bala or strength, anna or food, apa or water,
tejas or fire, akasa or ether, smara or memory, a5a or hope
and lastly prana or individual self (according to Ramanuja).
In enumerating these fifteen entities for the purpose of
meditation as the symbols of Brahman, Sanatkumara extols
each one of them as worthy object of meditation leading to
the acquisition of certain higher material benefits. In reply
to Narada’s query, he also states that each one, commencing
with vk, is higher than the preceding one. But with regard
to the meditation on prana, no further query is made by
Narada as to whether there is anything higher than prana.
Nor does Sanatkumara suggest any other principle as
superior to it. On the other hand, he glorifies the meditation
on prina to a greater extent than the others. He also says
that prana is everything (prano hy eva etani sarvani bhavanti).
He who knows prana is considered as ativadi or one who
can speak of its greatness (ativadi bhavati®').

After extolling the meditation on prana, Sanatkumara
mentions the greatness of satya or Reality. Satya is extolled
with the words: “He who speaks about satya surpasses
everything else. Thus he says: esa tu va ativadati yah satyena
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ativadati.®?* It means: “But in reality he is an ativadi who
has become an ativadi by the knowledge of satya.”

In the above dialogue culminating with prana, after
which no further query from Narada is made regarding
anything higher than prana and Sanatkumara also does
not make any categorical statement to the effect that satya
is higher than Prana, a doubt arises whether prana can be
bhiiman. According to the prima facie view, prana itself is
bhiima. The main argument in support of this view is that
Sanatkumara who was approached by Narada seeking the
Atma jiiana ends up with the teaching about prana. The
glorifying description provided in the Upanisad about prana
as everything, that it is father, mother, dcarya etc. and that
if one ill treats them, he is considered to be harming them,
lends support to the theory that prana is jivatman and that
itself is bhitman.

This view is rejected by Badarayana. The term bhiima
does not refer to jivatman denoted by the word prana but to
Brahman. The reason given is that after culminating the
teaching with prina, the Upanisadic passage proceeds to
extol satya with the words:

Esa tu va ativadati yah satyena ativadati. “But in reality
he is an ativadi who has become an ativadi by the knowledge
of the satya.”

The implication of this statement soon after extolling prana
is that satya is greater than prina and one who speaks of
the glory of this is a true ativadi. As Raimanuja explains, in
the text “esa tu va ativadati” the word ‘tu’ implies that some
higher principle than prana is going to be emphasized.
Though there was no query on the part of Narada as to
whether there is anything higher than prana, Sanatkumara
on his own mentions satya as the highest object with the
intention of teaching Narada that the meditation on satya
leads to liberation from bondage. The term satya stands for
Brahman. Narada also readily responds by saying that he
would become an ativadi by the knowledge of satya. In
response to the desire expressed by Narada to know satya
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sanatkumara instructs him to meditate on satya (satyam
tveva vijijiidsitavyah®). He also instructs him the various
steps to be taken for realization of satya (Brahman). Further,
satya is identified with Bhiima. Satya therefore denotes
Brahman and on that basis it is concluded that Bhuiman is
Brahman and not jivatman or prana. Besides, Bhiiman is also
described as sukha or bliss (yo vai bhisma tat sukham®). This
implies that Brahman is essentially of the nature of infinite
bliss (niratisaya-siikha-rupa).

Another reason for regarding Bhiiman as Brahman is that
this Upanisadic passage ascribes several attributes to
Bhitman. These are besides sukha (bliss), satyatva, amrtatva
or immortality, ananyadharatva or not being dependent on
anything else for its existence than its own greatness (sve
mahimni pratistitatva®) and sarvdtmakatva or that it is the
Self of all ( sa eva idam sarvam?®®). All these dharmas, as stated
by Badarayana, are applicable only to Brahman and not to
jivatman. It is therefore concluded that the passage dealing
with the theory of Bhiiman brings out the characteristic of
Brahman as infinitely great (anantabhiimd). As the Inner
Controller of all it is higher than all the fifteen entities
including prana as stated in the Upanisad in an ascending
order. (pranah satyah paratma sakala niyamita gamyate bhiima
vikye®’ ).

IX Brahman conceived as Aksara is the Adhara of the
Universe (Visvadhara)

This is the subject-matter of the adhikarana named as
Aksaradhikarana which establishes that aksara referred to
in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad is Brahman by its being
the adhdra or main support of the entire universe by virtue
of its supreme commanding power (prasasana). In an earlier
adhikarana titled Adrsyatvadhikarana, the same ontological
principle termed as aksara, which is described by the
Mundaka Upanisad as qualified with negative attributes
such as adr$yatva etc. was proved to be Brahman on the
basis of the fact that it is described as sarvajfia and sarvavit.
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In the present adhikarana, the same concept of aksara which
is described in the Brhadaranyaka with negative qualities
such as asthiila, ananu etc. is proved to be Brahman on a
different ground viz. It is adhara or supporter of the universe
by virtue of its supreme power to command everything in
the universe (prasdsana). The purpose of taking up this issue
separately is to establish that aksara referred to in the
teaching of Yajnavalkya to Gargi is neither prakrii nor
Jivatman.

The relevant siitras relating to this subject read : Aksaram
ambaranta-dhrteh and sa ca prasasanat.®®

The first sutra means, according to Ramanuja, that aksara
is Brahman because it is stated in the Upanisad that it is the
supporter (dhrti) of the entire universe beginning from the
gross element of earth and culminating in the subtlest
unmanifest akasa (sitksma-bhiita akasa). The second siitra means
that aksara is the supporter of all that exists because of its
supreme command (prasasanit). The fuller implication of the
sutras can be understood with reference to the passage of the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad dealing with the teaching of
Yajnavalkya to Gargi on the nature of aksara. Gargi poses two
searching questions to Yajnavalkya. The first question is:

Yad urdhvam, yajiiavalkya, divah, yadarvak prthivyah yad
antara dyava prthivi ime, yad bhutam ca bhavacca
bhavisyaccety acaksate; kasmin tad otam ca protam ca iti.®®

“O Yajnavalkya, what is it in which woven like warp
and woof that which is above the heaven, which is beneath
the earth, that which is between the two, the heaven and
earth, that which was in the past, that which is in the
present and that which will be in the future.”

Yajniavalkya replies that it is the unmanifest ether (akasa)
in which all these are woven like warp and woof (akasa
tadotam ca protam ca)

Gargi then poses (as her second question) “ In what is
dkasa woven like warp and woof?” In reply Yajiavalkya
makes the following statement describing aksara in negative
terms:
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Sa hovaca, etad vai tad aksaram, Gargi, brahmana
abhivadanti, asthilam, ananu, ahrasvam, adirgham, alohitam,
asnehar, accayam, atamah, avayu, anakasam, asangam,
avasam, agandham, acaksusam, asrotram, avak, amanah,
atejaskam, apranam, amukhari, amatram, anantaram, abahyan,
na tad aénati kimcana, na tad asnati kascana™

“He said: O Gargi, the knowers of Brahman call that
aksara the imperishable, it is neither gross not subtle, neither
short nor long, neither red nor adhesive, it is neither shadow
nor darkness, neither air nor space, it is unattached, without
taste, without smell, without eyes, without ears, without
organ of speech, without mind, without radiance, without
breath, without mouth, without measure, having no interior
or exterior, it does not eat anything, nor is it eaten by any
one.”

In the subsequent passage, the same aksara is described
by Yajfiavalkya in positive terms. Thus he says:

“etasya va aksarasya prasasane Gargi surya candramasau
vidhrtau tisthatah; etasya va aksarasya prasdsane gargi
dyavaprtihvyau vidhrte tisthatah; etasy va aksarasya pradasane
gargi, nimesa muhiurta ahoratrani, ardhamdsa masa rtavah
samvatsara iti vidhrtah tisthanti”?”

‘Verily, at the command of this aksara, Gargi, the sun
and the moon are held in their respective positions; at the
command of this aksara, Gargi, heaven and earth are held
in their respective positions; at the command of this aksara,
the moments, hours, days and nights, fortnights, months,
seasons stand in their respective positions’

While concluding this teaching about aksara,
Yajnavalkya states: '

“Tadva etadaksaram, Gargi, adrstam drasty, asrutam srotr,
amatarh mantr, avijidtam vijiiaty, nanyad ato’ sti drastr, nanyad
ato’sti $rotr, nanyad ato’sti mantr, nanyad ato’sti vijriatr;
etasmin khalu aksare Gargi akasa otasca protasca””?

‘Verily, that aksara, O Gargi, is unseen but is the seer, is
unheard but is the hearer, unthought but is the thinker,
unknown but is the knower. There is no other seer but this,
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there is no other hearer but this, there is no other thinker
but this, there is no other knower but this. But this aksara,
Gargi, is the ether (akasa) woven like a warp and woof.’

In the above passage, it is not quite clear what the term
aksara denotes. It may be pradhana or the primordial cosmic
matter from which the manifest universe evolves. Or it may
be the jivatman which is the basis for prakrti or it may be
Paramatman (Brahman). According to the prima facie view,
it 1s the pradhana, since at the commencement of the passage
it is stated to be the basis for akdsa and its other
modifications. The description in terms of physical qualities
such as asthula, ananu etc. is applicable to it. Besides the
word aksara is also used in the sense of pradhana.

Alternatively, aksara can stand for jivatman, since it is
the basis of everything which is non-sentient such as prthivi.
The term aksara is also employed in the Upanisad in the
sense of jivatman (avyaktam aksare liyate).”

Badarayana rejects both these views and affirms that
aksara is Brahman because of the two characteristics
mentioned in the siitras viz. Ambaranta-dhrtatva or the
capacity to sustain the entire universe and prasasanatva or
its power to command everything in the universe. These
characteristics do not apply either to the non-sentient
prakrti, or to the jivatman (anitaraniyata). The passage brings
out vividly how Brahman holds everything in the universe
in their respective places through its supreme commanding
power. Another important reason in support of this view
is that aksara is stated in the passage as drstd or seer, as
$rota or hearer and as vijiiatr or the knower and that there
is no other seer, hearer or knower than this Aksara. This
pointis also mentioned in the subsequent siztra which reads:
Ananyabhava vydvrttesca’ , meaning that the very Upanisad
makes out the difference between aksara as Brahman and
the other two entities viz. prakrti and jivatman
(drastrantarasya vyudasanam iha tattulya tad drastrapohah)™ .

The important point brought out in this adhikarana, as
summed up by Vedanta Desika, is that Brahman who is
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designated as aksara is niyamana dhrtikrt, which means that
it is adhdra or supporter of all entities in the universe by
virtue of its command (niyamanena Sasanena sarva
karyadharah).’®

X. Brahman as the Object of Enjoyment for Muktas

This is the subject of a separate adhikarana named as
Iksatikarmadhikarana which establishes that Brahman is the
object of realization through meditation on the syllable
‘Aum’ mentioned in the Prasnopanisad. This is different
from the Iksatyadhikarana discussed earlier in which
pradhana of Sarkhya is ruled out as the cause of the universe
on the ground that the function of 7ksana or will to create
the universe is not attributable to it. In the present
adhikarana, the subject of discussion relates to the question
whether the object realized through the updsana on pranava
or the syllable ‘Aum’ is Brahman or the celestial deity named
as Hiranyagarbha, also known as Caturmukha Brahma. The
relevance of bringing up this issue, as explained by Vedanta
Desika, is that in the preceding adhikarana, aksara was
proved as Brahman on the basis of the description as adrsto
drasta or that which though not seen visually is a seer, But
in the statement of the Prasnopanisad, it is stated that the
Paramapurusa or the Supreme Being is visualized by the
upasaka on pranava (purusam tksate), How can then such a
Purusa, who becomes the object of vision is regarded as
Brahman. To meet this objection Badarayana introduces
the following siitra based on the passage of Prasnopanisad:
Iksati karma vyapadesat sah” .

It means: “The object of Tksana or vision is Brahman only”,
because the Upanisadic statements directly convey this
fact.” The fuller implication of the siitra can be understood
with reference to the relevant passage of the Prasnopanisad.
The fifth section of the Prasnopanisad dealing with the
meditation on the syllable ‘Aum’ with all the three letters
(tisromatra) becomes free from sins and beholds Parama
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purusa as dwelling in one’s heart. The relevant passage reads
‘ya punah etam trimatrena aum iti etaineva aksarena parama
purusam abhidhyadyita, sa tejasi surye sampannah yatha
padodaras tvaca vinirmuktah sa samabhir unniyate brahma
lokam; sa etasmat jivaghanat paratparam purisayam purusam
tksate’.’®

“He who meditates on the Highest person (Parama
purusam) with this very syllable with three letters (a,u,ma)
becomes united with the effulgent sun. As the snake becomes
free from its old skin, in the same way he is freed from the
sins. He will be lead by Sama (chants) to the Brahmaloka. He
beholds the Supreme Self (Purusa) who is higher than the
Jivaghana and who dwells in the body (puridayam).

With regard to this passage, doubt arises whether the
Parama Purusa mentioned at the commencement as the
object of meditation and also the purusa referred to at the
end of the passage described as the object of iksana or
realization is Brahman or some other celestial deity such as
Hiranyagarbha. According to the prima facie view, it is the
Hiranyagarbha because he is stated to be higher than prakrti
and jiva (jivaghanat parat param purusa). Besides the
Brahmaloka to which the person meditating on Parama
Purusa is first taken is the abode of caturmukha brahma.
According to the passage those who meditate on two
syllables of Aum attain higher heavenly felicity. But one
who meditates on the purusa with all the three letters reaches
Brahma-loka. Brahma-loka, which is above antariksa-loka,
represents the region of caturmukha Brahma or
Hiranyagarbha.

The above theory is rejected by Badarayana on the
ground that the object of Tksana or what is visualized by the
upasaka, is Brahman. By way of explaining the reason
advanced in the siitra in favour of this view, Ramanuja
points out that according to tatkratu nyaya, whatever is the
object of meditation, the same is attained. If the updsaka
meditates on the Supreme Brahman with the support of
the syllable Aum with all the three letters, he should attain
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the same Brahman and not Hiranyagarbha or the lower
Brahman, as Sarmmkara contends. Besides, the Upanisad
states that the upasaka becomes free from all sins, that is, he
is liberated from bondage and it is but appropriate that the
liberated soul attains the Brahman proper. Further, at the
conclusion of the passage, the Upanisad points out that
the updsaka attains through the path ot Aumikara, Brahman
which is described as tranquil (3antam), unaging (ajaram),
immortal (amrtam) and fearless (abhayam). The relevant
statement reads : Tan aumkdrenaiva-ayatanena anveti vidvin
yat tat santam ajaram amrtam abhayari parari ca”®. These
characteristics do not apply to Hiranyagarbha. All these
dharmas in their primary sense are applicable only to
Brahman. The statement ‘jivaghanat parat param puriSayam
purusam tksate’, which bears the same meaning as the
Mundaka Upanisad text ‘namariipad vimuktah parat param
purusam upaiti divyam’, conveys clearly that what is
attained by the liberated soul is Paramatman (Brahman) and
not Hiranyagarbha. Vedanta Desika therefore concludes that
the Iksatikarmadhikarana establishes that Brahman is the
object of attainment by the muktas (Muktabhogyasva-
bhavah®).

XI. Brahman as the Subtle Space within the Heart
(Daharakasa)

This is the subject-matter of the Daharadhikarana which
discusses the question whether the concept of Daharakasa
or the subtle space within one’s heart mentioned in the
famous Chandogya passage as the object of meditation
along with certain attributes refers to Brahman or some
other entity such as bhiitakasa (ethereal space) or jivatman.

The Upanisad states:

‘Atha yad-idam asmin brahmapure daharam pundarikam
ve$ma, daharo$min antardkasah tasmin yadantah, tad-
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“Now, herein this city of Brahman is an abode, a small
lotus (of the heart), within it is the small akasa; whatis within
that small akasa, that should be sought; that is what one
should desire to know.”

In this statement couched in a symbolic language, the
word brahmapura, as explained by the commentators, refers
to the human body since it is chosen by Brahman as its
residence to enable the updsaka to mediate on it. Brahma-
veSma or the abode of Brahman is the human heart which
is figuratively described as lotus-like abode (pundarika-
ve$ma); Within this heart of the body, there is a small or
subtle space known as dahara akasa (dahara meaning alpa
or small). The daharakasa along with what it contains within
it (tasmin yadantah) is to be meditated upon.

What is this daharakasa? The Upanisad itself comes up
with the following description:

“Yavan va ayam akasah tavan eso antarhrdaya akasah, ubhe
asmin dyavaprthvi antareva samahite; ubhau agnisca vayusca
siirya candramasau ubhau, vidyun naksatrani, yacca asti yacca
nasti sarvar tad asmin samahitam.” %

As far as this (ethereal) space extends, so far extends
the space within the heart. Within it are contained both
heaven and earth, both fire and air, both sun and moon,
lightning and the stars; and whatever there is in this world
and whatever is not, all that is contained within it (the gkasa
in the heart).

The question is raised: if everything that exists is
contained in this city of Brahman, then what is left of it
when old age overcomes it or when it perishes?

In reply the Upanisad says:

“Ndsya jaraya jiryati, na vadhendsya hanyate etat satyam
brahmapuram, asmin kamah samahitah, esa atma
apahatapapma vijaro vimrtyuh visoka vijighatso apipasah
satyakamah satyasamkalpah.”*

“With old age of the body this (daharakasa) does not age;
with the death of the body, it does not die. It is eternal
(satyam). In it all desires (auspicious qualities) are contained.
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It is the atma which is free from evil, free from old age,
death, grief, hunger, thirst, whose needs are fulfilled and
whose desires are not obstructed.”

What does this daharakasa which is to be meditated
denote? There are three possible views. It can be the physical
space (bhutakasa), since the word akasa is commonly
understood in that sense. It can also denote jivatman since
the eight attributes mentioned in the passage can also be
ascribed to it. Besides in the later part of the passage a
reference is made to jivatman by the word ‘esa atma’. The
description-of the daharakasa as subtle entity also supports
the theory of jiva. The third alternative is that daharakasa
refers to Paramatman. ‘

Badarayana rejects the first two alternatives and .upholds
that daharakasa enjoined for meditation is Paramatman
(Brahman). The relevant siitra reads : dahara uttarebhyah®.
The word dahara means the subtle space and it is regarded
as Brahman. The word uttarebhyalh means on account of
the reasons provided in the later statements of the Upanisad
( uttarebhyo vakyagatebhyo hetubhyah). The first important
reason in support of it is that the Upanisad states clearly
that this atma (esa atma) is free from evil (apahata papma),
free from old age, death, grief, hunger, whose needs are
always fulfilled (satyakama) and whose desires are not
obstructed(satyasaritkalpah). Atms in its primary sense refers
to Brahman. The attributes, particularly, the apahata
papmatva, satyakamatva, satyasarikalpatva are applicable
only to Paramatman and not to bhutikasa. The second reason
in support of it is that the subtle akasa within the heart is
stated to be of the same magnitude and excellence as the
akasa outside and within it are contained the heaven and
earth, the agni and the vayu, the sun and the moon, the
stars and the lightning. Such a description does not fit with
the bhiitakasa. Further as Vedanta Desika points out, the
term akasa, in Upanisadic parlance is well known to imply
Paramatman (Srauti ca syat prasiddhih bhagavati). Thus in
the statement of the Taittirlya Upanisad ‘yadesa akasa anando
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na syat’® the word akasa clearly refers to Brahman.

Besides, the Brahmapura is regarded as satya (etat satyarit
brahmapuram) and that it is also atma (esa atma). These
expressions are not applicable to bhiitakasa. (satyatmabrahma
$abda nabhasi kathamapi anvayam na prapnuvanti).® In the
same passage it is also stated in reply to the question, what
is there to be sought within daharakasa (kim tadantah vidyate
yad anvestavyah), the Upanisad says that all desires are
contained in it (kamah samahitah). kamas here refer to the
auspicious attributes of Paramatman (kamyante iti kamah).
What is thus enjoined in the passage is the meditation on
daharakasa as Brahman along with the eight attributes
mentioned in the Upanisadic statement (tadgunah
cintyamanah). The daharakasa cannot therefore be bhitakasa.

If the dahardkasa cannot be the bhiitdkasa, it may be
possible to regard it as jivatman. Two arguments are
advanced in support of this view. First, eight attributes
mentioned in the passage can be ascribed to it. Secondly, in
the later passage dealing with the teaching of Prajapati to
Indra, a reference is made to jivatman and its status after it
is liberated from bondage. Besides, the description of the
akasa in terms of alpatva or smallness in magnitude also
favours the theory of jiva.

These arguments are untenable, contends Vedanta
Desika. It is true that jiva is also stated to be free from evil
(apahatapapma), free from old age, death etc. and also it is
satyakama and satyasamkalpa. But these eight gunas are
ascribed to jiva only after itis totally liberated from bondage.
The author of the sutra states: Uttarat cet avirbhiuta
svariipastu.¥” It means: If it is said that from the subsequent
passage jiva is referred to, it is intended to convey the fact
that the jiva manifests itself with all these attributes after it
is liberated from bondage and attains Brahman. These
gunas are natural (svabhivika) in respect of Paramatman,
but not so in the case of jivatman. In the state of bondage,
these gunas are eclipsed due to karma and they become
manifest after it is liberated from bondage out of the grace
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of the Supreme Being (Paramatma prasadena jivasya
satyasankalpatvadikam). The Chandogya also states: Evam
evaisa samprasado asmat 3arirat samuthaya param jyotir
upasampadya svena riipena abhinispadyate .

It means: “The serene being (jiva) after having risen from
the body and having attained the Supreme Light manifests
itself in its true form.”

Only in the state of moksa, jiva manifesis itself with these
eight qualities. The Mundaka also states that the jiva, when
it is free from bondage, attains an equal status with that of
Brahman?®. Further, the daharakisa is stated to be the
support for the entire universe (vivaikadharaka) and this
special feature is not applicable to jivatman. The smallness
or the subtle nature (alpatva) of Paramatman is due to the
limitation of the inner recess of the heart (aupadhiki) and it
is assumed by Paramatman by His will for the sake of
meditation by the updsakas. It is not therefore His natural
form (svabhavika). Hence the possibility of daharakasa being
jivatman does not arise®.

The question is raised as to why in this Chandogya
passage dealing with the meditation on daharakasa as
Brahman, the theory of jivatman comes up in the later part
of the passage in which Prajapati instructs Indra about
jivatman. Are these two teachings about the meditation on
jivatma different? Or are they the same thing? The
commentators also differ in their views regarding this
matter. Vedanta Desika, on the basis of Ramanuja Bhasya,
explains that the two teachings are interconnected. The later
passage containing Prajapati’s teachings is subordinate to
the earlier teaching on daharikasa. The purpose of bringing
up the teaching about jivatman in this context is to show
that meditation on daharikisa as Brahman confers moksa
to the upasaka® and also to explain the nature of the goal
to be attained by the jiva (prapya niskarsanartham®). There
is no conflict or contradiction between the dahara vidya
dealing with meditation on Paramatma and Pratyagatma-
vidya as contained in the teachings of Prajapati. The latter
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is not a separate teaching unconnected with the former.
According to Ramanuja, the knowledge of jivatman is useful
and also serves as a subordinate means (arnga) for the
attainment of Paramatman, which is the Supreme Goal. The
Chandogya text also says ‘yastam atmanam anuvidya
vijanati®*’ — “He who has known this atman (jivatman) and
meditates on it (vijanati) attains all desires.”On the basis of
the foregoing discussion. Vedanta Desika comes, to the
conclusion that the Daharadhikarana reveals that Brahman
which abides in the inner recess of the heart as subtle space
(daharakasa) is the support of the entire universe (Dahara
svadhara sarva lokah®*).

XII. Brahman as Angusthamatra Purusa is Sarvaniyanta

This is the subject-matter of a separate adhikarana named
Pramitadhikarana which discusses whether the purusa
abiding in one’s heart limited to the size of a thumb of a
human being (angustha-mitra purusa), as described in the
Katha Upanisad refers to Brahman or jivatman. There is a
particular reason for taking up this subject for consideration.
In the preceding section it was shown that dahara-akasa,
though it is of the smallest magnitude, is Brahman because
Brahman abides in that form in the inner recess of the heart
for the purpose of meditation by the spiritual aspirants.
The question arises whether the description of purusa in
the Katha Upanisad as of the magnitude of a human thumb
and as abiding within one’s heart could be Brahman. In
order to clarify this point, Badarayana introduces the
following siitra based on the concerned statement of the
Katha Upanisad: Sabdadeva pramitah®. It means: “The
Purusa of the size of the human thumb is Paramatman
(Brahman) because the very Scriptural text speaks about it
in terms applicable to Brahman. The following Upanisadic
passage of Katha Upanisad makes this point clear:
‘angusthamatrah puruso madhya atmai tisthati; 18ano
bhiitabhavyasya na tato vijugupsate, etad, vai tat'®
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“The purusa who is only of the size of the thumb abides
in the centre of the body; He is the Ruler of the past and
future and He is not affected by it in any way. This is that.”

A doubt arises with regard to this statement as to
whether this purusa who is said to be of the size of the thumb
could be Paramatman. In the Svetasvatara Upanisad we
come across the following statement:

‘Pranadhipah samcarati svakarmabhih angusihamairan® -
“The ruler of the indriyas (sense organs) of the size of only
the thumb functions in accordance with his karmas.” If this
statement is taken into consideration, it follows that the purusa
described as of the size of the thumb is jivatman, since it is
associated with the sense organs and it functions in
accordance with its past karmas. This is the prima facie view.

This view is rejected by Badarayana. The main reason is
that the very Upanisadic text describing purusa as angusta-
matrah states that this purusa is the Ruler of all that exists in
the past, present and future. Such a purusa as i$ana cannot
be jivatman but only Paramatman (Brahman).

The reason for describing Brahman as of the size of the
thumb is that Brahman resides in the heart of a human
being to enable him to meditate on it. The human heart is
conceived as of the size of the thumb of a human being
only for the purpose of meditation. Paramatman, who
indwells in it is therefore regarded as of the size of the
thumb. This limitation imposed on the Brahman does not
constitue His natural form. It is assumed by Him out of His
free will for the sake of the updsakas to enable them to
meditate on Him who is present within own'’s heart. As
Badarayana states Brahman is described as of the size of
angustha only with reference to the human heart, since only
human beings are eligible for upasana on Brahman. The
relevant siitra reads: Hrdyapeksaya tu manusyadhikaratvat.®
This rules out the possibility of the presence of Brahman as
of the size of angustha in other living beings, such as animals,
reptiles, insects etc. since they do not have the capacity for
upasand. Such a Brahman who resides in the heart of the
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upasakas is regarded by the Upanisads as I$ana or Controller
of all beings (sarvaniyanta).

XIIIL. Brahman as the Object of Meditation for Devatas

As allied to the concept of Brahman as angusthamatra purusa,
the question is raised whether the celestial deities (devatas),
who are regarded as higher category of beings, are eligible
for upasana. Among the devatds, there is a special category of
celestial deities known as vasus, rudras, adityas, maruts and
sadhyas who have attained a special status on account of
their having already done some good deeds. Among the
human beings also, one category of persons who, according
to the Hindu caste system, are regarded as $itdras, are not
eligible for the study of the Vedas and Vedanta. The author
of Brahma-siitra considers the question of the eligibility of all
these categories of individuals — the devatas in general, the
special devatas such as vasus and the Sidras - for the upasana
on Brahman. There are three adhikaranas dealing with these
matters. These are named as:

1) Devatadhikarana
2) Madhvadhikarana
3)  Apasudradhikarana

The first topic has reference to the theory advanced by
Jaimini, the exponent of Purva-mimamsa, who does not
admit the possibility of upasana for the devatds on the ground
that they do not possess physical body and indriyas unlike
human beings and hence do not have the capacity and
required eligibility for meditation on Brahman. But
Badarayana rejects this view of Jaimini and upholds that
‘devatds too have the knowledge of Brahman and eligibility
to observe meditation. They also possess body and the sense
organs, as is evident from the Scriptural texts.

The second adhikarana has reference to the passage in
Chandogya dealing with Madhuvidya.* The prima facie
view advanced regarding this matter is that the special
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deities such as vasus etc. are themselves the objects of
meditation and hence these deities are not required to do
the meditation on Brahman. This view is also rejected by
Badarayana on the ground that they can meditate on
Brahman as their Antaryamin. The relevant siitra reads:
Bhavamtu Badardyano asti hi.’%

Regarding the third topic, this has reference to the
Chandogya passage dealing with Sartvarga-vidya' or
meditation on vayu as sarmvarga. In this passage containing
a dialogue between the sage Raikva and Janasruti a ksatriya,
who does not possess Brahman knowledge, Raikva
addresses Janasruti as $iidra in the sense of one who is
afflicted with grief due to lack of Brahman knowledge (asya
Suk sucyate iti Sudrah). In this connection the question is
raised whether the Sudras, the persons belonging to the
lowest caste, are eligible for meditation on Brahman, since
they are not permitted, according to the Vedic tradition,
for recitation of Vedas. Badarayana takes the view on the
authority of the Scriptural texts that $izdras are not eligible
for Brahma-vidya. The relevant sutra reads:
Sravanadhyanartha pratisedhat’®- “Because $udras are
prohibited by Srutis from hearing Vedas and studying
them.”

All these topics are not of philosophical significance.
Even according to the author of the Brahma-siitra, these are
incidental topics (prasangika). We need not therefore go into
the details of these adhikaranas. We shall only take note of
the following conclusions drawn by Vedanta Desika with
reference to these adhikaranas, as far as Brahman is
concerned: R

1)  Brahman is the object of meditatiorr for the
devatas (devadinam upasyah)

2) The vasus and other deities meditate on
Brahman as their Antaryamin (vasumukha-
vibudhaih svatmabhavena sevyah)

3)  Sadras are not eligible for meditation on Brah-
man ($udrad yopasty-anarhah )
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XIV. Brahman as the nama-rapa Nirvahita

This is the subject-matter of the last adhikarana of the third
pada of first adhyaya named Arthantaratvadi-vyapadesadhi-
karana, which discusses the issue whether akasa described
in the Chandogya as nama-riipa nirvahita or that which
performs the function of giving names and form to the
created objects, is muktatma or Paramatma.

This subject is also incidental to the theory of daharakasa
as Brahman discussed earlier with reference to the
Chandogya passage dealing with the meditation on it.
Towards the end of the passage dealing with Daharavidya,
the Upanisad states: akdso ha vai namariipayoh nirvahita, te
yadantard tad brahma tad amrtam sa atma’'®.

“This very akdsa is the one which performs the task of
giving names and forms to all that is created. The created
universe of names and forms is in Brahman, that is
immortal, that itself is Atma.”

Preceding this text, the following statement is found:

ASva iva romani vidhiiya papari candra iva rahoh mukhat
pramucya, dhutva $artiram akrtam krtatma brahma lokam
abisambhavami'®

“Shaking off evil as a horse shakes off its hairs, shaking
off the body as the moon frees itself from the mouth of Rahu,
I as a perfected self obtain the eternal abode of Brahman.”

The question that is raised with reference to the later
passage is: what does akasa described as nama-riipa nirvahita
stand for? Does it refer to the muktatma (liberated self) or
Paramatma?

The prima facie view is that the term kasa here denotes
the muktatma since in the preceding statement it is mentioned
that the individual self attains brahma-loka after totally being
liberated from the shackles of bondage. It is but appropriate
to admit that the liberated self is akasa which can be
regarded as nama-ripa karta. In the state of bondage it was
associated with a name and form and the same in the state
of liberation exists without a name and form. [ivatman is
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described as Brahma, that is, it attains brahma-bhava and
also amrta or immortality.

This view is rejected by Badarayana. The main reason
advanced is that the Upanisadic text clearly conveys the
idea that akasa referred to here is different from both the
bound jiva and liberated jiva. The relevant siitra reads: Akdéo
arthantaratvadi vyapadesat.’” It means that dkasa is
Brahman, because of the indication that it is different from
jiva. That is, the expression ‘nama-riipa nirvahakatva’ or the
function of giving names and forms to the different entities
in the universe cannot be ascribed either to the bound jiva
or the liberated jiva. The baddha jiva in its variety of forms
as devas, humans, animals etc. derives the names and
different forms from Paramdtman in accordance with the
karma. Hence it cannot itself perform this function in respect
of all the entities in the universe. The muktatma also cannot
perform this function because in the state of moksa it is
devoid of the capacity of cosmic functions which exclusively
belong to Brahman. It therefore follows that only Brahman
is the nama-riipa kartd. The Upanisadic text supports this.
Thus says the Chandogya: ‘anena jivena atmana anupravisya
nama riipe vyikaravani’'” - “Brahman along with the jiva
enters into the created objects and provides names and
forms to them.” Hence, the akasa referred to in the
Upanisadic statement as nama-riipa karta is Brahman.

Further, in the preceding statement, it is stated that the
liberated jivatman attains brahma-loka (brahmalokam
abhisambhavami). The word brahma-loka does not mean the
loka of Brahman (brahmanah lokah) but it is interpreted as
Brahman itself (Brahma eva brahmalokah). It therefore
becomes the goal of attainment for muktatma. The term akasa
used in the subsequent statement in the text refers to
Brahman which is attained (Abhisambhavyah purokta eva
ayam punar-upattah’®). Since jiva even in the state of moksa
does not have the capacity to do the cosmic function of giving
names and forms to created objects, akasa in the subsequent
passage is to be admitted as Paramatman (Brahman).
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Further, the akasa as nama-riipa karta is described as
Brahma (etad brahma). The term brahma cannot be
understood as brahmavastha or the state of Brahman, since
jiva does not attain a new status of brahmavastha after it is
liberated. If what is attained is a new form, then it cannot
be eternal. Hence brahmatva is not a new avastha
(brahmatvam avasthd na hi). Akasa as Brahman eternally
exists as Brahman.

Another important reason in support of akasa as nama-
ritpa karta is that the Upanisad itself draws a clear distinction
between jiva and Brahman ($rutisu yugapad jiiana ajiianata
vibhaktah'®). The Mundaka Upanisad'® says that Isvara
is jia or omniscient, whereas jiva is ajfia or ignorant one.
One is Ruler (752) and the other is the one ruled by Isvara,
i.e. Anisa. Hence it is not possible to regard muktatma as
nama-rilpa kartd. Vedanta Dedika, therefore, concludes that
this adhikarana establishes that akasa as the namariipa karta
is Brahman (namariipaika karta).
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CHAPTER FOUR

BRAHMAN AS THE CAUSE OF
THE UNIVERSE

In the preceding two chapters we have presented the
nature and distinguishing characteristics of Brahman as
enunciated by Badarayana in the first three padas of the
first adhyaya on the basis of the Upanisadic teachings. The
present chapter is devoted to outline another important
characteristic of Brahman viz that it is the sole cause of the
universe (jagatkarana). Though in the Janmadhyadhikarana,
while defining the nature of Brahman, it is established that
Brahman is the primary cause of the creation, sustenance
and dissolution of the universe it is considered necessary to
re-establish this theory. This need arises because there are
a few important passages in the Upanisads, particularly in
the Katha, Brhadaranyaka, Svetasvatara and Kausitaki,
which convey the idea in more unambiguous terms
(spastatara) that either the prakrti, also termed as avyakta or
purusa, a sentient principle higher than non-sentient prakrti,
is the cause of the universe. These passages, prima facie
reflect the theories of Samkhya and Yoga, the two schools
of thought which were predominant during the time of
Badarayana. Badarayana therefore devotes special
attention to the examination of these passages and shows
that even the statements referring to the prakrti and purusa
in these Upanisads support the Vedanta theory of Brahman
as the sole cause of the universe. The following eight
adhikaranas of the fourth pada of first adhydya deal with
this matter.
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Anumanikadhikarana
Camasddhikarana
Samkhyopasangrahadhikarana
Karanatvadhikarana
Jagadvacitvadhikarana
Vakyanvayadhikarana
Prakrtyadhikarana

Sarvavyakhaynidhikarana

PN DN

The first two adhikaranas attempt to prove that the terms
avyakta and aja, employed in the Upanisad do not support
the Sarhkhya theory of pradhana as the cause of the universe.
The third topic explains that the mere enumeration of twenty
five principles (pafica-pafica-janah) does not imply the
Samkhya theory of twenty five categories. The fourth one
points out that the concept of avyakrta or unmanifest state
of the universe referred to in the Brhadaranyaka, does not
rule out Brahman as the direct cause of the universe. The
fifth and sixth adhikaranas are aimed to prove that neither
the purusa as baddha jiva nor the Atman as muktatma can
be the cause of the universe. The seventh adhikarana is
devoted to refute the Samkhya theory of Isvara as nimitta
karana or instrumental cause of the universe and establish
that Brahman is the upadana karana or the material cause
and also the nimitta kiarana or instrumental cause. The eighth
adhikarana points out briefly that all other Upanisadic
statements which refer to some of the higher celestial deities
imply that Brahman is the sole cause of the universe, in
accordance with the principles of interpretation adopted
in the earlier adhikaranas. We shall deal with all these topics
except 7, in the present chapter. Regarding topic 7
(Prakrtyadhikarana), it discusses the theory of Brahman as
the material cause of the universe. As this is an important
subject in Vedanta and is also open to some objections raised
by the Samkhyas and Vaisesikas, we shall deal with it
separately in the next chapter on ‘The Doctrine of universe
and Brahman'.
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I. Avyakta conceived as prakrti is not the cause of the
universe.

This is the subject of the adhikarana named Anumanikadhi-
karana. The word anumanika means what is proved by in-
ference. In the present context, it refers to prakrti, also
termed as avyakta, which is established as the cause of the
universe by the Sarhkhyas on the basis of inferential argu-
ment (anumana). It is claimed by the Sarmkhyas that the
following passage of the Katha Upanisad supports this view:

Indriyebhyah parahy-artha arthebhyasca param manah;
manasastu para buddhih buddher atma mahan parah; mahatah
param avyaktam, avyaktat purusah parah; purusanna param
kificit sa kastha sa para gatih’

“The (sense) objects are of greater force than the sense
organs. The mind is more important than the sense objects.
Greater than the mind is the buddhi or intellect. More
important than buddhi is the mahan-atma. Greater than the
mahan-atma is the avyakta. Greater than avyakta is the purusa
or the self and there is nothing beyond this.”

This passage is construed in favour of the two ultimate
principles of Sarkhya viz prakrti and purusa. The prakrti is
claimed to be the cause of the universe, since it is stated in
the passage that there is nothing higher than purusa. This
is the prima facie view advanced against the Vedanta
theory of Brahman as the cause of the universe.

This view is rejected by Badarayana on the ground that
the term avyakta in the passage does not denote the Sarmkhya
concept of pradhana, but on the contrary it refers to the
physical body($arira) in the context of the illustration of the
chariot (ratha) and the master of the chariot (rathi) cited by
the Upanisad to explain the mode of control of the senses
and mind for the purpose of attainment of the highest
Spiritual Goal. The earlier part of the Katha Upanisad
enumerates how the senses, mind and intellect have to be
progressively controlled by the spiritual aspirant on the
analogy of the master of the chariot (rathi) and the chariot
(ratha). Thus it is stated:



104 The Philosophy of Visistadvaita Vedinta

Atmanarii rathinarm viddhi éarirari rathameva ca; buddhin
tu sarathim viddhi manah pragrahameva ca; indriyani
hayanyahuh visayamstesu gocaran?

“Know the master of the chariot as the atman (the self in
this body), the chariot as the physical body. Know the buddhi
as the charioteer and the mind as the reins (pragraha). The
senses are to be regarded as the horses and the objects of
the senses as the paths treaded by the horses.”

The above analogy of the chariot and the master of the
chariot is intended to explain how it is important for the
seeker of moksa to control the mind and the senses in order
to attain the Supreme Goal which is described by the
Upanisad as the Abode of Visnu (paramapada). In the
context of this analogy of the charioteer and the chariot
drawn by the horses, this passage explains the relative
importance of the various factors such as the sense objects,
the senses, the buddhi and the mind which are to be
controlled by the spiritual aspirant. (vividha vastkarya
mukhyakramoktih’). Thus the passage tells that the sense
objects are of greater force than the sense organs since the
presence of the objects can disturb the senses. The mind is
more important than the senses because even in the absence
of objects, the mind becomes attracted to them. Greater than
the mind is buddhi because in the absence of determined
will (adhyavasaya), mind does not remain controlled. More
important than buddhi is the mahan-atma which means acc.
to Ramanuja, the individual self which is the agent of all
actions (kartd). Greater than mahan-atma is the avyakta
which, in the present context denotes the physical body as
it is compared to the chariot. Greater than the body is the
self which is compared to the master of the chariot (rathi).
Greater than the self is the Purusa or the Supreme Self
(Paramatman) which is the goal to be attained, as stated in
the Upanisad (so adhvanah param apnoti tadvisnoh paraman
padam*)

In view of these explanations, the avyakta referred to in
the passage does not denote the pradhina of Samkhya. On
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the contrary, it denotes the physical body. As stated by
Badarayana, the body is regarded as avyakta since it is the
modification or the product of the primordial cosmic
matter, which during dissolution assumes the state of
avyakta or subtle form®. Further, the statement ‘There is
nothing higher than the purusa and that it is the ultimate
Goal’ conveys the idea thal Visnu (Brahman)as the ultimate
Goal is to be attained by the spiritual aspirant. This is evident
from the following text.

‘So adhvanah param apnoti tadvisnoh paramam padam’®

Thus there is no room to interpret this passage in favour
of the Samkhya theory of pradhana.

Vedanta Desika points out that the passage taken as it
is even without reference to the analogy of ratha and rathi
cannot favour the Samkhya theory. According to Sarkhya,
there is no causal relationship between sense objects and
the senses since the indriyas are not the products of objects.
Nor is the mind the cause of the objects. Buddhi does not
cause the mind nor does buddhi cause mahat because
according to the Samkhya theory of evolution buddhi itself
is mahat-tattva. Hence it follows that the term avyakta
denotes $arira or the physical body and not prakrti
(avyaktoktih sarire’).

II. Aja conceived as prakrti is not the cause of the uni-
verse.

This subject is discussed in a separate adhikarana named
Camasadhikarana. In the preceding adhikarana it was shown
that the term avyakta used in the Katha Upanisad refers to
the physical body ($arira) and not prakrti of Samkhya. The
present adhikarana discusses whether the term ‘Aja’ em-
ployed in the Svetasvatara Upanisad in connection with
the creation of the universe refers to the prakrti of the
Samkhya. The prima facie view which is advanced on the
basis of the following Upanisadic text is that it implies that
prakrti which is unborn, that is, not having an origin, is the
cause of the universe.
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Ajam ekam lohitasuklakrsnam bahvih prajah srjamanam
sarupah; ajo hy eko jusamanonuete jahaty endr bhukta
bhogyam ajonyah®

“This one is unborn red, white and black, which gives
birth to many creatures similar to itself; and an unborn lies
attached to it and enjoys it, while another unborn gives it
up having had its cnjoyment.”

This passage may be construed in favour of the Samkhya
theory of prakrti and purusa since the word aja literally
means the ‘she-goat’ and the second word ‘aja’ as ‘he-goat’
and the words red, white and black as the three stripes of
the she-goat. The first word ‘aja’ can be taken as the prakrti
which is constituted of three qualities sattva, rajas and tamas
and the second word aja as the individual soul respectively.
Both are unborn (gja) in the sense that they have no
beginning. The soul which is bound (baddha) is attached to
prakrti whereas the soul which is liberated is free from
attachment to it. The word ‘srjamanam’ or that which gives
birth to many creatures, conveys the idea of prakrti as the
independent cause of the variegated universe (svatantryena
nikhila-janakata), as conceived by the Samkhyas.

Badarayana rejects this view. The main reason advanced
is that the word aja is a general term which only means
that it has no beginning. But the Upanisadic statement in
which it is employed does not specify that aja, understood
as the prakrti can be the cause of the universe
independently, that is, without the guidance or control of
Brahman, as Vedantins maintain (abrahmatmaka ajagrahane
viSesa apratiteh).

The relevant sutra reads ‘Camasavat avisesat’.’ Avisesat
means unqualified, that is, the term is not used with specific
qualifying description. To illustrate this point, the word camasa
employed in a Vedic statement, is cited. Camasa as a general
term means a sadhana or an article useful for consuming the
food used in the yaga. But the later part of the Vedic statement
gives a vivid description of it as a vessel having a narrow neck
at the top and a small opening at the bottom and with a wide
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circular base. On that basis, its meaning is determined as a
special vessel for drinking the soma juice used in the sacrifice.
There is no such description of gja indicating that it is an
independent cause of the universe.

Besides, as Vedanta Desika points out, it is well
established in the Taittiriya Upanisad and also in the-
Svetasvatara that prakrti as controlled by Brahman is the
cause of the manifest universe. This is evident from the fact
that the same passage found in Svetagvatara occurs in the
Taittiriya after mentioning the process of creation caused
by Brahman. In the Svetasvatara also, prakrti which is
designated as maya is stated to be the cause of the evolution
as controlled by mayin or Paramatman (asmat mayi srjate
visvametat'®)

As regards the statement that aja gives birth to many
beings (bahvih prajah srjamanam saruipam) it does not imply
that prakrti creates the universe independently. On the other
hand it means that prakrti is the cause of the universe being
impelled by Paramatman. There are two ways in which
kartrtva or being the agent of creation is understood -
prayojya karta and prayojaka kartd. The former refers to that
which is the cause of the creation being impelled by a higher
principle. The latter refers to that which actually wills or
impels another being to undergo the process of creation. In
the case of prakrti it can be the cause of creation of the
universe by being impelled by Paramatman. In this sense
the expression ‘srjamanatva’ by aja is to be understood. This
does not contradict Paramitman being the sole cause of the
creation of the universe (srjati-rapi para-preryatam
no’parundhyat

III. The term Pafica-pafica-jana does not imply the
Sarhkhya theory of Prakrti and its Evolutes.

This is the subject of Sarikhyopasargrahadhikarana which
discusses whether the term pafica-pafica-jana mentioned in
a passage of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad refers to the
Sarhkhya doctrine of prakrti and its twenty three evolutes
along with Purusa, making a total of twenty five principles
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which can account for the causation of the universe. The
relevant Upanisadic statement reads:

yasmin pafica pafica jand akasasca pratisthitah;

tamevam anya atmanam vidvan brahma amyto amrtam.?

“That in which the five into five categories including
dkasa is established, the man of wisdom who knows that
alone as atman becomes immortal”.

The question which is raised in this connection is whether
the twenty five principles mentioned here refers to the
Samkhya theory of twenty five categories. The prima facie
view answers it in the affirmative. Pafica-parica jana, that is,
the five groups of five principles (paficanari jananari samithah
parica-janah) correspond to the twenty five ontological
categories acknowledged by the Samkhyas. Thus says the
Samkhya Karika:

‘mula prakrtih avikrtih mahadadyah prakrti vikrtayah sapta;
sodasakasca vikdaro na prakrtih na vikrtih purusa iti’. The miila
prakrti is unmodified. Mahat and six other evolutes are causal
substances and also the modifications. That is, these are
modifications of prakrti but they also serve as causes for
other evolutes. There are sixteen other evolutes which are
only modifications. The soul is neither causal substance nor
a modification.

According to Badardyana this view is untenable. The
relevant siitra reads: na sammkhyopasangrahad-api nanabhavat
atirekacca.®

It means that even the enumeration of the twenty five
principles does not imply the twenty five tattvas
acknowledged by the Samkhyas because of two reasons.
First, what is stated in the Upanisad is different from what
is admitted by the Samkhyas. That is, in this statement the
twenty five principles and also akasa are stated to be
established in Brahman, denoted by the words ‘yasmin
pratisthital’. Sarhkhyas do not subscribe to such a theory.
Secondly the total number of principles comes to twenty
seven if we take due note of akdsa as distinct from twenty
five tattvas and also Brahman, denoted by the word yasmin,
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which is the ground (adhara) for all these. Hence the
expression pafica-patica-janah or five groups of five in each
do not imply the twenty five tattvas accepted by the
Samkhyas.

What then does the term ‘paiica-pafica-janah’ imply?
Vedanta Desika explains that this phrase is to be taken as a
technical word implying a group of any five entities similar
to the word ‘sapta-saptarsayah’ or seven Rsis. These five
entities are the five jiianendriyas viz. prana, caksus, Srotra,
anna and manas as is evident from the Brhadaranyaka
Upanisadic text ‘pranasya pranam uta caksusah caksuh
$rotrasya Srotram annasya annam manaso mano ye viduh'".
It is not therefore possible to claim that the mere
enumeration of twenty five principles support Sarhkhya
theory of prakrti and its evolutes.

IV. Avyakrta as Prakrti is not the Cause of the Uni-
verse.

This is the subject of a separate adhikarana named
Karanatvadhikarana which examines the passages dealing
with the causation of the universe (viSvopadana vaktr $rutis)
and affirm that Brahman alone is the cause of the universe
even though the terms such as avyakta, aja, sat, asat and
avyakrta etc. used in these passages may reflect the Sarkhya
theory of prakrti.

In the previous three adhikaranas it was shown how the
terms avyakta, aja and pafica-pafica-jand employed in the
Upanisads do not favour the Sarhkhya doctrine. The present
adhikarana discusses that the concepts of avyakrta and asat
used in the Brhadaranyaka and Taittiriya Upanisads

- lespectively, also do not support the Sarhkhya theory.
ﬁ* The Brhadaranyaka Upanisad states:
laddhedam tarhy avyakrtam asit, tan-namarupabhyam eva
vydkriyata’s

“At that time (prior to creation), this universe was
: tclifferentiated and it became differentiated with names

. ind forms”
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Similarly, the Taittiriya Upanisad states:

‘asad va idamagra asit’

“This universe was asat prior to the creation.”

The term avyakrta means that which is unmanifest. So
also the term asat denotes what is unmanifest. According
to the Samkhyas, the prakrti existed in the unmanifest form
prior to its evolution into the manifest universe. If according
to these statements prakrii is the source of the universe, the
terms such as sat, atma etc employed in the passages dealing
with the causation of the universe are to be interpreted in
accordance with Sarmhkhya doctrine. This is the prima facie
view.

This is rejected by Badarayana. The argument adduced
in support of it is that these very passages which employ
the terms such as asat, avyakrta etc also point out that a
sentient Being endowed with omniscience and omnipotence
creates the universe through the operation of its will'”. Thus
for instance, the Taittiriya text where the statement ‘asadva
idamagra dsit’ is mentioned, it is stated in the earlier part of
this passage that Brahman described as omniscient (vipascita
Brahmana), wills to become many (so akadmayata bahusyam
prajayeyeti). Similarly in the Brhadaranyaka where the term
avyakrta is employed, it is evident with reference to the
earlier context of the same passage that this term implies
Brahman as inherently related to the unmanifest universe.
(avyakrta Sabdena avyakrta Sariram brahmaiva abhidhiyate).

Vedanta Desika explains how these terms ‘asat’, ‘avya-
krta’ etc do not denote prakrti but refer to Brahman as the
cause of the universe. The statement ‘asadva idamagra asit’
signifies only the state of the universe during the stage of
dissolution (vilayavasthatamatram uktam). It does not imply
that universe is mere consciousness (cinmatrariipa) as
Advaitins contend. Nor does it mean absolute non-existence
of the universe (atyantabhavaripatvam). It does not also
convey the idea of non-existent (atyanta asadriipatva). Even
the text ‘naiveha kificana agra asit’ does not indicate the
absolute destruction of the universe (vilaya) since in the
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Vedanta system absolute destruction of an entity is not
admitted. On the other hand, it refers to the modified state
of the universe. The term avyakrta therefore means that the
universe in the state of pralaya is devoid of names and forms
(namarupa vibhagabhava). In other words it exists in an
unmanifest form. Since Brahman is the antaratma or the
indwelling Self of all entities even in the state of dissolution
(karanavasthd) as in the state of creation (karyavastha), it is
appropriate to regard the concepts of avyakrta, asat etc in
the sense of Brahman as inherently related to them
(avyakrtady-avastha visista tattat pradhanadi dravya-samitha
antaratma parama purusa eva)'

V. Purusa as Jiva is not the Cause of the Universe

This is the subject matter of the adhikarana named ‘jagadva-
citvadhikarana’ which discusses whether purusa conceived
by the Samkhyas as the twenty fifth ontological principle
and also as distinct from prakrti, can cause the evolution of
the universe. This question arises because an important
passage in the Kausitiki Upanisad dealing with Balakividya
mentions that the purusa described as karta and also its karma
are to be known (purusanam kartd yasya vai etat karma sa
veditavyah). If purusa is taken as jivatman and if that be the
ultimate metaphysical principle, the Vedanta doctrine of
Brahman as the primary cause of the universe stands
refuted. Hence Badarayana devotes his attention to this
matter and establishes that the purusa mentioned in this
passage refers to Brahman which is the cause of the
universe.

The relevant siitra reads: jagad-vacitvat™. It means: “It
is Brahman because of the mention of the universe created
by it”. That is, what is referred to in the Upanisad is not the
finite jiva but Brahman because of the mention of the
universe which is created by it. The implications of the siitra
can be understood with reference to the relevant passages
of the Kausitiki and Brhadaranyaka dealing with the
teaching about Brahman by Ajatasatru to Balaki.
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The Kausitaki Upanisad contains a dialogue between
Balaki, a Brahmin, who has only completed the study of
the Vedas and Ajatasatru, a Ksatriya having full knowledge
of Brahman. Balaki who proposes to tell about Brahman to
Ajatasatru (brahma te bravani) expresses his views about
Brahman as the purusa present in the following entities as
their presiding deitics on whom he meditates — The aditya
(sun), candra (moon), vidyut (lightning), akasa (ether), vayu
(wind), agni (fire), ap(water), ddaréa (person seen in the
mirror), $abda (sound which follows a person while
walking), chaya (shadow of a person), dik (the person present
in the quarters), purusa (the soul in the body). But Ajatasatru
considers that the views of Balaki represent imcomplete
knowledge of Brahman since the purusa presiding over these
different entities is not Brahman.

He tells Balaki: “yo vai Balake, etesam purusanam karta
yasya vai etat-karma sa vai veditavyah®”. “You should know
the creator (karta) of all these purusas and also the karma
(what is created by it).

Balaki then desired to be instructed about the knowledge
of Brahman. As he was not initiated to receive knowledge
of Brahman directly, Ajatasatru took him inside his
residence where a person was fast asleep. He addressed
the sleeping person by the name of Somarajan which means
prana but the person did not wake up. He hit the person
with a stick and thereafter the person woke up from sleep.
At this stage, Ajatasatru posed the question to Balaki.
“Where was this purusa sleeping all this time? In what
condition did he remain then? From where did he now
come back? (kvaisa etat balake puruso asayista? Kva va etad
abhut? Kuta edad-agat?). Balaki could not answer these
questions. In this connection, Ajatasatru explains in detail
the state of sleep (svapnivastha) and also the state of
dreamless sleep (susupti). In the state of sleep, jiva rests in
the puritati nadi which radiates from the centre of the heart
(hrdayat puritatam abhipratisthanti. tasu tada supto bhavati).
But in the state of susupti jiva rests with Paramatman in the
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puritati nadi when it does not experience any dreams since
all sense organs cease to function and the prana is united
with jiva (prana evaikadha bhavati). When he wakes up, all
the sense organs including mind and prana start functioning.
Finally he concludes with the statement that one who
knows this Brahmavidya becomes free from all sins and
attains the highest Lordship (svardjyam adhipatyam).

After considering all these factors, the question arises
whether the purusa referred to in this passage is jivatman or
Paramatman. According to the prima facie view, it is
jivatman for the following reasons. First, the statement ‘yo
vai balake, etesam purusandm karta yasya vai etat karma sa vai
veditavyah’ conveys the idea that it is the jiva which is subject
to karma in the sense of the punya-papa karma. By the
influence of the karma of the past it can be the creator of
other beings (svakrta parinateh purusanam karta). Secondly
the acts of awakening the sleeping person, calling him by
a name and hitting him with a stick etc corroborate the
view in favour of jiva. It is also stated that prana, the vital
breath becomes one with jiva in the state of susupti. Prana
subsists on jiva.

This view is untenable, contends Vedanta Desika,
because it conflicts with the subject matter mentioned at
the commencement of the passage (upakranti bhagnam).
Ajatasatru is required to teach Balaki what he did not
already know. Balaki approaches Ajatasatru and tells him
voluntarily that he will speak to him about Brahman
(Brahma te bravani). But he tells Ajatasatru about the purusas
(jivas) presiding over the various entities commencing with
aditya. Since the purusa presiding over these entities is not
Brahman proper, Ajatasatru realizes that Balaki lacks true
knowledge of Brahman. He therefore tells him specifically
that the karta or the creator of all these entities and the
karmg, in the sense of what is created by Brahman (kriyata
##{ karma) should be known. If Ajatasatru were to teach
sbout purusa taken as jivatman, there is no useful purpose
{n teaching about what is already known by him. What is
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not known by Balaki is: what is to be meditated upon is not
jiva but Brahman, which is the karta in the sense of being
the creator of the purusas presiding over the various entities
in the universe. The term karma mentioned here (yasya vai
etat karma) refers in this context to the universe (jagat) which
is created by Brahman. Etymologically, karma can mean
what is created (kriyata iti karma), that is, the entire jagat or
universe created by Brahman.

Keeping all these facts in mind, Badarayana says in the
siitra: ‘jagadvacitvat’’: “What is denoted by karma in the
Upanisadic statement is jagat created by Brahman. As
Vedanta Desika points out, the primary import of karma
with reference to Brahman is jagat (kriyata iti karmeti
vyutpattya jagata 1iSvarapeksaya karmatva vacanam
mukhyam??)

An objection can be raised to this conclusion. If
contextually, the entire passage is considered to be related
to the subject of Brahman, why then in the later part of it,
the Upanisad speaks about mukhya prana and that it also
becomes one with jiva. That is, Ajatasatru takes Balaki
inside the palace to see the person who is fast asleep and
addresses him as ‘Somarajan’, which is the name for
mukhya-prana. He also explains that hitd nadi in which the
purusa rests, is the svapnasthana and the jiva resting in puriti
nadi with Paramatman is susuptisthana. Would not these
statements about mukhya-prana conflict with the main
subject of the passage viz. Brahman?

Vedanta Desika points out that there is no conflict
involved because the teaching about mukhya-prana as related
to Brahman is intended for the purpose of meditation on
prana as the sarira of Paramatman (tadvisiste upasa bhavati®).
In the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, prina and jiva are both
regarded as Sarira of Paramatman, since they depend on
Paramatman for their existence.

Thus it follows that this adhikarana does not support the
Sarmkhya theory of purusa as the cause of the universe, but
on the contrary, it establishes that Brahman is the cause of
the universe.
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VI. Atman conceived as Mukta-purusa is not the Cause
of the Universe.

This is the subject of the Vakyanvayadhikarana which
discusses whether the term’Atman’ employed in the Maitreyi
Brahmana of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, conceived as
the purusa being totally dissociated with prakrti could be
the cause of the universe. In the previous adhikarai.a it was
shown that purusa referred to in the Kausitiki Upanisad,
which is regarded as jivatman in bondage, cannot be the
cause of the universe. In the present adhikarana Badarayana
attempts to establish that ‘Atman’ conceived as the liberated
purusa or the jivatma totally free from the association with
prakrti cannot also be the cause of the universe.

The cryptic siitra which is based on an important passage
of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, enjoining the meditation
(nididhyasana) leading to the realization of the self (atma
daréana), reads: ‘vakyanvayat**’. Its general meaning is that
‘Atman’ (which is to be meditated upon) is Brahman because
the statements in the Upanisadic passage become well
connected. The fuller implications of the siitra can be made
out with reference to the passage of Maitreyi Brahmana
teaching about Atman by Yijiiavalkya to Maitreyi.
Yajnavalkya who wishes to renounce the life of a
householder and enter that of anchorage proposes to divide
his wealth between Maitreyi and his other wife Katyayini.
On hearing this, Maitreyl wishes to know if she would be
able to attain immortality (amrtatva) with all this wealth.
In reply, Yajfiavalkya makes it clear that there is no hope
of immortality through wealth (amrtasya tu na asa asti
vittena). Thereupon, Maitrey], realizing the futility of wealth,
seeks to know the means to immortality. In this background,
Yajhavalkya teaches the following.

na va are patyuh kamaya patih priyo bhavati

atmanastu kamaya patih priyo bhavati

na va are jayayai kamaya jaya priya bhavati

atmanastu kamaya jaya priya bhavati®

“Verily not due to the desire of the husband, the husband
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is dear to the wife, but the husband is dear to the wife due
to the will of Paramatman (acc. to R).”

“Verily not due to the desire of the wife, the wife is dear
to the husband, but the wife is dear to the husband due to
the will of Paramatman.”

In the same strain the Upanisad mentions several other
entities such as son, wealth etc . Finally it says:

Atma va are drastavyah $rotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitav-
yah; maitreyt dtmano va are darsanena, Sravanena matya
vijfianena idam sarvam viditam bhavati®

“O Maitreysi, it is atma that should be seen, to be heard,
to be reflected on and meditated upon. Verily, by seeing of,
by the hearing of, by the thinking of, by understanding of
the atman, all this is known.

The issue to be considered is whether the ‘atma’
mentioned at the commencement of the passage and also
in the concluding statement as that which is to be realized
(drastavyah) refers to jivatman or Paramatman. According
to the prima facie view it denotes jivatman because the
passage states at the very commencement that husband
wife etc are dear to each other due to the desire of one’s self
(atmanah kamasiddhaye). It is the jiva that enjoys the fruits
of good or bad deeds, according to its past karma.

This view is untenable, contends Vedanta De$ika,
because it contradicts the statements made both at the
commencement of the passage and conclusion (prakramadi
pratipam). By way of explanation he points out that the
expression ‘dtmanastu kamaya’ does not imply that the
husband is dear to the wife due to the desire or will of the
husband. On the contrary, the husband is dear to the wife
due to the sarmkalpa or will of Paramatman (kamaya being
understood as samkalpdya). That is, a wife is dear to a
husband not because the husband desires but because
Paramatman wills that the wife should be dear to the
husband in accordance with his karma. A person or an object
becoming dear to one is dependent on the saritkalpa or the
will of Paramatman (tattat priyatvam bhagavat-
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samkalpayattam?). It is only when Paramatman wills that
one’s wife should be dear to the husband in accordance
with his karma, the wife becomes dear to the husband. An
individual self cannot make a person or object dear to him
(priyatva). The word ‘atman’ in the statement therefore refers
to Paramatman. This meaning for ‘atman’ is also appropriate,
as Ramanuja points out, in the context of the teaching about
the way of reaching immortality. The mere darsana or
realization of jivatman cannot confer moksa. All the
Upanisads affirm that only the attainment of Paramatman
is moksa. Hence the statement ‘atma va are drastavyah’
signifies that the realization of Paramatman leads to moksa.

Vedanta Desika justifies the meaning adopted for atman
in favour of Paramatman. There are three views in support
of this interpretation. The term ‘dtman’ etymologically
means that which pervades everything (apnoti iti atma).
Accordingly it primarily means Paramatman (vyutpattya hi
atma sabdah prathayati paramam Brahma). This is the first
view. The second view is that it can also mean Paramatman
according to the well accepted meaning of the term (yadva
samasat svdartho’yam). The third view is that the term atman
which is generally regarded by laymen as jiva also denotes
Paramatman in the sense that jivatman is inherently related
to Paramatman (dvaravrttyd paramari vadati’®).

Even during the time of Badarayana, differing views
about dtman were held by ancient Acdryas named
Asémarathya, Audulomi and Kasakrtsna as is evident by
the references made to them by name in the Vedanta
sittras®.

According to Aémarathya, jiva and Brahman are essenti-
ally non-different (vyaktaikya) and hence jiva can also denote
Paramatman. Audulomi maintained the view that jiva and
Brahman are different in the state of bondage due to avidya
which is the limiting adjunct but in the state of moksa when
avidya is eradicated the two are essentially one (advaita).
Hence it is appropriate to regard jiva as Brahman. The third
view is ascribed to Kasakrtsna, according to which
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Paramatman indwells in jivatman as its antaryamin and hence
jivatman can be regarded as Paramatman in the sense of its
being inherently related to Paramatman (jiva Sariraka
paramatma).

Vedanta Desika points out that the views of Audulomi
that jiva becomes Brahman in the state of moksa is most
unsound. This theory is explained on the analogy of ether
which is all pervasive, becomes conditioned by several
limiting adjuncts such as pots. But with the removal of the
limiting adjuncts, space conditioned by the pots becomes
one with the ether. In the same way, the jivas are regarded
as many when Brahman is conditioned by the limiting
adjuncts such as antahkaranas caused by avidya. When
avidyd is removed the jiva becomes one with Brahman. This
theory is untenable because according to the several
Scriptural texts, jivas are nitya just as Brahman is nitya and
they are also many. Hence it cannot be said that the two
become one in the state of mukti.

The Scriptural texts also declare that jivas and Brahman
are different by their very nature (nityam tad bheda drsteh).
Besides, the Upanisadic texts state that in the state of moksa
jiva attains equal status with Paramatman (paramarit samyam
upaiti), which clearly implies the difference between the
two even in the state of mukti. Hence it is not possible to say
that jiva and Brahman are essentially the same
(svariipaikya). The illustration of clay and its products cited
by the Upanisad cannot be taken to support the view of
non-difference in terms of essential nature (mrtsvariipa)
because according to the Scriptural texts the jiva and
Brahman are by their very nature different. Hence the view
advanced by Kasakrtsna is sounder than the other two
theories. According to him, Brahman abides in jiva as its
Inner Controller (jiva iSe tatsthatvat). By virtue of
Paramatman indwelling in the jiva, the term jiva denotes
Paramatman. This is a sound view and stands justified since
it upholds that jiva and Brahman are both different and
also one in the sense of jiva being inherently related to
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Paramatman. In the opinion of Vedanta Desika, this view
represents the vyasa siddhanta (kasakrtsno yadiha niravahat
vyasa siddhanta esah)®

VII. I$vara conceived by Yoga school cannot be the
Cause of the Universe.

This is the subject-matter of the adhikarana named
Prakriyadhi-karana. In the preceding six adhikaranas the
views of the ancient school of Samkhya which maintains
the theory of either prakrti or purusa as the cause of the
universe and which are also reflected in a few Upanisads,
were examined and refuted as untenable. In the present
adhikarana, the view of the Sesvara Sarhkhya (yoga school
of thought) which admits I$vara or God as the instrumen-
tal cause of the universe (nimitta karana) is taken up for
consideration. There are two reasons for consideration of
this matter separately. First, there are a few Upanisadic
statements which point out that prakrti as controlled by
I$vara is the cause of the universe. Thus says the
Svetasvatara: asmat mayi srjate visvametat — “The mayi
(I8vara) creates the universe through the media of prakrti
(named as mayd)”. Secondly Brahman is nirvikara and if it
be regarded as the material cause, it would be subject to
transformation. Further in the illustration of clay and its prod-
ucts cited by the Upanisad, it is seen that clay is the material
cause, whereas the potter is the instrumental cause. Thus
the material cause is different from the instrumental cause.
Accordingly with regard to Brahman and universe which
are causally related, it is to be admitted: that Brahman is
nimitta karana while prakrti is the upadana karana of the
universe.

Badarayana refutes this view and affirms that Brahman is
both the nimitta karana and the upadana karana with the
support of the Upanisadic texts and also logical arguments.
He also examines the several objections raised against this
conclusion by the Samkhyas and Vaisesikas and shows that
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they are untenable. The adhikaranas of the first pada of the
second adhyaya are mainly devoted to this matter. As this
is an important subject in Vedanta, we shall discuss these
adhikaranas separately in the next chapter on the doctrine
of Universe and Brahman. For the present, it may be noted
that according to Badarayana, I$vara is not only the nimitta
karana as maintained by the Se§vara Samkhya but it is also
the upadana karana.

VIII. Brahman as the Supreme Deity is the Cause of
the Universe.

This is the subject-matter of the last adhikarana named
Sarvavyakhyanadhikarana which covers the single conclusive
sutra of the fourth pada of the first adhyaya. In the preceding
seven adhikaranas, Badarayana has examined the selected
Upanisadic statements which convey the idea of either the
Pradhana or purusa as the cause of the universe and shown
that their true import is Brahman as the sole cause of the
universe. Brahman, according to Ramanuja, is the Supreme
Deity in the name of Narayana or Visnu, as is evident from
the statements of Subala, Katha, Taittirlya, Narayana and
Mahopanisad. There are a few stray Scriptural statements
appearing in the Upanisads which prima facie, speak of
other deities such as Hiranyagarbha, Siva, Indra, Rudra
etc as the higher deity that existed prior to creation. Thus it
is stated: Hiranyagarbhah samavartata agre bhutasya jatah
patrireka asit. “Prior to creation, Hiranyagarbha existed and
that He became the ruler by creating all beings® ”. The
Svetasvatara says — yada tamah tanna diva na ratrih na sat na
ca asat $iva eva kevalah? . “ At the time prior to creation when
it was only darkness which was neither day nor night, when
there was neither being nor non-being, only $iva existed”.

These statements give room for the doubts that other
than Brahman there are other deities which could be the
cause of the universe.

In order to remove such doubts, Bidarayana states: etena
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sarve vyakhyatah. It means “All such statements stand
explained by adopting the principles of interpretation and
logical arguments stated in the preceding adhikaranas of
the earlier padas (pragukta nitibhedat). That is, if we take
into consideration the context in which these statements
are made, the main theme or the subject matter of the entire
passage and also the sentences at the commencement and
conclusion of the passage, it becomes apparent that all the
Upanisadic statements conclusively establish that Brahman
is the only cause of the universe. The details of the
interpretation of the texts referring to Hiranyagarbha, Siva
etc are given in the Vedartha Sangraha of Ramanuja and
other theological treatises of Vedanta Desika. These are not
therefore discussed in the Adhikarana-saravali. He
mentions only one important point to assert the Supremacy
of Visnu as Para Brahman. In the popular concept of tri-
miurti or three deities namely Brahma, Visnu, Rudra -
mentioned in the Puranas, Visnu referred to here on a par
with the other two deities is the incarnated form of Brahman
as a devata for the purpose of carrying out the function of
raksana (protection). The Supreme Lord assumes the
incarnated form of Matsya (fish), Kirma (tortoise), Rama
and Krsna (as human forms) for specific purposes on specific
occasions without abrogating His original essential nature®.
Visnu as the incarnated form of a devata is not different
from Visnu as the Supreme Deity. Hence it is concluded
that all the Upanisadic texts teach that Brahman as the
Supreme deity is the sole cause of the universe.

Katha Up.I-3-10 and 11.

Katha Up. I-3-3 and 4.

AS verse 132

Katha. Up. I-3-9

See VS 1-4-2. siksmam tu tad-arhatvat - “The subtle avyakta be-
comes the body, for it is only then that it becomes fit to be
useful.” See AS verse 133.

Katha Up. I-3-9.

See AS verse 133.
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Svet. Up. 1V-5
VS 1-4-8

Svet. Up. IV-9
AS verse 134
Br.Up -VI-4-17
VS-1-4-11.

Br. Up. VI-4-8
Br. Up. 11I-4-70
Tait. Up. Il

See Ch. Up. VI-2-3. Also ASverse 137. yatraasatvadidrstam, tatra

See Padayojana AS verse 138

VS 1-4-16.

Kau. Up. IV-18.

VS1-4-16.

Cintdmani verse 139.

AS verse 140. pranakhyanari na tena ksatiriha ca tathd tadvisiste hy
upasa.

VS 1-4-19.

Br. Up.1V-4-5

See Br. Up.IV-4-6

AS verse 141. tattad-bhoga pradatuh prathayati hi vibhoh kamatah
tatpriyatvam. See also Cintamani on verse 141 - tattad putradi
nimitta, bhoga pradatuh parama purusasyaiva sarmkalpat tesim
putradindm pitradin prati priyatvam bhagavat sarikalpayattam
ityarthah.

See AS verse 142. See also Padayojana, $arira viacakanam Sariri
paryantatva nyayena dvarabhitta jiva aparityagena tad-visistataya
pratipadayati.

See V.S. 11-4-20, 21, and 22.

AS verse 143.

Rg Veda. X-121. See also Tattirlya Sarnhita 1V-1-8.

Svet. Up. IV-18.

AS verse 150. etat matsyadibhavesviva nija-vibhava anukriya natyam
sydt. See Ramayana,VI-104 tatstvamapi durdarsah tasmat bhavat
sandtandt; raksartharit sarva bhiitdnarm visnutvam upajagrivan.



CHAPTER Five

THE DOCTRINE OF UNIVERSE
AND BRAHMAN

In the previous chapter we have seen how Badarayana has
established by methodical analysis and proper interpretation
of the Upanisadic texts that Brahman is the sole cause of
the universe. In connection with the refutation of the theory
of Se§vara Samkhya (Yoga) which admits I$vara as the
nimitta karana of the universe, he has upheld the doctrine
of Vedanta that Brahman is the upadina karana of the
universe on the basis of the Upanisadic teachings. The
Prakrtyadhikarana to which we have referred earlier, mainly
deals with this subject. Several objections are raised against
this theory by the Samkhyas. These are all dealt in the
adhikaranas of the first pada of second adhydya. In this
context, the relation of Brahman to the universe comes up
for special consideration in the Arambhanadhikarana included
in the first pada of the second adhyaya and also in the
Ahikundaladhikarana included in the second pada of the third
adhyaya. We shall deal with all these matters in the present
chapter with a view to presenting a coherent doctrine of
universe in relation to Brahman

I. Brahman as the Material Cause of the Universe.

This is an important subject in Vedanta. It is covered in a
separate adhikarana named Prakrtyadhikarana. The relevant
siitra reads: PrakrtiSca pratijiia-drstantanuparodhat!. The
word prakrti, as interpreted both by Rimanuja and Sarnkara
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means upadana karana®. The word ‘ca’ added to it implies
that it is also the nimitta karana. That is, Brahman is both
the material and instrumental cause of the universe. The
reason for advancing this view is contained in the words of
the sutra ‘Pratijria drstanta anuparodhat’. It means that the
general statement and the illustrations mentioned in the
Upanisad in support of it would not be contradicted by the
admission of Brahman as both material and instrumental
cause. An important passage of the Chandogya Upanisad
to which the siitra refers contains statements which point
out that by the knowledge of the one Reality everything
else becomes known (eka vijiianena anyat sarvam vijnatam
bhavati). Thus says the Upanisad ‘uta tari adesam apraksyah
yena asrutari Srutari bhavati, amatam matam, avijfiatam
vijiiatam”.

“Have you ever asked that instruction by which that
which is not heard becomes heard; that which is not thought
becomes thought; that which is not comprehended becomes
comprehended.”

By way of elucidation of this statement, the Upanisad
cites three illustrations: yatha saumya ekena mrtpindena
sarvarit mrnmayam vijiiatam syatekena loha manina sarvam
lohamayar vijfiatam syat; ekena nakha nikrntanena sarvam
karsnayasamn vijfiatam syat®....

“My dear, as by one lump of clay, all that is made of
clay is known,...by one nugget of gold, all that is made of
gold is known, by a pair of nail scissors, all that is made of
iron is known”

The general statement about the knowledge of one (the
causal substanceé) leads to the knowledge of everything else
(all the products made of it) is named pratijfia or declaration.
The illustrations offered by the Upanisad to elucidate this
are called drstanta. If we take into consideration the
illustrations cited by the Upanisad, it is obvious that the
knowledge of the material cause leads to the knowledge of
the products made out of it. On the same analogy, it is
maintained that if Brahman is admitted as the material cause
of the universe, everything else caused by it would be
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known. This is the main justification for affirming that
Brahman is the upadana karana.

In support of the above conclusion, Badarayana points
out that the very Upanisadic texts state that Brahman itself
resolved to become the universe in the following words
‘tadaiksata, bahusyari prajayeya’ — ‘It resolved, may I become
many’®. The Taittiriya Upanisad also says ‘so’kamayata,
bahusyam prajayeya: “It thus resolved, may I become many’.
The Taittiriya Uparusad also states: ‘tad-atmanam svayam
akuruta’® — "It (Brahman) makes itself evolved into the form
of the universe”. On the basis of these Upanisadic texts
Badarayana states that Brahman itself becomes the universe
through modification. The relevant siitras read: Atmakrteh,
parinamat’ . The word ‘parinamat’ used in the siitra means,
as explained by Ramanuja, parindma-svabhavyat, that is,
Brahman possesses the characteristic of undergoing
modification. Its implication is that Brahman is of such a
nature as it is capable of undergoing modification without
at the same time, its svariipa or intrinsic nature being subject
to change. This is possible because, according to
Visistadvaita Vedanta, Brahman is inseparably related to
the souls and the cosmic matter (cid-acid-visista Brahma).
As explained by Ramanuja, Brahman is always (sarvada)
associated with cit and acit both in the states prior to creation
and also after creation. In the state prior to creation,
Brahman is associated with cit and acit in their subtle state,
and the same Brahman, when it wills to become many,
manifests itself as associated with cit and acit in their
manifest form. This explanation has the full support of the
Scriptural texts. The Brhadaranyaka Upanisad says:
‘Taddhedam tarhi avyakrtam asit tan-namarupabhyam eva
vyakriyata®’ — “This universe consisting of souls and matter
existed prior to creation in unmanifest form. It then became
many with name and form”. All the changes apply to cit
and acit and not to Brahman. But Brahman as the substrate
of cit and acit is not affected by the change. This is illustrated
by the analogy of a boy growing into youth and the youth
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attaining manhood etc. In this instance, the different states
such as youth, manhood etc involving physical change,
actually belong to the body and the soul which is the adhara
or support of the body is in no way affected by it. In the
same way, the modification taking place in the cit and acit
do not affect the svariipa of Brahman, which is its adhara.
Brahman is regarded as upadana karana by virtue of its being
the substrate of acit which actually undergoes modification.
It is only in this sense that purinama of Brahman is to be
understood in order to maintain its nirvikaratva.

By way of defending the above explanation offered by
Ramanuja, Vedanta Desika points out that the analogy of
clay and its products should not be taken literally in respect
of the causal relation of Brahman to the universe. It is not
necessary that there should be absolute similarity in every
respect between drstanta or illustration and darstrantika or
the object to be explained. The analogy is to be made use of
to the extent it is plausible (yatha yogyam sadharmyam).
There are other instances which substantiate how a
substance can serve as a material cause without
transforming itself into the state of an effect. Thus for
instance, the spider causes the web without effecting any
change in respect of it. Neither the body of the spider nor
its jiva undergoes modification but only the spider as
associated with the body (dehavisista irnanabhih) creates
the web®. In the same way, it is to be understood that
Brahman as associated with cit and acit undergoes
modification without affecting its svariipa.

Vedanta Desika further points out that there is no
inconsistency in respect of Brahman being both the upadana
and nimitta kdrana as this is supported by the Scriptural
texts. The general principle (pratijfia) viz. the knowledge of
the causal substance leads to the knowledge of its effects is
sustainable if karana or causal substance is not different from
karya or its effects. In order to substantiate that Brahman is
upadanakarana the Upanisad has provided the illustration
of clay and its products (tadanuguna udahari drstantavargah).
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The statement that Brahman itself resolved to become many
conveys the idea that it is also nimitta karana. In the context
of the creation of the universe, a passage of the Rgveda
also speaks of Brahman as both upadina and sahakari karana
or accessory cause. Thus it states: ‘kimsvid vanam ka u sa
vrksa asit, yato dyava prthivi nistataksuh, brahma vanam
brahma sa vrksa asit, yato dyava prthivi nistataksuh’ —

“What was the wood (vanam), what is the tree from
which they have shaped the heaven and earth? Brahman
is the wood and Brahman is the tree from which they have
shaped the heaven and the earth”.

The first part of the verse raises the question as to what
is the material cause of the universe and what is the material
out of which it is made? The later part of the verse gives the
answer in terms of Brahman as the upadana denoted by the
words brahma vanari and that Brahman itself is the material
denoted by the words brahma sa vrksa. On the basis of it,
the sutra says: ‘saksacca ubhaya amnat'’. That is, the
Scriptural text speaks of Brahman itself as both the upadana
karana and the accessory cause (sahakari karana). That it is
also nimitta is implied in the verse.

The Mundaka Upanisad also states that Brahman is
‘yoni’ or source of the universe, implying that it is the
material cause on the analogy of the spider creating the
web. Based on this, Badarayana says: Yonisca hi giyate''.

As pointed out earlier, the Taittiriya also states that
Brahman itself becomes the universe by undergoing
modification (atmakrteh parinamat) in the sense that prakrti
which constitutes its body is made to evolve into the
manifest universe from its unmanifest state. Taking all these
facts, Vedanta Dedika contends that there is no
inconsistency in admitting Brahman as both the material
and instrumental cause of the universe'

An objection is raised against this conclusion. Whatever
is regarded as upadana karana, the same cannot be nimitta
karana. That is, whatever is other than upadana is to be

- regarded as nimitta karana. In the same way, if something
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is regarded as nimitta karana, it cannot be upadana karana
(yadva siddhari nimittam na bhajati tadupadanatam). Vedanta
Desika refutes this argument as unsound. It is possible to
regard the same one entity in two different forms with
reference to the two different forms or states with which it
is associated (akara bhedat nanatva vyavahara yogitvam
siddhyati). Both the Scriptural texts and also our common
experience warrant such a theory.

According to the Upanisads, Brahman as associated
with cit and acit in their subtle state (sitksma cid-acid-visista
brahma) is the upadana karana, while the same Brahman,
when it manifests as the manifold universe by its will,
becomes the nimitta karana. Hence there is no contradiction
involved in conceiving Brahman as both the upadana and
nimitta karana.

One other objection is raised against the theory that
sutksma-cid-acid-visista-brahma is upadana karana. According
to the Subala Upanisad dealing with the dissolution of the
universe, the different evolutes successively become
absorbed in their respective causal substance. The prakrti is
dissolved in the aksara (jivatman), the aksara in turn is
dissolved in tamas and tamas finally becomes one with
Paramatman. The Visnu-purana also states that both prakrti
and purusa are absorbed in Paramatman (prakrti-purusascapi
ubahu etau liyete paramatmani). According to these
statements, both prakrti and purusa are destroyed, the word
‘laya’ being interpreted as vinasa or destruction. How then
can it be claimed that Brahman which exists prior to the
state of creation is associated with cit and acit in their
unmanifest state?

Vedanta Desika clarifies that the word ‘laya’ or ‘liyate’
does not imply total destruction. On the contrary, the ‘laya’
of an entity is the assumption of its previous state after
giving up the present state (svavasthi prahanena purvavastha
praptiriipam). The statement ‘prthivi apsu liyate’ means that
prthivi assumes the state of ap or water after losing the state
of prthivi. Laya is also understood in another way. It means
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merging of an entity into another without losing its nature
and assuming an undistinguished form (svavastha
prahanamantarena vastvantaravirbhava anarha samsarga
visesa prapti). In the Subala Upanisad the statement ‘tamah
pare deva eki bhavati’ implies that prakrti and purusa assume
in the state of dissolution, such a form that they become

indistinguishable. It does not mean that they are totally

Anctumerad lhannsian 3 ]
destroyed because the Scriptural and Smyti texts speak that

they are anadi or having no beginning and also nitya or
eternal. This is analogous to the melted iron rod and the
water into which it is dipped (ayastoyaniti). When the
melted rod is dipped into the water, it assumes the state of
the iron rod without losing its metallic nature. In the same
way, when tamas or prakrti becomes united with
Paramatman, prakrti is not totally lost but it remains in
Paramatman in the state of undistinguishable form. Thus
the theory of Brahman as related to cit (souls) and acit
(cosmic matter) can become upddina karana. It is also the
nimitta kdrana since the universe is created through the
operation of His will (saritkalpasrayat nimitta karana). This is
a sounder theory than that of Advaita which explains
upadana karanatva by resorting to vivarta vada or the theory
that Brahman illusorily appears as universe due to avidya.
It is also sounder than Samkhya theory which explains
causation of the universe by God as only nimitta karana (asau
bhoktr-bhogya-prabhrti-kavacitat visva-srstih samici)®

II. The Relation of Brahman to the Universe.

Brahman and Jagat are non-distinct (ananya).

A major objection is put forward by the ancient Vaisesikas
who maintain that cause and effect are absolutely different
and as such Brahman cannot be regarded as material and
instrumental cause of the universe. The Arambhana-
dhikarana discusses this important issue and explains the
causal relationship between Brahman and the universe in
terms of non-difference (ananyatva).
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According to the VaiSesikas cause and effect are two
different entities. Taking the common example of the
threads and the cloth as cause and effect, the cloth is
brought into existence anew by the collection of various
causal factors. What is accepted as a cause is known by a
name different from that which is an effect. Thus for
instance, the cause of the cloth is named as thread, whereas
its etfect is known as cloth. By number (sarikliyd), the two
are different. The threads are numerous, whereas the cloth
is a single entity. By function (vyavahara), they are not the
same. Cloth covers the body, whereas the threads do not
serve such a purpose. The knowledge of the thread is not
the same as the knowledge of the cloth (buddhi-bheda). Cause
and effect differ also in respect of shape (akara).There is
also temporal difference between the two. Threads are first
made and cloth is made later. Because of these several
factors, effect is distinct from the cause (anya)™.

Vedanta Desika does not agree with this view. Threads
may be different from the cloth but the two can be regarded
as different states of the same substance, as in the example
of the scroll of palm leaf and an earring made out of it by
just rolling it into the shape of an earring. When it is flat, it
is called a scroll but when it is rolled, it is known as an
earring. In this instance, the two entities as cause and effect
are different by virtue of the name, function, shape etc but
still the two are modifications or states of the same substance.
That is, the same substance is regarded as cause and effect
with reference to the two different states it assumes
(dravaikye’pi astu sarvar tadabhimatada$a bhedatah). In the
same way, Brahman as the cause of the universe is regarded
as non-distinct from the universe as its effect. Thus states
Badarayana:

Tad-ananyatvam arambhana Sabdadibhyah®. It means, as
interpreted by Ramanuja, that the universe is non-distinct
from Brahman for the reason that the Upanisadic statement
beginning with the word ‘arambhana’ supports it. The fuller
implication of the Siitra is explained with reference to the
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passage of the Chandogya Upanisad on the basis of which
it is formulated.

The Upanisad states:

Yatha saumya ekena mrtpindena sarvam mrnmayarm vijAiatam
syat, vacarambhanam vikaro namadhyeyam mrttiketyeva
satyam'®

“My dear, as by the knowledge of one lump of clay, all
that is made of clay is known, the modification (the object
made of clay) becing connected with speech”.

This statement is explained by Ramanuja in the
following way. The word arambhana is taken as a variant
of alambana on the basis of a grammatical rule. Alambana
means being touched (spriyate). The word vak means
speech. The combined word vaca-arambhana means being
touched or being connected with speech. That is, the
modification (vikara) of clay in the form of configurations
such as pot or pitcher and the names adopted to designate
them are connected with speech for the purpose of bringing
out appropriate transactions such as fetching water. The
implication of this explanation is that the pot as an effect of
clay is not an altogether different entity, as Vaisesikas claim,
but on the other hand, it is a modified form of the clay.
Though cause and effect may be regarded as distinct, in
actuality it is non-distinct in the sense that the pot is only
the modified form of the same one substance, namely the
clay (mrd-dravyameva samsthanantara namadheyantara bhak).
The other important implication of this explanation is that
the pot as a modification of clay, is not illusory (mithya), as
Sarnkara contends. It is as real as the clay. This is the
significance of the words: mrttika dravyam ity-eva satyam,
mentioned in the Upanisad. Cause and effects are therefore,
two different states (avasthas) of the same one substance.

On the basis of these explanations, Ramanuja maintains
that Brahman as the cause and the universe as its effect are
ananya or non-distinct. By way of elucidation he points out
that Brahman is always (sarvada) integrally related to the
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universe comprising the sentient souls(cit) and non-sentient
cosmic matter (acit), both in the state prior to dissolution,
that is, prior to creation (agre) and also after the creation of
the universe by its sarkalpa. In its causal state (karanavastha),
Brahman is associated with cit and acit in their unmanifest
form (sitksma-cid-acid-visista). When it wills to become
many, the same Brahman assumes a state in which it is
associated with cit and acit in their manifested gross form
(sthiila-cid-acid-visista-brahma). The former is the causal state
and the latter is the effect state. On the analogy of the clay
and pot, the two states are not different, since Brahman
which is the adhara for the unmanifested universe and also
the manifested universe, is the same. The Chandogya
passage dealing with the causation of the universe supports
this view. The statement: ‘sadeva saumya idamagra asit
ekameva’ implies that Brahman existed prior to creation
(agre) as integrally related to cit and acit in their subtle form.
This is the ekatva-vasthia of Brahman, that is, Brahman as
associated with cit and acit in their unmanifest form as
different from bahutva-vastha assumed after it creates the
universe by its will. The Brhadaranyaka clearly states that
the universe existed in an unmanifest form prior to creation
and the same became manifest after creation. Thus it says:
Tad-dhedam tarhi avyakrtam asit, tan-nama rupabhaym
vyakriyata’ . The Subala Upanisad dealing with the
dissolution of the universe affirms in clear terms that tamas
which represents the unmanifest universe comprising of
both the prakrti and the jivas (aksara) becomes united with
Brahman (tamah pare deva eki bhavati’®). The Chandogya
teaching sad-vidya also states; ‘Sanmiilah somya imah prajah
sadayatanah satpratisthah’®’. Considering all these
Upanisadic statements, it is obvious that Brahman as related
to sitksma cit and acit is the material cause of the universe, on
the analogy of the clay and pot cited by the Upanisad, and it
is non-distinct from the universe created by it in the sense
that the same Brahman as associated with sitksma cit and
acit becomes Brahman as associated with sthiila cit and acit.
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An objection can be raised against this theory. If sat or
Brahman in the causal state exists along with cif and acit in
their unmanifest state, how could it be regarded as advitiya
or without a second as stated in the Upanisadic statements?

In reply, Vedanta Desika points out that even the schools
of Samkara, Bhaskara and Yadava Prakasa who also
subscribe to the theory of Brahman as upadana karan:i, admit
that Brahman as associated with maya, upadni and $Sakii
respectively is the cause of the universe. But they seek to
overcome the conflict with the concept of advitiya by
regarding maya, upadhi and $akti as apradhana or secondary
principle since it is a quality (videsana), while Brahman which
is pradhana or primary principle remains advitiya. If this is
the explanation offered by them, the same explanation holds
good in respect of Visistadvaita theory, which admits cit
and acit as subordinate to Brahman. Brahman as the
Antaryamin of prakrti and purusa (jiva) is the Principal
Reality, while the other two entities are the visesanas or
dependent realities. Epistemologically, the substance as
qualified by the visesanas is one only. From the standpoint
of Brahman as inherently related to cit and acit, it is one
(viSista vivaksaya ekatva). Philosophically and also logically,
this is a sounder theory of Brahmopadanatva than that of
Advaitins and bheda-bheda vadins, since this conforms better
to the Scriptural teachings (sarva Srutyaikarasya)®

ITII. The Universe as an Integral Part of Brahman.

In the preceding section we have considered the causal
relationship between Brahman and universe in terms of
ananyatva or non-distinction. In a later adhikarana included
in the second pdda of the third adhyaya, Badarayana
discusses specifically the question of the relation of the non-
sentient universe to Brahman in terms of visesana and
videsya. That is, jagat caused by Brahman is related to it in
the same way as an attribute to the substance or the body
to the soul ($arira-Sariri bhava). As this subject has a direct
bearing on the theory of the relationship between Brahman
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and the universe, it is considered appropriate to discuss it
in this chapter.

In connection with the consideration of the two-fold
character of Brahman (ubhaya-linga), Badarayana
introduces three siitras in which he refers to the different
views on the nature of the relation of Brahman to the
universe in terms of bhedd-bheda or difference-cum-non-
difference and abheda or non-difference by citing two
illustrations: 1) serpent and its coils (ahikundala) and 2) The
luminous body and its light (prakasasraya and prakasa).

The siitra containing the first illustration reads: Ubhaya
vyapade$at-tu ahikundalavat?. It means, according to
Ramanuja, that the relation of Brahman to the universe is
similar to that of the serpent and its coils, since Brahman is
spoken of in the Upanisads as different and also non-
different from the universe (ubhaya vyapadesat). Thus the
Chandogya says: sarvar khalu idarit brahma - “All this is
Brahman”. The Svetasvatara states: bhokta bhogyan
preritaram ca matva. This statement draws a distinction
between Brahman and the universe. In order to reconcile
these two conflicting statements, the non-sentient universe
is regarded as a special form (samsthana visesa) of Brahman,
as a coil is of the serpent. This represents a prima-facie view,
according to Ramanuja, which upholds non-difference
between Brahman and the universe.

The second siitra containing the illustration of the light
and its luminous body reads: prakasasrayadva tejastvat® . It
means - “Alternatively (va), it is like light and its substrate,
both being luminous. Its implication is, according to
Ramanuja, that light and its body are different but at the
same time they are one in so far as both are of the nature of
light (tejas).This also presents a second alternative prima
facie theory, according to which there is difference and non-
difference between Brahman and the universe.

The subsequent siitra which simply reads: ‘pitrvavad-
va?’, is taken to present the view of Badarayana, as
admitted by both Samkara and Rimanuja. The word
‘puirvavad’ literally means ‘as stated previously’. The word
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‘va’ implies that the views contained in the present siitra is
different from the two prima facie theories mentioned in
the preceding two siitras supporting the relation of non-
difference and difference-cum-non-difference respectively
between Brahman and the universe.

The earlier sutra to which Badarayana refers, as
interpreted by Ramanuja, is the one relating to the nature
of relation of jiva to Brahman in terms of ar13a or an integral
part of Brahman, which is mentioned in the third pada of
the second adhyaya. It reads: am$o nanavyapadesat anyatha
ca®- “The self is an integral part of Brahman on account of
difference and otherwise (non-difference) also.” The fuller
implications of this sutra will be explained in the chapter
on the Doctrine of Jiva. For the present it may be noted that
Badarayana has in mind this sittra, when he says ‘piirvavad-
va’ to explain the relationship between the universe and
Brahman, since the principle adopted to determine the
relation of jiva to Brahman is equally applicable to the
relation of universe to Brahman. As both jiva and Brahman
are Sarira of Brahman, it is relevant to refer to the sutra
dealing with jiva while discussing the relation of non-
sentient universe to Brahman.

The universe is also regarded as an anéa or an integral
part of Brahman since it does not have a separate existence
apart from Brahman as in the case of jiva (jivavat prthak-
siddhyanarha viSesanatvena acid vastuno brahmarmsam?®). This
is similar to the relation of body to the soul (3arira sariri
bhava) adopted by Ramanuja to explain the relationship
between universe and Brahman on the authority of
Antaryami Brahmana. The non-sentient universe, like the
sentient soul, is 4arira of Brahman in the technical sense
that these are necessarily and always supported and
controlled by Brahman which is their ariri or the Indwelling
Self*. This theory accommodates both difference and non-
difference from different standpoints, difference as sariri
and $arira and non-difference as $ariri integrally related to
the darira.
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IV. Refutation of the objections against the theory of
Brahman as upadana karana.

As pointed out earlier, a few objections are raised against
the Vedanta doctrine of Brahman as the upadana karana.
One major objection raised by the Vaisesikas that cause
and effect are absolutely different and as such Brahman
cannot be regarded as the cause of the universe is already
discussed in the preceding section. There are other
objections raised by the Samkhyas on the assumption that
there cannot be any causal relatlonshlp between Brahman
and the non-sentient universe since they are of different
nature. If on the other hand, Brahman and jagat are
considered to be non-different, then the defects found in
the material universe and also the afflictions of the jivas
would be applicable to Brahman. Further, if Brahman itself
as the material cause of the universe, undergoes
modification, it would affect its nature as nirvikara or devoid
of change. In the absence of any accessories for creation of
the universe and also a useful purpose to be served,
Brahman cannot be conceived as the creator of the universe.
All these objections are examined by Badarayana and set
aside in order to establish the causal relation of Brahman
to the universe. The following adhikaranas included in the
first pada of the second adhyaya discuss these issues and
bring out the relation of Brahman to the universe.

i) Smrtyadhikarana

i)  Yoga-pratyukty-adhikarana

iii)  Vilaksanatvadhikarana

iv)  Bhoktrapatty-adhikarana

v)  Arambhanadhikarana

vi)  Itaravyapadesadhikarana

vii) Upasamhara-dafsanadhikarana

viii) Krtsnaprasakty-adhikarana

ix)  Prayojanatvadhikarana

We shall present the important points of these

adhikaranas, except (v) which has been discussed earlier, as
pointed out by Vedanta Desika.
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a) The Smrti texts of Sammkhya and Yoga are opposed to
Vedanta.

At the outset, Badarayana discusses the issue whether the
Kapila Smrti or the treatises of Samkhya system founded by
sage Kapila and Yoga-smrti or the texts of Yoga system
founded by Hiranyagarbha, are to be accepted as
authoritative for determining the teachings of the Upanisads
relating to the cause of the universe. This matter is covered
in two separate adhikaranas named as Smrtyadhikarana and
yoga-pratyukty-adhikarana. The prima facie view advanced
in this connection is that Smrti texts are generally regarded
as upabrahmanas or that which elucidate the teachings
contained in the $rutis and in view of it, the doubtful
Upanisadic statements teaching about Brahman as the
material cause of the universe are to be interpreted with
reference to what is clearly stated in Kapila Smrtis. Besides,
Kapila is revered in the Vedic texts as a sage, gifted with
spiritual knowledge (rsi prasiitam kapilaii?’). 1t is therefore
contended that kapila smrti is to be depended upon for
ascertaining the true cause of the universe. If this view is
accepted, it follows that prakrti or the primordial cosmic
matter is the material cause of the universe and not Brahman
as claimed by the Vedantins.

This view is rejected by Badarayana. The relevant siitra
reads: Smrty-anavakasadosa prasanga’ iti cet, na anya-smrty-
anavakasadosa prasangat®®. Its general meaning is: “If it is
argued that Kapila Smrti would be rendered unauthoritative
by not making use of it to determine the meaning of Vedanta
texts, then it would lead to the position that other Smrti
texts (such as Manusmrti) are of no value.”

The implication of this is that there are other more
authoritative Smrtis such as Manu Smrti and these would
be rendered unauthoritative if we rely on Kapila Smrti for
determining the meaning of the Upanisadic texts. Sage
Manu is also reputed to be gifted with Spiritual knowledge
and his treatises mention in clear terms that Brahman is
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the source of the universe. We cannot therefore ignore them.
Further, the teachings of Kapila that prakrti is the cause of
the universe is opposed to the Upanisadic texts. Manu Smrti
does not also mention prakrti as the cause of the universe.
The same is the case with Yoga smrti founded by
Hiranyagarbha. This is also not regarded as authoritative
source book for determining the true purport of the
Upanisadic texts dealing with the causation of the universe
by Brahman. Hence the theory of Brahman as the material
cause of the universe is to be admitted as taught in the
Upanisads. -

b) The Cause and Effect are of different nature.

The Sarmkhyas advance an argument on a different ground
that Brahman cannot be claimed to be the cause of the
universe since the two viz. Brahman as the causal substance
and the universe as its effect (karya) are not of the same
nature. That is, Brahman is a sentient Being, whereas the
cosmic universe is non-sentient in character and the two
being different in nature (vilaksana), there cannot be any
causal relationship between them. The basis for this
objection is that according to the Samkhyas, the universe is
constituted of three gunas viz. sattva, rajas and tamas and
prakrti which is its cause, is also of the same nature. Hence
it is logical to affirm that prakrti is the cause of the universe
and not Brahman, which is of different nature from the
universe (na asamat)..

Badarayana refutes this objection. This matter is
discussed in the vilaksanadhikarana. It is not necessary that
the causal substance and the effect brought out of it should
be of the same nature. By way of elucidating this point,
Vedanta Desika asks the question whether there should be
similarity (simya) between the cause and the effect in every
respect or in respect of some aspect only (kenacit samya). Such
a similarity can be seen in respect of a mountain and
paramanu, in so far as the two have a common feature of
being padarthas (substances). But it does not serve the purpose
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of determining the causal relationship between the two.

It may be argued that the common feature should be of
such a nature that would determine the causal relationship
between the cause and its effect. Then the argument stands
defeated in respect of the cow dung and the scorpion born
out of it (gomayat vricikadau bhagna). There is a causal
relationship between cow dung and the scorpion but we
do not notice any common feature between the two. Hence
it is not inappropriate to admit that Brahman as associated
with sitksma cit and acit is the cause of the manifest universe
in the sense that the same Brahman by its sartkalpa assumes
the state of Brahman as associated with the sthiila cit and
acit (sthullatvam yati).

As explained earlier, Brahman does not transform itself
into the universe in which case its nature would be affected.
But on the contrary, the acit or the cosmic matter which
constitutes the $arira or body of Brahman undergoes
modification. The change in the cosmic matter does not
affect Brahman which is its adhara, in the same way as the
changes taking place in the body of a person do not affect
the self within. The Antaryami Brahmana states that all
entities in the universe including the jivatman, constitute
the sarira or the body of Brahman. The term $arira employed
in the Upanisad is not to be taken in the ordinary sense as
the physical body. As explained by Ramanuja, $arira or body
with reference to Brahman is that which is always
supported and also wholly controlled by it. It is defined as
follows: yasya cetanasya yaddravyam sarvatmana svarthe
niyantum dharayitum ca Sakyam tachhesataika-svarupam ca
tat tasya Sariram.

It means: “Any substance which a sentient self can
completely control and support for its own purposes and
which stands to the self in an entirely dependent relation is
called its darira."® On the basis of this definition, Ramanuja
regards that all sentient and non-sentient beings constitute
the sarira or body of Brahman, as declared in the Antaryami
Brahmana. The universe is $arira of Brahman in the technical
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sense that the universe is wholly dependent on Brahman
for its existence. It is completely controlled by Brahman and
it also subserves the purpose of the Supreme Being.
Brahman is the Saririn or Universal Self of the universe,
which is its body, because Brahman is the ground (adhara)
for the universe. It is the controller (niyanta) and it uses the
universe for its own purpose. In view of these explanations,
the Vedanta theory of Brahman as the upadana karana of

the universe is logically tenable.

c) Brahman is not subject to the experience of pleasure and
pain

If Brahman associated with the universe as its body is
the cause of the universe, would it not experience the duhkha
or suffering inherent in the universe just as the jiva
associated with a body experiences the sukha and dulikha?.
This is an objection which is raised by the Samkhyas against
the Vedanta theory of Brahman as the material cause of
the universe. According to them, Brahman associated with
a body cannot escape the suffering of the universe
(bhoktrapattih). Consequently there would be no difference
between jiva and Brahman, since both are subject to the
experience of suffering (avibhdgah). This matter is discussed
in the Bhoktrapatty-adhikarana.

Badarayana refutes this objection. The difference
between jiva and Brahman is well established by several
Upanisadic texts. Though both jiva and Brahman are
associated with a body, Brahman does not experience the
suffering, unlike jiva. The experience of pleasure and pain
is not caused by the mere body, but on the contrary it is
due to the karma of the jiva. Since Brahman is free from
karma (apahata-papma), it is not subject to any affliction
caused by karma. This is explained on the analogy of the
ruler and the subjects ruled by him (samrad-bhrtyadiniti).
The persons who obey the command of a ruler enjoy the
rewards conferred on them and those who disobey the
commands are given punishment. But the ruler himself does
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not experience any suffering caused by punishment to others
nor does he experience any happiness enjoyed by those who
are rewarded for their good conduct. In the same way,
Brahman who is the Supreme Ruler of the universe is not
subject to suffering or joy, while the jivas experience the
same in accordance with their karma. This is the implication
of the expression ‘lokavat’, mentioned in the sufra which
reads ‘vhokirapaiten uvibhagascet syad lokavat™ . If it be said
that Brahman would be subject to the experience of pleasure
and pain because of non-distinction, the reply is that there
is distinction as seen in the world.

d) Brahman as the Creator of the Universe is not affected by
the afflictions of the Universe.

In the Arambhanadhikarana dealing with the causal
relationship between Brahman and the universe, it was
established that the two as cause and effect (karya) are non-
different. It would then follow that jivas too are non-
different from Brahman in so far as they are part of the
universe created by Brahman. Some of the Upanisadic texts
such as ‘tat-tvamasi’, ‘sarvari khalu idam brahma’ also convey
the idea of non-difference between the two. But the jivas
are afflicted with all kinds of sufferings. It would then
amount to admitting that Brahman is the creator of a
universe filled with suffering. Thus the theory of Brahman
as the cause of the universe would be subjected to the
criticism of Brahman creating a universe, which is non-
beneficial to it. This is the objection raised against the
Vedanta doctrine of Brahman as the cause of the universe
and it is discussed in a separate adhikarana named Itara-
vyapadesadhikarana. The relevant sttra reads: Itara-
vyapadésad hitakaranadi-dosa prasaktih® . It means — “Since
Brahman is stated to be non-different from the other (jiva),

- there would follow the defects of Brahman creating a

universe not beneficial to it.”
Badarayana sets aside this objection on the ground that
it is well established in the scriptural texts that jiva and
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Brahman by virtue of their nature are absolutely different.
Thus says the sutra: ‘adhikam tu bheda nirdesat* . By way of
elucidation, Vedanta Desika points out that the
Visistadvaitin does not admit that the jiva and Brahman
are essentially one (svariipaikyam). On the other hand, the
two are regarded as non-distinct (ananya) in the sense that
Brahman as inherently related to the jivas by virtue of its
abiding as Antaryamin in the jivas (tatsthyena jivatmani
antardtmatayd avasthanena ananyatvasya uktatvat®®). The
Vedanta-siitra also states: ‘Avasthiteh iti kasakrtsnah®’- “It
is one because Brahman abides in the jivg, as stated by sage
Kasakrtsna”. On the authority of Antaryami Brahmana, jiva
is regarded as $arira and Brahman as its 3ariri or Self. Thus
Brahman as inherently related to jiva is one but by virtue of
their svariipa, the two are different. Hence the defects found
in the universe do not affect Brahman, even though it is the
creator of the universe.

e) Brahman is not in need of Accessories for Creation of the
universe.

Another minor objection is raised against the Vedanta theory
of Brahman as the creator of the universe. Generally it is
seen that for the production of an object, such as a pot by
the potter, the requisite accessories (upakarana) are needed
besides the material (upadina) and the person to produce
the object. Though Brahman may be admitted as having
the capacity to function as material and instrumental cause,
it does not have any kind of accessories for the creation of
the variegated universe. The Upanisadic text merely states
that prior to creation, Brahman alone existed but there is
no mention of the presence of the requisite accessories.
Hence the theory of Brahman as the creator of the universe
is not sound. This issue is discussed in the adhikarana named
upasariharadarsanadhikarana.

Badarayana rejects this objection. The relevant sutra
reads: upasarithdra daréanat na iti cet na ksiravaddhi. It means:
“If it is said that the accessories are needed for the
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production of an object, and in the absence of it in respect
of Brahman, it cannot be the cause of the universe, the reply
is it is untenable as in the instance of milk which has the
power of becoming curd out of its own accord without the
aids. Brahman which has the power to produce anything,
can also create the universe without any accessories.
Vedanta Desika explains that Brahman possesses the dakti
or power o create the universe without any accessories
out of its sammkalpa. He cites several examples to substantiate
this point. The milk changes itself to curds on its own accord.
The magnet attracts the iron by its own presence. The spider
creates the web out of its saliva. The celestial deities create
the heavenly objects by their will. A human being can make
his body move by his mere desire without any accessories.
Hence it is not inappropriate that the all-powerful Brahman
creates the universe out of its saritkalpa without the aid of
any accessory.

f) Brahman does not transform itself into the Universe.

One other serious objection is raised against Brahman as
the material cause of the universe. If Brahman itself becomes
the universe, the question is raised whether Brahman as a
whole undergoes transformation into the universe or only
a part of it. In either case it affects the very nature of Brahman
which being indivisible should not be subject to any change.
Badardyana discusses this issue and provides an
appropriate answer to it in the Krtsnaprasakty-adhikarana.
The relavant siitra reads: krtsna prsaktih niravayava $abda
kopo va%*. Its general meaning is, according to Rimanuja,
if Brahman is wholly transformed into the universe, it
would exhaust itself in becoming. the universe and there
would be no Brahman left other than the universe for the
purpose of meditation and attainment by the seeker of
moksa. If on the other hand, a part of Brahman is
transformed, Brahman would be divisible. But such a
position would violate the Scriptural texts which speak of
Brahman as niravaya or devoid of parts.
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Badarayana refutes this objection by taking recourse to
the $ruti or the Revealed Scripture as the sole dependable
authority to determine these issues. The relevant siitra reads:
Srutestu sabda-miilatvat’ . It means, according to Ramanuja,
that such criticisms are not valid because of the Scriptural
support ($ruteh). That is, the Scriptural texts point out that
Brahman is niravaya and that it also creates a variegated
universe. Scripturc being the sole authority in matters which
are super-normal, we have to accept its teaching even
though it may not appear logical. But it is also pointed out
in a subsequent sutra that Brahman possesses vicitra Sakti
or extraordinary powers to cause the universe through its
parinama without affecting its svariipa. The Vedanta Sitra
says: atmani caivam vicitrasca hi¥’ - “So also it is seen in the
case of Atman (Brahman) that it possesses variegated
power”. The Upanisad also says: parasya Saktih vividhaiva
$rayate svabhaviki jiiana bala kriya ca*® - “His knowledge and
power are revealed to be manifold”. Brahman is thus
endowed with extra-ordinary powers and it is therefore
possible for it to create the universe without affecting its
svariipa. To overcome this problem, Sarnkara resorts to
vivarta vdda or the theory of illusory appearance of
Brahman on the basis of the doctrine of avidya. The universe
and its origination in Brahman are fabrication of mere
avidya or the cosmic principle of illusion, which conceals
the true nature of Brahman and projects its appearance as
the universe. What is caused by avidyid does not affect the
true nature of Brahman. The universe is not really caused
or created by Brahman, but it is a mere illusory appearance.
But there is no mention in the Vedanta siitras about maya or
avidya as conceived by Sarikara or even the concept of vivarta.
Nor is it supported by the Upanisads. Hence there is no
inconsistency in the stand taken by Ramanuja to explain
the material causality of Brahman on the basis of parinama
stated by Vedanta-siitra and explained by Ramanuja which
is in conformity with the Upanisadic teachings.
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g) The Purpose of Creation of the Universe.

The possibility of Brahman being the creator of the universe
is questioned on the ground that there is no useful purpose
served by such a creation (na prayojanatvat®®). It is asked
whether the creation of the universe is for the benefit of the
creator himself or for someone else. It cannot be for the
benetfit of Brahman, since it is stated to be one whose desires
are ever-fulfilled (avapta samastakamah). If it is for others
out of the compassion of the creator, then the creation of
the universe filled with suffering is not justified (karunyat
duhkhasrstih na bhavati). Hence the theory of Brahman as
the cause of the creation of the universe is not sound.

This theory is discussed in a separate adhikarana named
‘na prayojanatvadhikarana’. The above objection is ill-
founded, contends Vedanta Desika (andhacodyam). As
stated by Badarayana, the creation of the universe by Isvara
(Brahman) is a mere sport for Him (lilasau lokavat syat).
This is explained on the analogy of the king. Though the
king has no specific object to achieve, he indulges in the
sports or gambling activities, purely out of pleasure. If God
creates the universe as a divine sport for His own pleasure,
how could He be regarded as ‘avaptasamastakamah’?. In
reply Vedanta Desika points out that the concept of
avaptasamastakamah does not mean that God has no desires
at all or that His desires are already fulfilled, but on the
contrary it implies that whenever He wills a thing, it is
accomplished without any obstruction (abhimata samaye
siddhih).

One other objection is raised. If God is the creator of the
universe which is full of suffering and also there exists wide
disparities in the suffering and happiness of individuals,
He would be subject to partiality (vaisamya) and cruelty
(nairghanya). This is not tenable says Badarayana because
He creates the individuals on the basis of their karma or
their past deeds (karma sapeksatvat). God dispenses good to
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those who have done good deeds and evil to those who
have done wicked deeds. This is also supported by the
Scriptural text — ‘sadhukari sadhurbhavati papakari papo
bhavati’. Hence [évara is free from the defect of being cruel.
Karma, which is the cause of birth in different strata, is anadi
or beginningless, just as jrva is anadi (anaditvat upapadyate).
That is, the jivas along with the variegated karma
transmigrate birth after birth continuously from
beginningless time like the seed and sprout (bijarnikuradi krama
visama bhava anadi karmaughabhajam®®)
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THE THEORY OF COSMIC CREATION

In the first adhyaya of Brahma-siitra known as Samanvaya-
dhyaya, Badarayana establishes by a systematic and
methodical examination of the important passages dealing
with Brahman, that it is the sole cause of the universe
(jagatkarana). In the second adhyiya which is titled
Avirodhadhyaya, he attempts to reaffirm on a solid basis
this important Vedanta doctrine by a critical examination
of the theories of the other schools of thought which were
prevalent during his time and which were opposed to the
central doctrine enunciated in the preceding adhyaya. The
schools which come up for consideration in the order in
which it is stated in the Brahma-siitra, are: Samkhya, Yoga,
Vaisesika, the four schools of Buddhism - Vaibhasika,
Sautrantika, Yogacara and Madhyamika, Jaina, Pasupata,
and Paficaratra. Of these, the schools of Samkhya and Yoga
receive special attention since the founders of these systems
are Kapila, a reputed Vedic sage and Hiranyagarbha, a
Vedic deity. The followers of these schools do not admit
Brahman as the cause of the universe. They ascribe the
origin of the universe to prakrti, the primordial cosmic
matter, which either independently or through the
association of I§vara (in the case of Yoga school) evolves
itself into the universe. The schools of Vaisesika, Buddhist
and Jaina trace the origin of the universe to the paramanus
or atoms which are infinitesimal and suprasensible reals.
The school of Pasupata upholds that I§vara, named
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Pasupati, is only the nimitta karana of the universe. As these
views are opposed to the Vedanta doctrine of Brahman,
they need to be refuted in order to prove the soundness of
the Vedanta theory (svapaksasthipanaya parapakih
pratiksepa). The Paricaratra school, however, is taken up for
consideration for the purpose of clarifying that its teachings
are not opposed to Vedanta as claimed by some critics.

The following eight Adhikaranas of the second pada of
the second adhyaya are devoted for this purpose.
Racana-nupapatty-adhikarana
Mahad-dhirghadhikarana
Samudayadhikarana
Upalabdhy-adhikarana
Sarvathanupapatty-adhikarana
Ekasmin-asambhavadhikarana
Pasupatyadhikarana
Utpatty-asambhavadh1karana

The scope of the critical examination is confined to show
that the philosophical theories of these schools in general
and, in particular, the views advanced by some of them
regarding the process of cosmic creation are logically
untenable and thereby establish that the Vedanta doctrine
of Brahman as the cause of the universe is free from such
inconsistencies. In some of the Adhikaranas of the third and
fourth pdada, Badarayana also discusses the ontological
status of the evolutes of prakrti such as viyat or ether and
tejas or the element of fire to prove that Brahman is the
cause of these evolutes. In this connection the process of
the formation of the physical universe by Brahman is also
explained. We shall consider all these matters as presented
by Vedanta Desika in the Adhikarana saravali.

BN YR W N

I. The Sarnhkhya Theory of Cosmic Evolution

This is discussed in the Racananupapatty-adhikarana.
According to the Samkhyas, the mula-prakrti or the
primordial cosmic matter is the cause of the universe. Prakrti
is constituted of three gunas viz. sattva, rajas and tamas. It is
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non-sentient in character (acetana), one, omnipresent
(sarvagata) and constantly changing (satata-vikriya). Prior
to its evolution the three gunas remain in a state of
equilibrium. When this equilibrium is disturbed, it evolves
itself into various modifications in a particular order. The
first evolute of prakrti is known as mahat and from mahat
evolves agharnikara. The ahanikira is also characterized by
the three gunas and accordingly it is of three kinds: sattvika,
rdjasa and tdmasa. From sattvika aharikara, in which the
sattva element is predominant, the eleven sense organs
including the manas are evolved. From the tamasa ahamkira,
the five tanmadtras or subtle elements evolve. From the
tanmatras arise the five gross elements — akasa, vayu, tejas,
jala and prthivi. Purusa which is distinct from prakrti, is
sentient, eternal, all-pervasive and unchanging. Besides
purusa and prakrti as the two fundamental ontological
principles, the ancient Samkhyas do not admit [$vara or
God as a separate Being.!

The origin of the universe is explained on the basis of
the evolution of the unmanifest prakrti into manifest universe
of its own accord. That is, when the equilibrium of the three
gunas is disturbed, it evolves itself into twenty three evolutes
including the five physical elements. The physical universe
is caused by the combination of the five elements.

Badarayana does not accept this theory of cosmic
creation. His criticism is mainly directed to point out that
the orderly process of evolution of the prakrti into the
manifest universe cannot take place without the control
and direction of a Sentient Being. The relevant siitra reads:
Racana-nupattesca na anumanam pravrtteSca’. It means:
prakrti (which is established on the basis of inference) cannot
be the cause of the universe because of the untenability
(anupapatty) of cosmic creation (without it being guided by
an intelligent Being) and also the need of an intelligent Being
for the initiation of the evolutionary activity (pravrtteica).
.The implication of the siitra is that prakrti being a non-
sentient entity, cannot evolve itself into manifold universe
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unless it is guided or controlled by an intelligent Being
possessing the knowledge of the object. As Vedanta Desika
explains, we have seen in our ordinary experience that
objects such as a piece of cloth and pots are made by persons
having knowledge of the objects such as a weaver or potter.
In the case of mountains, oceans etc, these are regarded as
creations of God on the authority of the Scriptural texts. It
is therefore inconceivable how the non-sentient prakrti can
evoive itself into the manifold variegated universe without
the guidance of an intelligent Being.

The Sammkhyas cite a few illustrations in defence of their
theory. The green grass consumed by a cow is converted
into milk. The milk becomes curds. The water particles of
the ocean are formed into thick water-bearing clouds. The
magnet is found to attract iron. In these cases there seems
to be no role of an intelligent person.

But this argument is not tenable, contends Vedanta
Desika. In all these cases, there is the role of a sentient Being
which causes such changes (tad akhilar cetana adhisthitam).
This is proved by the Vedantins on the strength of the
Scriptural texts or on the basis of inference by the Vaisesikas.

The Samkhyas argue that the presence of the Purusa,
the eternal sentient individual Self, with prakrti, can cause
the evolution of prakrti into the universe. This is explained
on the analogy of a blind and lame person. A blind person
is enabled to move with the help of a lame person. In the
same way, with the mere association or presence of the
intelligent Purusa, the prakrti can evolve itself into the
universe. Even this explanation is unsatisfactory. Purusa in
the Sarhkhya system is present eternally and it is not possible
to account for the initiation of the evolutionary process at a
particular point of time on that basis.

There are other inconsistencies in the Samkhya theory
of cosmic creation. According to the Sarkhyas, the prakrti
comprising of the three gunas is the cause of the creation of
the universe, when the equilibrium of the gunas is disturbed.
Dissolution of the universe takes place when the same three
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gunas remain in a state of equipoise. But prakrti comprising
of the three gunas is vibhu or all-pervasive. What is vibhu all
the time cannot admit itself the two different states of
creation and dissolution (tesam nityam vibhutve sama-visama
dadadi kidrg vadeyuh’).

The Samkhyas also account for bondage and release on
the basis of the superimposition of the prakrti on the Purusa
(anyonya-adhyasa) and total dissociation of purusa with
prakrti respectively on the analogy of the white crystal and
red flower placed close to it. The pure white crystal is
mistaken to be red on account of the superimposition of
the redness on the crystal and when the flower is taken
away, the crystal remains in its pure form. In the same way,
purusa who is eternally pure and free from bondage is
supposed to be bound on account of its conjunction with
mind or antahkarana which is a product of prakrti. When
purusa is dissociated with antahkarana and cll its functions,
it becomes free. This is how bondage and liberation from
bondage are accounted for.

This is also an unsatisfactory theory, contends Vedanta
Desika, because both the purusa and prakrti do not possess
cetanatva or knowledge as a dharma. Prakrti is non-sentient
in character. Purusa, though it is regarded as sentient, is
not admitted by the Samkhyas as the subject of knowledge.
It is nirlepa or untouched by all mental qualities such as
jfana, desire, capacity to function (prayatna). How then such
a purusa can become associated with bondage and also
liberated from it.

Further the Samkhyas state that the main function of
prakrti is to cause bondage to the purusa in the form of
experience of pleasure and pain and also bring liberation
for it.*

If purusa, is nityamukta for the Sammkhyas, how can it be
subject to bondage and liberation from it? All these
teachings, if subjected to logical analysis are found to be
inconsistent. Hence the Sarmkhya theory of Pradhana as the
cause of the universe, is not sound.
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I1. Vaisesika Theory of Cosmic Creation

This is examined in the Mahad-dirgadhikarana. The
Vaidesikas, unlike the Sarmkhyas admit I§vara but they
ascribe the origin of the universe to the paramanus or the
atoms which are eternal, partless, infinitesimal and
suprasensuous reals. The four gross elements —earth, water,
fire and air of which the universe is constituted are not
derived from the prakrli but from such atoms. The process
of origination of these physical elements takes place as
follows. When two atoms, for example, of earth, come
together, they form a binary compound known as dvyanuka.
Like the primary atoms, it is infinitely small in size and is
therefore supersensuous. Three such binaries, suitably
adjusted produce a triad known as tryanuka, which is
identified with the dust particle we notice in the sun-beam
through the window. This is regarded as a visible entity. Its
magnitude is finite and all other finite objects are made out
of such triads. The large size of an object such as a mountain
or the small size of an object such as a mustard seed is due
to the combination of a number of tryanukas formed out of
the primary atoms. The existence of the atoms is deduced
from the known divisibility of perceivable material objects.
According to the Vaisesikas the divisibility must terminate
at some stage and cannot go on indefinitely. The terminal
stage in the process of this division represents paramanus
or the atoms which are the uncaused cause of all that is
finite in the universe.

Badarayana rejects this theory. The main point of
criticism -is directed towards the impossibility ‘of the
combination of the paramanus. The relevant sitra reads:
Mahad-dhirghavad-va hrsva parimandalabhyam®. The word
hrsva means dvyanuka and parimandala means paramanus.
Mahad-dhirgha implies tryanuka. The general meaning of
the siitra is that the theory of the origination of the universe
from the atoms is unsound in the same way as the formation
of the dvyanukas out of the paramanus. By way of elucida-
tion, Vedanta Desika points out that the very formation of
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the dvyanukas by the combination of two primary atoms is
inconceivable. Since the atoms are partless (niravaya), the
question is asked: When two paramanus come together, do
they combine as a whole or only in parts? If they combine
as a whole, there would be complete interpenetration. That
is, one submerges in the other and consequently the
dvyanukas formed out of it is not of bigger magnitude. How
then could such dvyanukas produce the things bigger than
themselves? If on the contrary, the atoms combine in parts,
then the atoms should be admitted to be as possessing parts
or sides as in the case of physical objects. We speak of two
physical objects coming together only in respect of a side.
But such a possibility is ruled out in respect of the atoms
which according to the VaiSesikas do not possess any part
or spatial property. Thus, if the combination of two
paramanus cannot be explained satisfactorily, the theory of
paramanus as the material cause of the universe cannot be
established.

The theory of Vaisesikas also suffers from another serious
defect. How does the original combination or conjunction
of two primary atoms take place? It needs some principle
which causes the movement of the atoms to come together.
For this purpose, the Vaisesikas posit the adrsta or the unseen
force. Where does it abide and how does it operate? If it
abides in the individual soul, it cannot cause motion in the
atoms which are outside it. If this be possible, then dtman
being nitya should always cause the creation. If on the other
hand, it abides in the atoms, then the adrsta being non-
sentient cannot have the capacity of bringing about the
combination of the atoms. Besides, adrsta caused by the
deeds of the souls cannot exist in the atoms.

It may be possible to explain the operation of adrsta by
conceiving I§vara as instrumental in bringing together the
atoms. That is, [évara, through His saritkalpa (will) can cause
the combination of atoms as dvyanukas and tryanukas and
through them the formation of the universe. But the theory
of Isvara which is formulated on the basis of anumina or
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inference, is defective as stated in the Sdstra-yonitvadhikarana.
If Isvara is admitted as the Supreme Being endowed with
omniscience and omnipotence, on the authority of the
Upanisads, as the Vedantins do, then it would be possible
to account for the creation of the universe through His
saritkalpa. But such a view is not acceptable to the Vaisesikas
and hence the theory of paramianus as the cause of the
universe is unsound (asamafijasa).

IT1. Buddhist Theories of Cosmic Origin

There are four schools of Buddhism viz. Vaibhasika, Saut-
rantika, Yogacara and Madhyamika. The Vaibhasikas and
the Sautrantikas trace the origin of the universe to the
paramanus which are regarded as momentary in character
(ksanika). The Yogacaras and the Madhyamikas offer
different views regarding the nature of physical phenomena.
All these theories stand opposed to the Vedanta doctrine
of Brahman and universe and hence they are taken up by
Badarayana for critical examination. The following three
adhikaranas are exclusively devoted to the consideration of
this matter.
1)  Samudayadhikarana which discusses the theories
of Vaibhasikas and Sautrantikas.
2)  Upalabdhy-adhikarana dealing with Yogacara
theory.
3)  Sarvathd-anupapatty adhikarana which examines
the Madhyamika theory.

a) Vaibhasika Theory

The origin of the universe which is traced to the paramanus
is explained as follows. The four physical elements viz.
prthivi or earth, ap or water, vayu or air and tejas or fire
which are evident to perceptual experience are regarded
as constituted of atoms. Each element possesses certain
qualities. The atoms of earth possess qualities of colour, taste;
touch and smell. The atoms of water contain qualities of
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colour, taste and touch. The atoms of tejas possess the
qualities of colour and touch while the atoms of vayu contain
the quality of touch only. When these atoms combine
together, they become the aggregates of four physical
elements (bhuta). The physical bodies, the sense organs
(indriyas) and the objects of the external world are formed
by the combination of the aggregates of four physical
elements. The Vaibhisikas do not admit atman or soul as a
separate entity. The mind called citta and the series of mental
ideas serve the purpose of the self through which the
knowledge of the external objects arise. All things, both the
external objects and the internal ideas are momentary
(ksanika) in character.

Badarayana rejects this theory as most unsound. If all
things exist only for a moment, the very formation of the
universe cannot take place out of the aggregates of
paramanus and the aggregates of physical and mental atoms
of the bodies and other objects.® paramanus, according to
the Vaibhasikas originate in the first moment and the same
in the next moment combine themselves into an aggregate
and in the third moment these become the physical elements
such as prthivi out of which the formation of the universe
takes place. If the paramanu perishes in the very next
moment soon after it comes into existence how then can it
cause the prthivi etc out of which the bodies arise? If
paramanus are momentary in nature, physical elements
constituted of the paramanus and the formation of the
universe out of such elements is inconceivable. Even the
cognition of the external objects by the citta or mind through
sense contacts cannot also be explained if the objects and
the buddhi do not have a permanent existence.

b) Sautrantika Theory

The Sautrantikas also offer a similar kind of explanation
regarding the formation of the universe. The criticisms
leveled against the Vaibhasika regarding the formation of
the universe also apply to the Sautrantikas.
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They also maintain that the external object is not directly
perceived but it is to be inferred on the basis of the cognition
of the objects that takes place. The justification for such a
view is that objects, being momentary cannot be present at
the time they are seen. If they were present, they would
persist for at least two moments. That is, when they served
as the cause of perception and when they were actually
perceived. If things have only momentary existence, then it
is only a past thing that can be perceived. So what is present
externally when perception takes place is only the successor
in the object series of the member that served as its cause.
The previous member leaves its impressionon thepercipient
mind before it disappears and it is from impression (akdra)
that we infer the prior existence of the corresponding object.

This theory is subjected to severe criticism by Vedanta
Desika in the Tattva-mukta-kalapa. All the arguments
advanced by the Sautrantika Buddhists are examined in
detail and refuted. The main point of criticism is that it is
impossible for an object to transfer its image or impression
to jAiana. The Sautrantika adopts the analogy of the reflection
of the face in the mirror in support of its theory. Though
we do not see our face, it is perceived when it is reflected in
a mirror. This is what is meant by akara-samarpana or
transference of the image. Such an explanation does not
hold good in respect of knowledge and object. Jiiana by its
nature is devoid of any form (nirakara). How could there be
a reflection of it”! In the case of the mirror, reflection is
possible in the glass because it is tainted with mercury. There
is no such conditioning factor (upadhi) in respect of jfiana.
Besides, jiidna as well as the object, according to the
Soutrantika are momentary. By the time the object transfers
its image to jiiana, the former would have changed. The
object to be reflected and the recipient of the reflection are
not of the same temporal order and hence the reflection of
the objects is not possible.

It may be possible to explain the transference of the
quality of one entity to the other by way of proximity as in
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the example of white crystal placed next to the red flower.
But this explanation would not hold in respect of knowledge
and the object since there is no common feature between
the two (dvayamapi ekakaroparaktam na). Only two entities
having physical form could be juxtaposed but for the
Sautrantikas both are formless (vyarise naivabhimukhyar).
Besides, all objects are momentary and at the time
knowledge arises, the particular momentary object ceases
to exist. Hence the gkara of the object cannot be passed on
to knowledge.

c) The Theory of Yogacara

Unlike the Vaibhasika and Sautrantika, this school of
Buddhism denies even the existence of the external objects.
According to it, knowledge which is described as vijiana is
the sole reality and its content is false. There is neither subject
nor object but only a succession of ideas. The specific form
which cognition at any particular instant assumes is
determined not by an outside object presented to it as the
realists believe but by the latent impression (vasana) left
behind by past experience which in turn goes back to
another impression, that again to another experience and
so on, indefinitely in a beginningless series. Only these ideas
(vijiiana) are real and the external objects have no reality of
their own. The latter are just projections of the internal
(mental) ideas. Hence they are called vijfianavadin, since
apart from the series of mental ideas, nothing really exists.
As this doctrine denies the very existence of the external
world and also the process of knowing the external objects,
it is subjected to a critical examination in a separate
adhikarana named as Upalabdhy-adhikarana. The criticism
is confined to two important points. First, it is not possible
to deny the existence of external objects because our
experience reveals that knowledge is always related to a
subject and also to an object (na abhava upalabdheh®).
Secondly, the external objects experienced by us are not
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similar to the dream objects, that is, the objects experienced
in the dream state (vaidharmyacca na svapnadivat®).

In the Tattva-mukta-kalapa Vedanta Desika presents a
more detailed criticism against the theory of Yogacara after
examining all the possible arguments advanced by them.
We shall take note of the important points of the criticism.

The main point of criticism is that knowledge which
manifests as ‘I know’ is an internal phenomenon, whereas
the object which manifests as ‘This is an external entity’,
and the two which are distinct, can never be one and the
same. That is ’knowing’ and ‘being’ can never be identical
as claimed by the Yogacara.

Against this, the following argument is put forward by
Yogacara. There is-an invariable association between
knowledge and its content (sahopalambha niyama). Thought
and objects always appear together and neither can appear
without the other. It is not therefore correct to assume that
they are distinct and they may well be regarded as different
phases of one and the same factor.

Vedanta De$ika refutes this argument. The fact that
knowledge and object are found together does not establish
that knowledge and object are one and the same. There is
invariable concomitance or association between smoke and
fire but nevertheless it does not follow that they are the
same. In fact the very concept of ‘invariable association’ is
meaningful only when two separate entities exist (sahamati-
niyamadyanyathaiva atra siddham).

Another argument is advanced by the Yogacara based
on the analogy of the dream where experierice takes place
without corresponding objects. That is, in dream we
experience the objects but the objects experienced do not
actually exist. In the same way, though our ordinary
experience may refer to external objects, the latter do not
really exist. This is rejected on the ground that there is a
difference between the dream objects and the objects seen
in the waking state. Thus it is stated in the sutra:
vaidharmydcca na svapnadivat’. According to the Visistad-
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vaitin, even the dream objects are real for the duration of
the dream since these are the creations of I$vara as stated
in the Upanisads. If these are still regarded as non-real it is
because these are sublated in the waking experience. But
nevertheless, they exist as long as one is dreaming as
otherwise there cannot be any experience of it. But the
objects of the waking state are not sublated. They do exist
all the time as long as they last and as such they are real.

Vedanta Desika further observes that knowledge which
arises only in relation to objects cannot be devoid of content.
In the case of perceptual knowledge, perception takes place
only when there is sense contact with the objects that exist.
Smrti or memory also occurs with regard to an object or
event already experienced. Even illusory cognition
presupposes previous experience of an object. Taking the
instance of illusion of shell-silver, if shell did not exist, it
could not have been mistaken for silver. Thus all our
knowledge depends on the existence of objects. The
admission of the reality of external objects is therefore
absolutely essential for the functioning of knowledge. If
knowledge has no relation to any object other than itself, it
ceases to be knowledge.

Further, it is a matter of common experience that
knowledge is variegated and this diversity is possible
because of the differences in their contents. If existence of
objects is denied, the diversity of knowledge cannot be
explained.

The Vijiianavadin tries to explain the diversity of
experience on the basis of the variegated vasanas, which
are in the form of a continuous series like the flowing river
from a beginningless time. Vijfiana is also a series of
momentary mental processes, and the vasands which are
associated with them influence vijiiana and thereby cause
the diversity of experience.

Such an explanation does not hold good, contends
Vedanta De$ika. Vasana for a Buddhist is ksanika. That is,
it changes every moment. In the series of cognitions, when



162 The Philosophy of Viéistadvaita Vedanta

the earlier cognition ceases to exist, the vasana associated
with it is also erased and hence it cannot influence the next
momentary cognition. If the series of cognitions is admitted
as one continuous cognition, it may be possible to account
for the continuation of the vasana and its influence on the
cognition. Alternatively reality of external objects is to be
admitted to account for diversity of experience Neither is
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is therefore untenable.

d) Madhyamika Theory

The Madhyamika Buddhists advance an absolutely different
view regarding the nature of the objects of the external
world. According to them the objects of the external world
do not have real existence. No entity in the universe is of
the nature of sat or existent. If something is sat, it should
not be sublated and should always exist everywhere in the
same form. It cannot be otherwise, since any change in its
svariipa is not possible. Nothing in the universe is of the
form of asat. What is asat should not appear to cognition.
But it is not so, because at sometime or some place or in
some manner it appears to cognition. It cannot be both sat
and asat because of the defects pointed out in respect of
first two alternatives. Besides, it involves self-contradiction.
Nor could it be said that it is devoid of sat and asat because
of the same objection stated with regard to the third
alternative. These are the four possible modes of predication,
and tattva or what is considered to be a real entity cannot
be characterized by any of these predications, taken either
singly or taken in combination. That is tattva is neither real
nor unreal nor real-unreal nor different from both real and
unreal but different from all the four alternatives. Thus they
describe tattva as ‘catuskoti vinirmuktam’?. That is, it is $iinya
in the words of Madhyamika or absolutely indeterminable.
If this be the nature of the tattva, then the universe and the
objects do not exist as such.

Badarayana rejects this doctrine. The adhikarana named
as Sarvathd-nupapatty-adhikarana is devoted to this matter.
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The relevant sutra reads: sarvathd-anupapattesca™. It means
— “The doctrine of Madhyamika, that everything in this
universe is indeterminable (sarvasiinya) is totally untenable”.
The implication of this, as explained by Vedanta Desika is
that it is purely a speculative theory without having any
support of the pramanas (amanatah svesta vada). He raises
two alternatives. Is this theory established on the basis of
admission of the generally accepted pramanas? Or is it
proved without any pramanas. 1f pramanas are accepted,
the Madhyamika cannot prove such a theory. If it is not
accepted, then the theory stands defeated and the theory
of his opponent would stand justified (tat-prahine
paramatam aksobhyam). That is, if the theory of sarvasiinyatva
is rejected, the reality of the universe accepted by the
opponent becomes established.

The Madhyamika attempts to prove his theory on the
basis of the admission of the concept of samurti, an illusory
principle which makes what is non-existent as existent.
Even the postulation of such a concept would not help to
prove that everything is $unya (asat samvrtih na
arthasiddhyai).

Vedanta Desika points out that it is impossible to
conceive tattva as absolutely indeterminable ($iinya). The
words $unya (void) and tuccha (non-existent) which appear
to mean total negation (sarvasiinya) do not imply absolute
non-existence. Negation necessarily presupposes its counter
correlate. It does not deny total non-existence at any time
or at any place. When we say that an object does not exist,
it only means that it exists at some other place or at some
other time, but not that it is absolutely non-existent like the
sky-flower. Absolute non-existence (sarvatha-$iinyatva) is
not logically tenable. What does not exist here and now
does exist elsewhere and some other time. It is not therefore
correct to deny the reality of external objects and also the
jfiana, jiiata etc on the basis of $unya-vada (nirupadhika
nisedhah adrtat na kalpyah').
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One other argument is advanced by the Madhyamika
in support of his theory. An object such as a pot, does not
exist prior to its production. Nor does it exist after it is
destroyed. What does not exist, either prior to its production
or after it is destroyed, ceases to exist. It does not also exist
during the middie period like the sky-flower (gagana
kusumavat syanna madhye). This argument is untcnable,
contends Vedanta Desika. The very fact that the pot is
perceived to exist at present, does not prove its non-
existence.

An objection is also raised on the basis of the causal
relation between the cause and effect. Is the effect produced
from the cause that undergoes modification (vikira) or from
one which does not (avikrtih)?. If it be the former, then it is
asked whether or not this modification is produced by some
other modification. If this question is pursued, we are
condemned to an infinite regress. If it be the latter, then the
effect would abide all the time the cause continues.

This is an irrelevant objection, contends Vedanta Desika.
It is well known that the effect is caused by the association
of the requisite accessories with the causal substance
(samagrya karya siddheh). The lump of clay undergoes
modification into a pot when only the accessories such as
the potter, the wheel and stick are operative. There is
therefore no room for the fallacy of infinite regress in respect
of karana.

In the absence of the admission of the valid pramanas, it
is not possible to prove the theory of the Madhyamikas viz.
everything is $iinya. If on the basis of the concept of samuvrti,
an illusory principle postulated by the Madhyamika, all
their theories, though not valid, appear to be valid, then on
the basis of the same explanation, it is possible to assert
that even the stand adopted by the opponent and also the
criticisms offered by them are all valid. Thus, by resorting
to the concept of samurti, which corresponds to the Advaita
concept of maya, the cosmic principle of illusion, it is not
possible to establish the theory of sarva-$iinyatva.
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Incidentally Vedanta Desika briefly enumerates the
various theories of error and truth. These are: Anyathakhyati
of Naiyayikas or the theory of mis-apprehension of shell
for silver, akhyati of Mimarmsakas or the theory of non-
discrimination between shell and silver, visayarahita-dhih
of some Buddhists or the erroneous knowledge without a
content, the theory of cognition of something without an
objective basis (anadhisthana dhih), held by some Buddhists,
bahyarthakarayogah — the transference of the akara of the
external object on the internal cognition (view of
Sautrantikas), error as different from sat and asat (sadasat
itara dhih) held by Advaitin, contentless cognition (Sunya-
dhih) of Madhyamikas, atmadhih or the cognition itself
projecting in a different form held by Yogacara. These
theories advanced by other schools are wrong. The sound
and correct theqry is that all that is perceptually seen is
real including the vision of silver in shell (yatharthakhyati)
as this is in conformity with the Scriptural teaching and
the paficikarana theory. But in a few exceptional cases where
pafictkarana is not applicable, it is satkhyati combined with
akhyati'®

iv) Jaina Theory of universe

The Jainas also trace the origin of the universe to the
paramanus and they do not accept I$vara as the cause of the
universe. Badarayana therefore takes it up for critical
examination as it is opposed to the Vedanta doctrine. This
subject is considered in a separate adhikarana named
Ekasmin-asambhavadhikarana. The main criticism is directed
to prove the logical untenability of the central theory of
sapta-bhangi or the seven-fold description of the nature of
all the entities in the universe developed by the Jainas.
According to the Jainas the universe comprises of jivas
and ajivas but there is no Isvara. They admit six categories
(dravyas) viz. jiva, dharma, adharma, pudgala, kala and akasa.
The term pudgala refers to the substance possessing the
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qualities of ripa, rasa, gandha and sparsa. It is of two types,
one in the form of paramanus and the other in the form of
the conglomerations of paramanus. These are air, water, fire,
earth and all kinds of material bodies.’® The universe is
formed out of such conglomeration of paramanus.

Regarding the nature of the objects in the universe, it is
not of one uniform character but manifold (anekanta). When
we look at a thing from different view points, we arrive at
different conclusions. Thus, a jug is a dravya in the sense
that it is of the nature of collection of atoms but it is not a
dravya like another substance like akasa. It is a dravya in
one sense and not a dravya in another sense. In the same
way, an object looked at from different standpoints could
be described as different in character. By adopting such a
theory it is concluded that objects are different as well as
non-different.

Jainas seek to justify the possibility of different views
regarding the nature of an entity from different standpoints
on the basis of the syadvada, also named as saptabhangi or
the seven-fold formula. The word ‘syad’ means maybe. The
reality, in their opinion is extremely indeterminate in its
nature and it is not possible to make any affirmation which
is universally and absolutely valid. They conceive of seven
possible alternatives in describing the nature of an entity as
follows.

1.  Maybe, is (syad asti)

2. Maybe, is not (syad-nasti)

3. Maybe, is and is not (syad asti ca nasti ca)

4 Maybe, is inexpressible (syad avyaktavyam)

5 Maybe is and is inexpressible (syad asti ca

avyaktavyam)

6.  Maybe is not and is inexpressible (syad nasti ca
avyaktavyam)

7. Maybe is, and is not and is inexpressible. (syad

asti ca nasti ca avyaktavyam)
The Jainas apply the seven-fold formula even to the
substance and the qualities which are called paryayas or
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modes. The paryayas are modifications taking place in the
substance and are accidental in character. Since both
features —~ substance and modes are admitted in respect of
the same identical object and at the same time, it is possible
to speak of coexistence of permanence and change or unity
and difference at the same time and in respect of the same
objeci. judged as an enduring entity, substance is
permanent (nitya) and non-different (abhinna) and the same
with reference to the various modifications it constantly
undergoes is non-permanent and different (bhinna).

This theory is rejected by Badarayana on the ground
that it is impossible to speak of different characteristics in
respect of the same one entity at the same time. The relevant
sutra reads: ‘naikasminn-asambhavat’’. It means, as
explained by Ramanuja, that it is impossible that the
contradictory characteristics such as existence and non-
existence are applicable at the same time to one substance.
Vedanta Desika points out that it is a theory riddled with
self-contradiction (vydghata) since two mutually opposed
characteristics cannot be affirmed in respect of one and the
same entity at the same time. Sattva means existence or
being and asattva means non-existence or non-being. These
two are mutually opposed and cannot be affirmed of the
same object. It maybe possible to regard an object as being
as well as non-being with reference to the limiting
conditions (upadhis) such as change of place or change of
time or change of form. For example a pot exists at the
present time but it does not exist at a later time. Pot exists
in a particular place but it does not exist in another place.
It exists as pot but it does not exist as another object. The
asattva or non-existence can be attributed to an object on
the basis of upadhi and this is regarded as sopadhika upadhi,
which is logically conceivable. But the affirmation of non-
existence in respect of an object without any reference to
upadhi (nirupadhika asatvam) to the same one object and at
the same time, as Jainas do on the basis of saptabharngi theory
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advanced by them, is logically untenable. This is the point
of criticism leveled by Vedanta Desika against the jaina
theory (na ca nirupadhikah kvapy asatvadiyogah'®).
Some of the philosophical doctrines of the jainas also
suffer from serious defects.
1)  Thejiva is of the size of the body.
2)  Thejiva in the state of mukti is vibhu though it is
associated with a body.
3)  Mukti is continuous upward movement.
4)  Dharma and adharma are pervasive like akdsa.
5)  The earth is always moving downward.
All these theories are opposed to the Upanisadic
teachings and are also logically untenable.

v) The Theory of Pasupata

The Pasupatas, the followers of the ancient Saivite religious
sect, account for the origin of the universe through the
media of prakrti presided over by Isvara (ISvara adhisthita
prakrti). Though ISvara is admitted on the basis of inference
as an instrumental cause (nimitta karana) of the universe, it
does not, unlike the Sesvara Samkhyas accept the
Upanisadic teachings as a source of authority for proving
the existence of I§vara. Besides in matters of religious mode
of life and practices (acara) it follows its own customs which
are almost opposed to the accepted Vedic practices’®. Hence
Badarayana deals with the Pasupata theory separately and
refutes it after a critical examination. This subject is covered
in the adhikarana named Pasupatyadhikarana.

The relevant siutra states: patyuh asamafijasyat®®. Its
general meaning, as explained by Ramanuja, is that the
theory of Pasupati (which is the name for Rudra), is not
acceptable to the Vedantins since it is full of inconsistency
and also opposed to the Vedic teachings. In his commentary
on the siitra, Ramanuja mentions briefly the various
customs observed by the Pasupatas for the purpose of
attainment of higher spiritual goal and shows how these
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are opposed to the Vedic teachings on tattva and upasani
(Veda viruddha tattvopasana). As regards the philosophical
doctrines which are more important than the religious
customs, it is pointed out that the postulation of Iévara for
the purpose of accounting for the evolution of the prakrti
into the manifest universe suffers from serious defect. I§vara
is admitted on the basis of inference as the nimitta karana.
That is, [évara, the Ruler of the prakrti, causes the evolution
of the universe. If [§vara is the nimitta karana similar to the
production of the pot by the potter, He should also possess
abody for creating the universe through the media of prakrti.
If body is admitted, then he would be subject to the punya
and pdpa similar to the jivatman who, with a body,
experiences pleasure and pain. If I§vara is without a body,
He cannot function as the instrumental cause by presiding
over prakrti. Hence the very theory of cosmic creation by
Pasupati as a presiding Deity over prakrti is defective.

vi) The Theory of Paficaratra

Along with the refutation of the rival schools of thought,
which are opposed to Vedanta, the theory of the Paficaratra
school also comes up for consideration. Though this is
considered to be in conformity with the Vedanta, yet its
examination is justified for the main purpose of removing
the doubt about its validity (pramanya). As indicated in the
Vedanta-siitra, there is a view expressed in the Paficaratra
literature that the jiva is brought into existence (utpatti) and
such a theory is naturally opposed to the Upanisadic texts
which declare that jiva is nitya or eternal. It therefore gives
room fer the doubt whether or not Paiicaratra is
authoritative. Badarayana therefore seeks to clarify this
point and affirm that Paficaratra, unlike Pasupata and other
rival schools of thought, is not opposed to the Vedanta.
This matter is considered in a separate adhikarana named
Utpatty-asambhavadhikarana.

The main objection which is raised against Paficaratra is
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that we come across a stray statement in the Paficaratra
Samhita which appears to speak of the origin (utpatti) of
jiva. Thus states the Parama-samhita: paramakaranat
parabrahma-bhutat vasudevat samkarsano nama jivo jayate,
samkarsanat pradyumna-sammjiidm mano jayate, tasmat
aniruddha samjiio ahamkdro jayate. It means: “From
Vasudeva who is the Supreme Brahman and the primary
cause, originates the individual soul called Samkarsana.
From Sarnkarsana the internal organ called Pradyumna and
from Pradyumna, the principle of ahamkiara called
Aniruddha is born”. '

Prima facie, this statement conveys the idea that jiva
originates from Brahman. But according to the Upanisads,
the jtva is nitya or eternal and it has neither an origin nor
end?. Hence Paficardtra cannot be authoritative
(paticaratram na pramanam).

Badarayana refutes this objection. The concerned
statement of the Paficaratra Samhita does not speak of the
origin of the jiva. On the contrary, it implies, as explained
by Ramanuja that Vasudeva, Sammkarsana, Pradyumna and
Aniruddha referred to in the statement are manifestations
(vyithas) of Parabrahma for the purpose of meditation by
the devotees seeking to attain Brahman. Sammkarsana is not
the name for jiva. Nor is Pradyumna manas. In the same_
way, Aniruddha cannot be ahamkara. The association of
jiva with Samkarsana, manas with Pradyumna and
ahamikara with Aniruddha convey the idea that these three
forms of Vasudeva are the presiding deities of these
principles respectively. The term jayate does not literally
mean “originates” but on the other hand it implies
pradurbhdva or manifestation in the form of vyitha avatira
out of the saritkalpa of Vasudeva.

Further, the very Paficaratra Samhita denies the origin
of jiva. Thus it states that jiva is anadi and also ananta or
without end (jivo anadi anantah kathita iti tad-utpatti pakso
na histah??). All these points are fully explained by
Ramanuja by adequate references to the Parcaratra
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treatises. Hence it is wrong to assume that Pancaratra is
opposed to the Upanisads. In fact, Vyasa, the author of
Mahabharata extols Paficaratra treatises as the most
authoritative texts for knowing the ways and means of
attainment of the Supreme Goal®

VII. The Ontological Status of the Evolutes of Prakrti

In the preceding sections the theories of the rival schools of
thought regarding cosmic creation were critically examined
in order to prove the soundness of the Vedanta doctrine of
Brahman as the cause of the universe consisting of both the
sentient souls (cit) and non-sentient entities (acit). A few
objections are raised against this view on the assumption
that some of the evolutes such as viyat or ether, vayu or air
and indriyas or sense organs are nitya or eternal and as
such Brahman cannot be the cayse of them. Badarayana
takes up this subject for consideration in the Viyad-
adhikarana, Tejodhikarana and the Pranotpatty-adhikarana
included in the second adhyaya. In this connection, he also
explains the process of the formation of the physical
universe by Brahman. As these matters are related to the
theory of Brahman as the creator of the universe we shall
examine them in this chapter.

Regarding viyat which is termed in Vedanta as akasa or
ether, the Vaidesikas maintain the view that it is nitya or
eternal and hence it cannot be regarded as kdrya or an entity
brought into existence by Brahman. The main argument in
support of this view is that akasa is niravaya dravya, that is,
an entity without any parts and hence it cannot be
regarded as a product caused by something else. In other
words it is nitya. If it were nitya, how can it be claimed that
Brahman is the cause of it?

As regards the Upanisadic statements ‘atmanah akasa
sambhiutah’ which speaks of the akiasa as being caused by
Atman  (Brahman) the Vai$esikas argue that such
statements are to be understood in a secondary sense



172 The Philosophy of Visistadvaita Vedanta

(gauna) on the basis of the same explanation as offered in
respect of the origin of jiva in the Pafcaratra literature.

Badarayana refutes this argument. He categorically states
that akasa is caused by Brahman. The sitra says ‘asti tu” “It
(akasa) has an origin”. The basis of this categorical
affirmation is that several Scriptural texts clearly mention
that @kasa is caused by Brahman. As against strong scriptural
evidence, inferential argument stands sublated.

It may be argued that the Chandogya passage describing
the process of evolution, mentions at first that sat (Brahman)
created tejas (tat tejo asrjata), but it does not refer to the
causation of akasa, In another text of Brhadaranyaka, it is
stated that both vayu (air) and antariksa (ether) are eternal
(amrta). Hence it is appropriate to adopt a secondary
meaning for the word ‘utpatti’ (sambhiita) mentioned in
respect of akasa.

This argument is unsound, contends Badarayana for the
obvious reason that the very Chandogya Upanisad points
out that the entire universe which covers all the elements
including akasa, is ensouled by Brahman (aitadatmyam idam
sarvamy). Besides, the general statement ‘By the knowledge
of the one, all other things become known’ cannot be
justified if akasa were not a product of Brahman.

The mention of the creation of tejas as the first element
by Brahman in the Taittiriya Upanisad does not rule out
the origination of @kasa, as stated in many other texts. The
description of vayu and antariksa as amrta is to be understood
in the sense that they exist for a long duration (cirakala
vartitva). Hence there is no justification to regard viyat as
eternal (nitya).

As Vedanta Desika points out, the inferential argument
adopted by Vaisesikas on the basis of the premise ‘niravaya
dravya’ is fallacious. Dravya or substance is that which exists
and is known by pramanas. According to the satkaryavada,
both the cause and effect are dravyas, since effect is only a
modified state of the causal substance. What is called ‘karya’
or effect such as a pot is not a new product as Vaisesikas
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believe. It is the same causal substance viz. clay which has
assumed the modified form as pot. If all the five elements
are accepted as evolutes of prakrti as evidenced by the
Scriptural texts speaking of the process of evolution, only
akasa cannot be nitya for the mere reason that it is a niravaya
dravya. The illustrations cited by the Chandogya Upanisad
such as clay and its products fully support the satkaryavada
according to which effects are the modifications of the
causal substance.

On the basis of the explanations offered in respect of
akasa, the view that vayu is eternal (nitya) is rejected. Vayu
too is a karya or product brought into existence by Brahman.
If it were not an entity caused by Brahman, then the
knowledge of Brahman would not lead to the knowledge
of all that is created by it as stated in the Chandogya
Upanisad.

Another issue is raised with regard to the causation of
the evolutes by Brahman. According to the Upanisadic
passages dealing with the order of evolution, It is stated
that agni or fire is caused by vayu (vayoh agnih), ap or water
is caused by agni (agneh apah), prthivi is caused by ap
(adbhyah prthivi) etc.. Accordingly the cause of each element
is the preceding one. It cannot therefore be said that
Brahman is the cause of all such evolutes.

Badarayana does not accept this view. In the
Tejodhikarana, which deals with this issue, the implication
of these Upanisadic statements is explained. The text ‘vayoh
agnil’ does not mean that vayu causes agni. On the other
hand it implies that Paramatman as the Antaryamin of vayu
creates agni. This meaning is evident from other texts which
state that ‘tejo aiksata’ or fire willed to create and ‘ta apa
aiksata’ or water willed to create. Since the capacity to will
(tksana) cannot be attributed to a non-sentient entity, it
follows that all such statements are to be interpreted in the
sense that Brahman as inherent in those respective elements
causes the creation of the subsequent evolute. In a more
specific way, the Mundaka mentions in one sweeping
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statement that all these things viz. prana, manas, indriyas,
kham (ether), vayu, ap, jyotis and prthivi originate from
Brahman®. In this text, though the order of creation of the
evolutes is not mentioned, it states that Brahman is the cause
of all things. This point is to be taken note of wherever the
order of evolution is mentioned. That is, the immediate
preceding evolute as inherently related to Paramatman as
its Anlaryamin is the cause of the succeeding evolute. It is
therefore relevant to regard Brahman as the cause of all
the evolutes.

Regarding the ontological status.of indriyas (sense
organs), the question is raised whether the indriyas
designated as pranas in the Upanisad, are created by
Brahman. This doubt arises because the Scriptural text says
that pranas equated with rsis existed prior to the creation
of the universe. Thus states the Satapatha Brahmana: Asadva
idam agra asit tadahuh, kim tadasit iti, rsayo va va te agre
asan, tadahuh ke te rsayah, prana va va rsayah”*- “In the
beginning (prior to creation) all this was non-being (asat).
What was that they say? Those rsis were indeed that non-
being, thus they say. And who were those rsis? The pranas
indeed were those rsis.”

On the basis of this authority, it is contended that pranas
denoted by the term rsayah in plural, are not created since
they are regarded to have existed even prior to creation.

This matter is discussed in a separate adhikarana of the
fourth pada named Pranotpatty-adhikarana. Badarayana
straightaway rejects this view on the strength of the
Upanisadic texts which clearly state that prior to the
creation only Brahman existed. Thus states the Chandogya:
sadeva saumya idam agra asit. The Aitareya Upanisad also
says: atma va idam eka agra asit. Besides, the Mundaka
Upanisad states that from Brahman originate prana, manas
and all indriyas (etasmat jayate prano manah sarvendriyani
ca). There is no mention as in the case of jivatman that pranas
(indriyas) are nitya. The term prana named as rsayah which
is stated to have existed prior to creation in the Satapatha
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‘or it is only a modification of the gross element of vayu
(vayukriya). On the strength of the Scriptural text,
Badarayana points out that prana is not mere vayu present
in the body (na dehantar-vayumatra). The Upanisadic text
clearly says: From this arises prana, manas, all indriyas, ether,
vayu etc.”’ As prana and vayu are mentioned separately in
the same text, the two are not identical. Nor is it a function
(kriya) of vayu because it is mentioned along with drayyas.
Thus says Badarayana: na vayukriye prthag upadesat®. It is
not even an independent tattva (tattvantara) similar to tejas
because in the enumeration of the twenty four tattvas, prana
does not figure. It is therefore assumed that vayu itself
assumes different modifications and prana-vayu is one such
modified form of vayu. The same prana-vayu assumes
different names such as prana, apana, samana, vyana, udana.
Even this prana-vayu is monadic in character (anusca) since
it is stated in the Upanisad that it also moves along with
the jiva when it exits from the body after death. Thus says
the Upanisad: tar utkramantam prano anutkramati®®.
Incidentally Badarayana clarifies that prana or vital
breath which is often designated as indriya, is not, strictly
speaking, an indriya or sense organ as in the case of the ten
sense organs and the mind for the reason that the Upanisad
mentions prana as distinct from the eleven sense organs.
Thus says the Upanisad: etasmat jayate prano manah
sarvendriyani ca. In describing the exit of the jiva from the
body after death, the Upanisad mentions separately that
prana moves along with the jiva and that other indriyas
follow prana (pranam anutkramantam sarve prana
anutkramanti). Besides, during the state of deep sleep, the
indriyas do not function, but prana subsists. According to
the theory of evolution of prakrti, the ten sense organs and
mind emanate from sattvika aharkara and not prana. In
fact indriya is defined as that which is the modification of
ahamkara (sattvika ahamkara vikrtitvam) and this definition
does not apply to prana. Prana is therefore different from
indriyas. One other important point which is brought out
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by Badarayana is that the function of all indriyas and also
prana (vital breath) is regulated by jiva who is the controller
of them (adhisthaty). But this power is endowed to jiva by
Paramatman. Similarly the celestial deities such as agni which
are stated to be the presiding deities of the sense organs
including mind, are controlled by Brahman who is the Inner
Controller (Antaryamin) of all entities as stated in the

P B o I T D
Antaryami Branmana.

VIII. The Process of Formation of the Physical Universe

In the preceding adhikaranas Badarayana has discussed the
issues concerning the ontological status of some of the
evolutes of prakrti such as viyat, indriyas and prana in order
to establish that these are also caused by Brahman. As allied
to the subject of cosmic creation, another important matter
relating to the actual formation of the variegated physical
universe needs to be considered. According to the theory
of evolution, as admitted by the Upanisads, prakrti as
regulated by Brahman evolves itself into the five gross
elements through various stages in a particular order. This
is regarded as samasti-srsti or the creation of the aggregate
universe. This represents the first stage of creation. After
this stage is reached, the actual creation of the physical
universe with all its diversity starts. This is known as vyasti-
srsti or the creation of the universe of space and matter
with all its diversity. This represents the secondary stage of
creation. As stated in the Chandogya Upanisad, the
formation of the physical universe is first done by the
admixture of different parts of the five elements in certain
proportion. This is technically called paificikarana or
quintuplication of the five elements.®

The Chandogya speaks of the admixture of only three
elements viz. ap, tejas and prthivi. This is known as
trivrtkarana. As Vedanta Desika states, trivrtkarana is not
different from paricikarana referred to in other Upanisadic
texts. It is illustrative of paficikarana. After completing the
paficikarana, the rest of the universe with all its diversity is
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created out of the five elements (pafica-bhiita) after mixing
them in appropriate proportion.

The question to be considered in this connection is
whether the formation of different entities in the universe
by assigning them a name and form (nama-rupa-vyakarana)
is done by Brahman or by Hiranyagarbha, also known as
Caturmukha-brahma to whom the task of creation is specially
enirusted. This doubt arises because of two reasons. First,
the Smrti texts state that Caturmukha- brahma is the creator
of the aggregate universe (vyasti-namadi systd). Secondly,
the following statement of the Chandogya Upanisad
referring to the anupravesa and nama-riipa vyakarana gives
the impression that jivatman assigns the nama and ripa to
all entities at the time of creation: anena jivenatmana
anupravisya namaripe vyakaravani®' . Badarayana therefore
discusses this matter in a separate adhikarana named as
samjiamurti-klrpty-adhikarana.

The following siutra clarifies the position: samjiiamiir-
tiklrptistu trivrtkurvata upadesat®?. It means that the
assignment of names and forms to the created objects is
done by the same (Paramatman) who did the trivrtkarana or
the admixture of these primary elements, because the
Scriptural text teaches it accordingly. The passage of the
Chandogya Upanisad dealing with the creation of the
universe clearly points out that Brahman itself which caused
the evolution of prakrti into twenty three evolutes including
five gross elements, resolved to enter into the elements (ap,
tejas and prthivi) along with the jivatman (jivenatmana) and
thereafter gave names and forms to them. Both these
functions namely the entry into the elements and the
assignment of names and forms are performed by
Paramatman. The possibility of Caturmukha Brahma
performing the task of assignment of nama and riipa to the
created objects does not arise because prior to the creation
of the universe, he does not exist. According to the Sruti
and Smrti texts, Caturmukha Brahma was created only after
the samasti-srsti or the creation of the aggregate universe
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upto five gross elements was completed.

Vedanta Desika points out that the expression ‘anena
jivenatmana’ is not to be taken as the identity of jiva and
Brahman, as Advaita assumes, because it is so well
established in the Upanisads that jiva and Brahman are
two separate ontological entities. Hence the statement ‘anena
jivenatmand anupravisya’ is to be understood as P.ahman
along with jiva with which it is inseparably related enters
into the created objects. The word ‘pravisya’ with the prefix
‘anu’ implies that Paramatman causes the jiva to enter and
soon after, along with the jiva, He also enters®. In other
words both Paramatman and jiva enter into the created
objects and thereafter the created objects are assigned with
names and forms. After this is done, the manifold universe
of names and forms comes into existence. Thus, Brahman
is the cause of both samasti-srsti or the creation of the
aggregate universe and also vyasti-srsti or the creation of
the diversified (variegated) universe with the manifold
names and forms.

See RB 11-2-1 for details of Sarnkhya theory.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

THE DOCTRINE OF JIVA
AND BRAHMAN

Though Brahma-siitra is primarily concerned with the study
of Brahman, the ultimate metaphysical Reality of the
Upanisads, it also accords equal importance to the subject
of jivatman. Badarayana acknowledges on the authority of
the Upanisads that jivatman is a separate ontological entity
as distinct from Brahman. As we have observed in the
chapters 2 to 4, several adhikaranas of the first adhyaya
dealing with the nature and distinguishing characteristics
(dharmas) of Brahman refer to the jivatman as a prima facie
theory and affirms that Brahman is distinct from jiva and
that the dharmas refered to in the Upanisadic texts are not
applicable to jivatman. Badarayana in one of the siutras
specifically states that Brahman is other than the jiva
because of the difference between the two (adhikam tu
bhedanirdesat)! . In the second adhyaya while discussing the
issue whether viyat and other evolutes of prakrti are eternal,
he brings up the theory of Atman. In this connection, five
adhikaranas are exclusively devoted to the discussion of the
nature of jivatman and its relation to Brahman. Again in
the third adhyaya dealing with the sadhana or the means of
attainment of Brahman, Badarayana discusses the theory
of transmigration of the jiva and also its condition in the
states of waking, dream, deep sleep (susupti) and swoon
(murcha). Six adhikaranas of pada 1 and four adhikaranas of
pada 2 of this adhydya cover these subjects. In the fourth
adhydya which deals mainly with the Supreme Goal to be
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attained by the jiva, he examines the status of the jiva in the
state of moksa in six adhikaranas. We shall discuss all these
matters except the status of jiva in moksa, in the present
chapter. The nature of jiva in the state of mukti will be
considered in the chapter on the Supreme Goal.

1. Jiva as Eternal (nitya).

This is the subject-matter of the Atmadhikarana which is
devoted to prove that jivatman is eternal on the basis of the
Scriptural authority and also on rational ground. As
explained by Vedanta Desika, the need to affirm the
eternality of jivdtman arises because of the doubts arising
from a few Scriptural texts which convey the idea that jiva
is also subject to origin. The Chandogya Upanisad dealing
with sad-vidya, states that all beings have sat as their source
and all that exists is ensouled by sat (Brahman). Prior to
creation, if sat alone existed, and if everything in the universe
is caused by sat, it would follow that jivas as the effect
(karya) of Brahman are also originated. Besides, a few
Scriptural texts explicitly state that jivas are brought into
existence. Thus says the Taittiriya Brahmana: “Prajapati
(Caturmukha Brahma) created the jivas”?. Besides, the
general statement in the Chandogya that the knowledge of
the one principle (Brahman) leads to the knowledge of all
else, would not be justified if jivas were not the products of
Brahman.

In order to refute these views, Badarayana introduces
the following siitra which affirms that jiva is eternal: Na
atma Sruteh, nityatvacca tabhyah’. It means, according to
Ramanuja, that Atman (jivatman) is not subject to origin
(utpatti) unlike viyat or ether (referred to in an earlier siitra)
because the Scriptural texts deny the origin of jiva and also
that very Scriptural texts declare that jiva is eternal
(nityavacca tabhyah). Thus says the Katha Upanisad: ajo
nityah $asvato’yam puranah® - “unborn, eternal, everlasting,
existing from time immemorial”. The Svetasvatara Upanisad
also mentions the eternality and plurality of the jivas: nityo
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nityanarm cetanah cetananam eko bahinam yo vidadhati kaman®
- “One eternal sentient being (Brahman) fulfills the desires
of many eternal sentient beings (jivas)”.

As regards the statements which speak of the origin of
the jiva (janana), these have to be understood in the sense
that jivas are associated with the physical body and sense
organs. As explained by Ramanuja, jivas exist in Brahman
in a subtie state at the time of dissoiution of the universe.
When the creation of the universe takes place, they are
associated with the bodies and the sense organs to enable
them to function and reap the benefit of karma. In this
process the only change that takes place in the jiva is in
respect of its jiiana which is its essential attribute
(dharmabhiita-jriana). That is, the attributive knowledge
which was dormant during the state of dissolution is
enabled to function by associating it with the body and the
senses. This change effected in the jiiana does not amount
to change in the svariipa of the jiva ( svarupanyathabhava),
unlike in the case of non-sentient entities such as viyat.
Jivatman is therefore nitya as declared by the Scriptural texts.

There is also a rational justification for admitting the
nityatva of jiva. If jiva were not eternal, then the results of
the meritorious and sinful deeds performed in one’s present
lifetime would cease at the end of the life (krta vipranasa)
and there would be no scope for reaping the effects of these
good or bad deeds in the next life. In the same way, the
effects of good or bad deeds not done previously would
have to be experienced in the present life (akrta abhyagama).
But both these possibilities are opposed to the commonly
accepted theory of karma and its influence on the life of
the jivas.

In this connection, Vedanta Desika mentions briefly the
theories of jiva advanced by rival schools of thought viz.
Carvakas, Buddhists, Advaita, Bhaskara and Yadava Prakasa
and rejects them on the ground that these are unsound and
also opposed to the teachings of the Scriptural texts.®
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According to the Carvakas, the body itself is the soul.
This is rejected because without the admission of an
intelligent principle as different from the body, it is not
possible to explain satisfactorily the knowledge of external
objects and the recollection of the experiences of the past.
The argument of the Carvakas that consciousness (caitanya)
is produced by the aggregation of the different organs of
the body is untenable. If the element of consciousness is not
found in each part of the body, it cannot arise from the
aggregate of the parts of the body.

Some Buddhists maintain that the series of thoughts (dhi-
santana) itself is the self (jiva) and it lasts until the dissolution
of the universe. Even this is an unsound theory because
bondage and release and the attainment of a higher spiritual
Goal cannot be satisfactorily explained.”

The followers of Advaita Vedanta admit jiva but it is
regarded as the Self (Brahman) conditioned by the limiting
adjuncts such as antahkaranas (internal organs) caused by
avidya. During the state of bondage, jiva is associated with
avidyd which is beginningless (anadi). It persists until it is
liberated (amoksa). In view of this, it may be regarded as
nitya as declared by the Upanisad.

Even this theory is unsound. The persistence of jivahood
(jivabhava) until the state of total liberation from bondage
(amoksa-sthayi jivabhavah) cannot be regarded as eternal
(nitya). Such a state of jiva is also considered to be
apurusdrtha by some Advaitins. Besides, this theory of jiva
stands opposed to the Scriptural texts which explicitly state
that jivas are nitya.

IL. Jiva as Jnata

This is the subject-matter of the JAadhikarana which
establishes that jva is not merely of the nature of knowledge
but also the knowing subject (jiiata). The relevant siitra reads:
jfio ata eva®. It means, as interpreted by Ramanuja, that this
atman (referred to in the earlier siitra) is of the nature of jiiatr
(knowing subject) because it is stated so in the Sruti texts.
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By way of explaining the fuller implication of the sitra,
Ramanuja points out that according to the Advaitins the
jivatman is essentially constituted of knowledge (jiiana-
svarupa eva).The Brhadaranyaka Upanisad employs the
term vijiana for Atman (yo vijiiane tisthan).'"" The Taittiriya
also uses the word vijiiana for atman (vijiianar yajfiar
tanute).'' The Visnu Purana also explicitly states that atman
is jaanasvaripa.'* On the basis ot these Scriptural and Smrti
texts, it is contended that atman which is the same as
Brahman is of the nature of knowledge. Due to its
association with the antahkarana or internal organ, it is
regarded as jfiata or knower. Jiiatrtva is therefore an
adventious dharma of atman superimposed on it due to
avidya.

There is another view held by the Vaisesikas, according
to which jfva which is omnipresent (sarvagata) cannot be
of the nature of knowledge since it would amount to the
admission of its becoming aware of everything, at all times
and everywhere (sarvada sarvatra upalabdhiprasarigah).
Besides, in the state of deep sleep, knowledge is not found
to be present. It is therefore contended that jriana as a dharma
is an adventious quality of jiva arising as and when the
mind and the sense organs are in contact with the objects
(upadhija jriatrtva).

The Vedanta-siitra, as interpreted by Ramanuja, rejects
both these views as these are defective and not supported
by the Scriptural texts. Jiva is stated to be ‘jiiah’ which implies
that atman is only jfiatr-svariipa or of the nature of knowing
subject. It is neither mere jiiana-svariipa, as Buddhists and
Advaitins believe nor jada-svarupa or non-sentient in
character, as Vaisesikas believe. On the other hand, jivatman
which is of the nature of jfidna is also of the nature of jfiatrtva.
Both these aspects of jivatman are fully supported by the
Upanisadic texts.

According to the Scriptural text quoted by Ramanuja,
jiva only knows. Thus it is stated: ‘janatyeva ayar purusah’
“This purusa only knows”. The Brhadaranyaka describes
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purusah' - “He verily is the one (jivatman) who is the seer,
the hearer, the smeller, the taster, the thinker, the knower
(boddha), the doer, the individual self (purusa) who is of the

statement affirm both the jriatrtva and jiianatva of jivatman.
On the authority of these texts, it is admitted that jivatman
is of the nature of knowledge and also possesses jfidna as a
dharma (jfianatvavat jriatrtvamapi svabhavikam)

Vedanta Desika explains the significance of the
Scriptural text: ‘janaty-eva ayam purusah’ quoted by
Ramanuja. The word eva added to janati implies that jivatman
is never ajiiata, that is, devoid of knowledge (atma kadacidapi
ajiiata na bhavati). It implies that jfiatrtva is a permanent
dharma (nitya). In other words, its knowledge is nitya, as is
evidenced by the statement of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad
‘na vijiiatuh vijfidteh viparilopo vidyate'’ - “The knowledge
(vijfiateh) of atman(vijiiatuh) is not subject to destruction”.1
The description of jiva as vijfiana only implies that it is not
non-sentient (jada).

Thus it is affirmed that the atman which is nitya and of
jfidna-svariipa also possesses jiatrtva as its dharma.

Against this conclusion an objection is raised. According
to some, jiva is regarded as vibhu or all-pervasive. Its
description in the Upanisad as mahan atma or great self
also implies its vibhutva character. If atma which is vibhu is
of the nature of jidna and also possesses knowledge as its
essential dharma, then it should reveal itself always
everywhere. But it is not so.

This objection is not tenable, contends Vedanta Desika,
because jivatman is not vibhu. On the contrary, it is monadic
in character (anu), as is evident from the Upanisads. Thus
says the Mundaka Upanisad: ‘Eso anuratma cetasa
veditavyah’’ - “This atman which is anu is to be known
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through mind”. Besides Scriptural support, Badarayana has
advanced several arguments to establish the theory that
jiva is anu by answering the possible objections against it.
Several siitras are devoted to discuss the issue related to the
size (parimana) of jiva and affirm that jiva is anu. One of the
arguments in support of it is that the exit of the soul from
the body after death (utkranti) and its movement to the
higher realms and also its return to this world, as stated in
the Upanisads'®, would not be possible if jiva were vibhu
(utkranti gati agatinam).” The Upanisads also speak of the
jivatman in terms of measurement (unmana) by the selection
of comparative instances. Thus says the Svetdsvatara
Upanisad: “The individual self is to be known as part of
the hundredth part of the tip of a hair divided a hundred
times”.? Being anu and located in one’s body, it cannot
experience everything and at all places. Though it is anu, it
can experience the objects nearby and also far off through
its jfidna, just as a lamp can illuminate much larger area
around it.

Jiva located in the body manifests itself as aham or “I”
(aham iti svenaiva siddhyati?'). It is self-luminous (svayarm
prakasa) as it does not require another knowledge for its
manifestation. Even in the state of deep sleep (susupti) it
reveals itself as ‘I’, as is evident from the experience which
arises in the form ‘I slept happily’ soon after waking up.
But during the state of deep sleep and swoon, the knowledge
does not manifest itself fully since its function is restricted
due to the absence of objects to be experienced (dhi-sarikocat).

The description of jiva as ‘mahan atma’ does not mean
that jiva is vibhu. On the other hand, as stated in the Vedanta-
sitra, this statement in the Brhadaranyaka contextually
refers to Paramatman or Brahman who is to be meditated
upon by jivatman. Similarly in the statement of the
Svetasvatara ‘sa ca anantyaya kalpatc’, the term ananta or
infinite with reference to jiva means that jiiana which is the
essential attribute of jiva (dharma-bhutajiiana) becomes
infinite in the state of mukti. Then the jivatman becomes an
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omniscient being totally free from karma. The term
‘sarvagata’ used in respect of jiva implies that jiva as a
spiritual monad is capable of entering into all sentient beings
(sarvacetana antahpravesa samarthyam??).

I1L Jiva as Karta

This is the subject matter of Kariradhikarana which discusses
whether or not jiva is kartd or the agent of action. This issue
arises because a few Scriptural and Smrti texts appear to
deny kartrtva for jiva. The Kathopanisad mentions that the
self (jivatman) is not the killer (nd’yam hanti®) and this
statement prima facie implies that it is devoid of kartrtva.
The Bhagavadgita also ascribes the act of agency (kartrtva)
to the three gunas of prakrti and regards jiva as free from
it.# The Gitd also describes that jiva is not subject to any
modification and as such it cannot have the kartrtva which
involves change (vikrti virahatah)®

Keeping in mind such possible objections which are
untenable, Badarayana introduces the following sutra
which affirms that jiva is karta: Karta sastrartha-vattvat®. It
means: “jiva is the agent of action on account of Scripture
becoming meaningful”. By way of elucidating the
implication of this sittra, Ramanuja points out that there
are several Scriptural injunctions in the form of
commanding an individual to perform good deeds for
attaining heaven and prohibiting him from doing evil deeds.
All these Sastraic injunctions would be rendered
meaningless if an individual soul were not the agent of
action. The Vedic commands have no significance in respect
of a non-sentient entity such as the gunas of prakrti or even
the buddhi (internal organ). They are intended only for those
who can understand and follow them. In view of this, it is
maintained that jiva is karta.

This view has the support of the Scriptural texts. The
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad states that jfvatman moves freely
within the body by using the sense organs.” The Taittiriya
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text says that jivatman designated as vijiana, performs
yaga.® The Prasna Upanisad categorically states that the
self (jivatman) is karta. Kartrtva is therefore admitted as the
intrinsic dharma of jiva, like jiatrtva.

According to some schools of thought, kartrtva belongs to
buddhi or the internal organ and that the self is regarded as
karta either due to its proximity to buddhi or due to the
superimposition of dharma of buddhi on the self. This view is
untenable, contends Vedanta Desika. If the self is karta
because of its proximity to buddhi, then buddhi being the same
for all individuals, the fruits of the actions of one individual
should also be reaped by another since there is no special
feature of buddhi which distinguishes one from the other.
The theory of superimposition of buddhi and its mental
activities on the self is also defective because superimposition
cannot take place due to the absence of any similarity between
buddhi and the self. Superimposition is possible if there is
some similarity between two objects as in the case of the
shell and silver. The reflection of the pure self in the buddhi is
also ruled out since the self does not possess any form (riipa)
to allow for its reflection in the buddhi.

Further, if the self is not admitted to be the agent of
action, it cannot also be the bhokta or the enjoyer of the
fruits of action. If this capacity to experience the pleasure
and pain is ascribed to buddhi, it would be opposed to the
theory that jivatman is bhoktd, as maintained by the
Samkhyas and the Visistadvaitin. If jivatma is not bhokta,
then the teachings of Vedanta about bondage and liberation
from it would be of no value (bandha moksadi Sastram
vitathameva). Jivatman is therefore to be admitted as both
the kartd and bhokta.

Vedanta Desika also points out that the admission of
jhatrtva, kartrtva, bhoktrtva for the self does not affect its
immutable character. If an entity transforms itself from one
state to another, as in the case of a lump of clay into a pot,
then the immutable character of the self becomes affected.
No such transformation takes place in respect of the self.
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Whatever modification takes place, these apply to its
attributive knowledge (dharma-bhiita jiana) which is distinct
from the self and the latter (jiva) remains unaffected by
them. Jiva is regarded as jriati or the knower in the sense
that it is the asraya or substrate for jiana, which is its
essential attribute. All experiences of jiva take place through
this knowledge. By being asraya to jfiana which is subject to
modification, the svariipa of the jiva is not subjected to any
change..In the same way, kartrtva and bhoktrtva admitted
in respect of jiva do not involve change in it. Jiva is the karta
in the sense that it is the asraya or the substrate for krti or
effort. Effort is caused by a desire (iccha) to do an act. It is
therefore a mental modification or an avastha of jiiana. It is
not to be confused with the actual physical activity which
follows subsequent to the desire to do an act. By being an
asraya for krti caused by a desire, which is a particular state
of knowledge, jiva as kartd is not affected by the change.

Likewise, jiva is bhokta by being the asraya for bhoga or
the experience of pleasure and pain (sukha-duhkhanubha-
vasraya)® . Pleasure and pain are different states (avasthds)
of jfidna. Pleasure is an agreeable disposition of the mind
(anukiila-jriana) and pain is the disagreeable disposition of
the mind (pratikiila-jiiana). As jiva is the asraya for such states
of experience, it is regarded as bhokta or enjoyer of pleasure
and pain. The change involved in such mental dispositions
applies to the attributive knowledge (dharma-bhiitajiiana)
and not to the jiva. Such an explanation is logically tenable
since in the Visistadvaita system, jfiana as a dharma is distinct
from jivatman and the modifications taking place in the
dharma do not affect the svariipa of the dharmi.®

In view of these explanations it is not correct to say that
the physical activities related to kartrtva, the mental
functions related to jiiatrtva, the desire to enjoy the fruits of
the deeds (vanccha), the capacity to do an act (prasakana)
and the effort to be made for these purposes (yatana) do
not belong to the jiva®. All these functions are to be
performed in order to fulfill the commands of the Sastra or
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Sacred texts. The dictates of the Sastra are intended for the
good of an individual. The physical body and the sense
organs including the intellect are provided as accessories
to the jiva for the purpose of observing the commands of
the Sastra. Even the capacity to obey the dictates of the
Sastra is conferred to an individual in accordance with his
past karma (éastra yogya dasa niyati niyamita). Vedanta
Deéika concludes that the jrvatman is to be admitted as jfiata,
karta and also bhoktd as these are well established by all the

pramanas (sarvaih pramanaih jiiata karta bhokta ca bhati).*

IV The Dependence of Jivatman on Paramatman.

This is the subject-matter of a separate adhikarana named
Parayattadhikarana. In the preceding sections, it is seen that
according to Badarayana jiva is jiiata, kartd and bhokta. In
this connection the question arises whether jiva acts on its
own independently or its activity is dependent on
Paramatman. This is an important issue related to the theory
of free will and determinism. If the jiva is not free to act
(svatantra) and is dependent on Paramatman, it cannot be
regarded as karta. According to Panini also, karta is one
who is free (svatantrah karta). In the absence of freedom for
the jivas, the Scriptural injunctions commanding to do good
deeds and not to do what is prohibited would be of no
significance.

To meet these objections, Badarayana introduces the
following sittra: parattu tat Sruteh®. It means, as interpreted
by Ramanuja, that the activity of the jiva takes place on
account of Paramatman (kartrtvam asya jivasya paramatmana
eva hetoh bhavati), because it is stated so in the Scripture
(Sruteh). The Antaryami Brahmana explicitly states that
Paramatman abides in the jivatman and controls it from
within. The Taittiriya Aranyaka states specifically that
Paramatman enters into all beings and controls them (antah
pravistah $asta jananarm sarvatma).® The Bhagavadgita also
reiterates that the Lord (I$vara) resides in the heart of all
beings and thereby controls them.* Lord Krsna also states
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in the Gita: sarvasya ca’ham hrdi sannivistah mattah smrti
jfianam apohanarii ca®-"1 am seated in the hearts of all. From
Me, memory, knowledge and their loss arise.”

On the authority of these Scriptural and Smrti texts
Badarayana affirms that kartrtva of jiva is also caused by
Paramatman. The question is raised: If Paramatman controls
the activity of jiva, can it be kartd? In reply, Vedanta Desika
expiains that this dependence of jiva on Paramatman does
not affect its kartrtva. Jiva is dependent for all its activities
on several factors such as karma in the form of punya and
papa accruing from the deeds of the past, indriyas, kala
(time), prakrti (nature), niyati (unseen potency). But none
of these is considered to affect the kartrtva of the jiva. In the
same way, if I$vara who is the controller of all, as stated in
the Scriptural texts, prompts jiva to act, the kartrtva of jiva
should not be affected. There are two types of kartrtva:
prayojaka kartrtva, that is, Paramatman impells the jiva to
act and prayojya kartrtva or jiva acts being impelled by Isvara.
Jiva is kartd as impelled by Paramatman. This does not affect
the capacity of jiva to function as karta.

As Badarayana states, the Divine will operates in
response to an effort made by an individual in accordance
with his former actions (krta prayatnapeksa), so that the
injunctions and prohibitions of the Sastras are not rendered
futile.” This also absolves God of the criticism of cruelty
and partiality.

There are two kinds of causal factors which influence
the actions of individuals. One is general (sadharana karana)
which is common to all and the second is the special cause
(viSesa kdrana). The rain water, for instance is a common
cause for the sprouts, whereas the seeds are the special cause
for the sprouts. In the same way, I$vara serves as the
common cause for all the activities of beings at all times,
past, present and future. The karma in the form of punya
and pdpa accruing from the deeds of the past is the special
cause for one’s action leading to happiness or suffering.
Hence I$vara being the common cause is not responsible
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for sukha or duhkha of an individual. In the Gita, Lord Himself
says that He is equal to all (samo’ham sarva bhutesu)*® and
that none is hateful or dear to Him. But there are Scriptural
statements to the effect that God alone makes one to do evil
deeds and He throws them to the hell and that He alone
makes one to perform good deeds and uplifts them to a
higher realm.? These statements are applicable only to
speciai individuais. That is, for those who are oycually
devoted to God and worship Him as the sole refuge, for
them God showers His grace and helps them to attain the
higher goal. For those who always indulge in evil deeds
and do not have any devotion to God, they are being
punished by throwing them down. Hence there is no room
for criticism that God is cruel or partial in His dispensation
of the results of one’s good or bad action.

A serious objection is raised against the theory of jiva as
kartd. If I$vara is the main kartd and jiva is reduced to the
position of a lump of clay solely dependent on the former,
how can jiva be regarded as karta? If it is not karta, then it is
not also bhokta. This objection is not tenable, contends
Vedanta Desika. As pointed out earlier I§vara is also karta
as He impels jiva to do an act (prayojaka kartd) and so also
jiva is karta as being impelled by I§vara (tat prayojyatvena
kartd). That jiva is kartd is evident to our experience. In the
judgements ‘I know’, ‘I do’ etc., the entity denoted by ‘I’
(aham-arthah) is admitted as the agent of mental and
physical activities of an individual. This entity is not mere
consciousness (cinmatra), nor is it internal organ (sharitkara),
since it is non-sentient and as such it cannot have the
function of knowing. It is the jivatman, which as a sentient
spiritual entity, is the karta even though it is dependent on
ISvara. The jiva is capable of acting as the agent of action
since it is endowed with knowledge and it is therefore
distinct from non-sentient ahamkara (svecchapirva pravrtteh
ayam acid-adhikah).® Even though I$vara functions as kartd
out of His will (iccha), He is capable of controlling everything
in the universe other than Himself. The kartrtva of Iévara
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however is of a different nature than that of jivatman. Both
the sentient jiva and non-sentient beings are dependent on
I$vara for their very svariipa, existence (sthiti) and activities
(pravrtti). Nevertheless the jiva is karta. The kartrtva of Isvara,
jiva and non-sentient entity are comparable to the charioteer
(sarathi), the horses that pull the chariot and the chariot
itself respectively. The Lord who controls everything is the
charioteer. The horses which pull the chariot being
controlled by the charioteer is jivatman and the chariot which
moves being pulled by the horses which are controlled by
the charioteer is the non-sentient being. Thus the kartrtva is
of a different nature in each case though the process of
action (pravrtti) is common to all the three (sarathyadi
kramena pratiniyatagatih syat trayanam pravrttih®').

Vedanta Desika further points out that it is not correct
to assume that jiva is totally dependent on [$vara for its
action, similar to a non-sentient entity. It has some freedom
to act on its own. As Ramanuja explains in his comment
on the Vedanta-siitra®?, a distinction is drawn between the
initial action of the individual and the subsequent activity.
In all human effort, the individual initially wills to do a
thing. To this extent he is free to do what he desires. Based
on this initial action, the subsequent activity which follows
is approved by I$vara. By according such an approval,
I$vara prompts the individual to proceed further (Paramitma
tadanumatidanena pravartayati).®® If it were not so,
injunctions in this regard would become futile. Even though
Iévara gives His approval to the activity initiated by an
individual, He does not become the karta. The actual karta
is the individual himself. To this extent jiva possesses the
freedom and I$vara also remains as the controller of all
human action. Thus the jiva’s freedom is reconciled with
the power of Isvara as the controller of all actions.

It may be asked whether Isvara, by according His
approval to the subsequent activity of the individual, can
escape the moral responsibility for the consequences of the
act which may either be good or evil. Thus for instance, if
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an individual indulges in a sinful act, does not God become
a participant in it in so far as He remains neutral and does
not prevent the person from doing so? The answer to this is
in the negative. In all these cases, the initial action is
important and that alone determines the moral responsibility
of the individual. God has endowed to each individual the
mental faculty to think and act rightly. He has also given
the ethical code (Sastra) as a guide to act in the right way
and avoid what is considered to be sinful. To this extent,
God is the general cause (sidharana-hetu) for the activities
of all human beings, in the same way as the rain water is a
common cause for the growth of plants. An individual is
expected to exercise his thinking power and make use of
the guidelines in initiating his activity. In this respect he
becomes the special cause (visesa karana) for the results
accruing from them, like the special effort made by one to
cultivate the land with the help of rain water for better
yield. Neglecting the common factors, if one indulges in
sinful activities, God cannot be responsible for the
consequences. If God remains neutral by merely according
His approval to an act already initiated by an individual, it
is due to the fact that the individual who initially acts under
the influence of the past karma, should be allowed to reap
the consequences of the karma.

V. The Relation of Jiva to Brahman

This is an important subject in Vedanta and it is discussed
in a separate adhikarana titled Amsadhikarana. The issue
involved is whether jiva is different from Brahman or is it
non-different from Brahman. This question arises because
several Upanisadic texts state that jiva and Brahman are
different since the two ontological entities are of different
7$a anisau *- “There are two unborn ones, the omniscient
and the ignorant, the one all-powerful and the other
powerless”. There are also Upanisadic texts which convey
the idea that jiva and Brahman are non-different. Thus says
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the Chandogya: tat-tvamasi — “Thou art that”. The Brhada-
ranyaka states: ayamdtma Brahma - “This Atman is
Brahman”*. In view of these apparently conflicting
statements the relation of jivatman to Brahman needs to be
discussed and the correct position explained. Though in
connection with the theory of universe in relation to
Brahman which is discussed in the Arambhanadhikarana, it
is pointed out that the universe which comprises both non-
sentient prakrti and the sentient jivas, is non-distinct from
Brahman (ananya), Badarayana takes up separately the
subject of jiva’s relation to Brahman to remove the doubts
arising from the conflicting views advanced by different
schools of Vedanta regarding this matter (bahu kumati mata
ksiptaye).*

Badarayana explains the relation of jiva to Brahman in
terms of ‘arm$a’. The relevant siitra reads: Ar$o nana
vyapade$at anyatha ca Pi dasakitavaditvam adhiyata eke.¥ It
means: “Jiva is the arisa of Brahman on account of difference
and otherwise (non-difference) also; in some (recensions of
Vedas) it is spoken of as being of the nature of slaves,
fishermen etc.”.

Though the term ‘ar$a’ used in the siitra is intended to
explain the nature of the relation of jiva to Brahman and
uphold the validity of the texts speaking of both difference
and non-difference between jiva and Brahman, its fuller
implication has become a subject of controversy among the
commentators. Aréa literally means “part” but Brahman
being niravaya or partless, it is difficult to conceive how jiva
can be a part of Brahman. The Scriptural and Smrti texts
also employ the terms such as pada, ariisa, $akti, tanu or body
to describe jiva’s relation to Brahman. It is therefore
necessary to clarify in what sense the term arfiéa is used by
Badarayana. The following are the theories advanced by
the other schools of Vedanta to explain how the jiva is an
ari$a of Brahman. Vedanta Desika examines them critically
and proves that they are defective.

It may be possible
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to say that jiva is an amsa of Brahman in the same way
as the incarnated divine beings like Rama, Krsna etc. are
the amséas of Paravasudeva. But this explanation is not
applicable to jiva since Brahman being niravaya, does not
admit in it any ams$a. To overcome this difficulty Brahman
may be conceived as an aggregate of numerous jivas (cit
samastih) similar to the jungle of numerous trees, and that
each jiva in it is a part similar to each tree in the jungle
being a separate tree. But this explanation would go against
the Upanisadic statement that Brahman wills to become
many. What is an aggregate of multiple jivas cannot be one
unitary entity which can become many.

According to another theory, jiva is an ari$a of Brahman
being conditioned by limiting adjuncts such as the bodies
and the antahkaranas in the same way as the one all-
pervasive ether becomes many when conditioned by several
receptacles such as pots. That is, the very Brahman assumes
the form of jivas when conditioned by the physical bodies.
With the removal of the limiting condition (upadhi), jiva
becomes Brahman. This theory known as upadhibrahmavada
is upheld by Bhaskara. This view is also unsound, contends
Vedanta Désika. If Brahman is aware that the conditioned
self is non-different from it, it would not like to assume the
form of jiva since it would result in its own destruction. It
cannot be said that Brahman is unaware of it, because as
an omniscient Being, it should know the happiness and
suffering experienced by each body on account of the past
karma, similar to a yogi assuming several bodies is able to
know the experiences of each body. But such a possibility
cannot be admitted in respect of Isvara. This theory also
suffers from other limitations. Does Brahman as associated
with upadhis experience pleasure and pain everywhere in
the form of jiva? Or the same Brahman as different from
jtvas associated with upadhis experiences pleasure and pain?
Or Brahman as undifferentiated, experiences pleasure and
pain whenever it is conditioned? Or the very limiting
condition (upadhi) such as the body associated with some
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other limiting condition experiences pleasure and pain?
None of these alternatives is tenable. The first alternative is
most unsound since it would amount to the admission of
Brahman as associated with upadhi at all the time.
Regarding the second, Brahman which is undivided would
be subjected to divisibility. If Brahman experiences sukha
and duhkha as and when associated with upadhi, there
would be, at every moment, liberation and bondage. The
last option would end up with the admission of Carvaka
theory of physical body itself as jtva. Further the Upanisadic
texts teaching the attainment of the status of similarity by
the jiva with Brahman in the state of mukti, would become
meaningless.

Some Advaitins maintain that jivas are reflections of
Brahman in the internal organs caused by maya, similar to
the reflections of the moon in waves of water (chayarisa
jivah). As reflections of Brahman in the internal organs,
jtvas are regarded as ariéas of Brahman. Vedanta Desika
subjects this theory to a critical examination. He raises the
following objections. The reflections of the moon in water
is to be seen by somebody. In the case of jivas as reflections
of Brahman, who is the seer (drastd)? Is it Brahman itself?
Or is it some other non-sentient entity other than Brahman?
Is it the very jiva? Is it someone other than these three? It
cannot be Brahman because according to the Advaitin, it is
not the cogniser. Nor can it be a non-sentient entity since it
is also devoid of the capacity to see. Regarding the third
alternative, jiva itself cannot be the seer because prior to
the existence of jiva as reflection of Brahman, jiva does not
exist (kirpteh prak svatma haneh). That is, unless Brahman is
reflected in the antahkarana, jiva does not come into existence
and how can jiva cognize itself? The last alternative is also
not tenable since other than Brahman, jiva and avidya,
nothing else is admitted by the Advaitins.*?

Y&adava Prakasa advances a different theory of jiva as a
part of Brahman. According to him, Brahman which is
sanmatra or of the nature of consciousness, is associated
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with three-fold akti viz. Iévara-sakti, cit-Sakti and acit-Sakti.
Sat or consciousness is present in all the three. Brahman
itself, through the three-fold power it possesses, undergoes
changes as God, individual souls and cosmic matter, just
as water of the sea turns into waves, foam and bubbles.
The individual souls are the transformed principles of cit-
sakti of Brahman. Though they are different from Brahman,
they are essentially Brahman, as the waves in actuality are
non-different from water of the sea.

This theory is also considered defective. Other than the
sat, which is the very Brahman, there are no separate entities
as jivas. But the Upanisadic texts acknowledge Brahman
as different from jivas and non-sentient acit and that
Brahman as the Antaryamin or Inner controller, is immanent
in all.

There is one other theory referred to by Vedanta Desika
which is stated to be advocated by some Vedantins. This
theory is similar to the view of the Madhvas. According to
this theory, jiva is considered as an ariia of Brahman in
respect of certain common characteristics such as jiidna and
dnanda, in the same way as the crown of the Meru mountain
which is an amsa of Meru (meroh ams$ah kirita prabhrtih)®.
This view is also considered defective because the crown
(kirita) cannot be the amsa or part of the svariipa of meru
mountain in the proper sense of the term. The jivas and
Paramatman are absolutely different and remain so always.
In view of it, jivas cannot be regarded as amsa of
Paramatman on the limited basis of some similarity between
the two.

What then is the meaning of the term arméa? It is not to
be taken as a divisible part of a whole entity since Brahman
is indivisible. Nor can it be regarded as an arisa of
Paramatman on the analogy of the moon and its reflections
in the waves. Nor can it be an am$a in the sense of ether
being conditioned by upadhi. Nor is it part of sanmatra
Brahman similar to the waves of the ocean. It is to be
understood as the integral part of one entity (ekavastu eka
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desatva). To be more specific, it means, as Ramanuja explains
that ariéa is an essential attribute (visesana) of a qualified
substance (viSistasya ekavastunah visesanams$am amsa eva)®.
A substance which is a qualified entity is inseparably
related to its essential attribute, just as the sun is related to
its rays. The essential attribute which is inseparably related
to the substance is an amén of that substance. Such a
relationship between the two is known as amsa-amsi bhava
or vi$esana-visesya bhava. In the ontological sense it is called
Sarira-Sariri bhava or the relation of the body to the soul. In
the same way jiva is related to Brahman as armiéa is to amsi
(Brahman). It is in this sense that Badarayana employs the
term arméa in explaining the relation of jiva to Brahman.
This is evident from the fact that arsatva understood in
this sense viz. jtva as inseperably related to Brahman, accords
validity to the Scriptural texts speaking of both difference
(nana vyapadesa) and non-difference (anyatha ca) between
jiva and Brahman. The individual soul and Brahman are
different by virtue of their intrinsic nature like substance
and its essential attribute. They can also be non-different
or one as Brahman integrally related to the soul, similar to
the substance as inherently related to the attribute is one
qualified entity (viSista dravya). The Antaryami Brahmana
fully supports the view that jivatman in which Paramatman
abides as Antaryamin, is its $arira or body in the technical
sense that it is always supported and controlled by
Paramatman. This view is also expressed in the Vedanta-
sutra ‘Avasthiteh iti kasakrtsnah’, which means that
Paramatman abides in jiva. Hence jiva can be taken as ariiéa
of Brahman (tasmat jivo visiste bhagavati gunavat
tatprakaramsa uktah)® .

One possible objection that can be raised against this
conclusion is that jivas being part of Brahman, the defects
found in the jivas particularly the experience of happiness
and suffering would also be applicable to Paramatman. This
possibility is ruled out on the ground that jivas and
Paramatman being different in nature, the defects found in
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the jivas do not apply to Paramatman, just as the changes
taking place in the physical body do not affect the jiva. This
is also logically justified. According to the epistemology of
Visistadvaita, the substance and attribute are different and
the changes of the attribute do not affect the substance
which is only the asraya or substrate for the attributes.
Nor is there any possibility of all jivas having the same
kind of experience on account of amsatva or the
characteristic of being a part of Brahman being common to
all. This is due to the fact that jivas are many and also abide
in each body and are different from one another. Besides it
is monadic (anu) in nature. The experience of happiness
and suffering of one individual which is due to its past
karma, is not experienced by the jiva of another individual.
All these difficulties arise in respect of the theories of
jiva advanced by Bhaskara, Yadava Prakasa and the
Advaitins, since jiva in respect of its intrinsic nature (svariipa)
is essentially Brahman. As pointed out earlier, it is not
- possible to account for the variation in the experiences on
the basis of upadhis or the limiting adjuncts such as
antahkaranas, either caused by the illusory avidya in the case
of Advaitins or the real factors as in the case of Bhaskara
and Yadava Prakasa. Hence the theory of jiva as amsa of
Brahman, as explained by Ramanuja on the basis of the
Scriptural authority and the relevant Vedanta-siitra, is
sound.

VI. The Theory of Transmigration of Jiva

After discussing the nature of jiva as nitya, jiiata, karta, bhokta
and ams$a of Brahman, Badarayana deals with another
important aspect of jiva entangled with bondage (baddha
jiva). The subjects which come up for consideration are :
movement of the jiva after the death of a person to the higher
realms to enjoy the fruits of karma (deeds), manner of its
rebirth, the conditions of jiva during the states of waking,
dream, deep sleep (susupti) and swoon (miirchi). The main
purpose of considering this matter is to make an individual
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seeking moksa aware of the afflictions to which a jiva is
subjected during the state of bondage and thereby develop
a sense of detachment towards transient worldly pleasures
(vairagya) and consequently a craving for the attainment
of the eternal Spiritual Goal. This is the reason for including
this subject in the first pada of the third adhyaya, though it
is mainly concerned with the sidhana or the ways and
means of attaining Brahman. We shall however discuss this
matter in the present chapter as it has a direct bearing on
the doctrine of jiva.

The theory of the jiva as nitya or devoid of either birth or
death implies that it exists even after the death of a person
in some form or other and also either in this universe or in
some other realms. An important question which arises in
this connection is: Does the jiva, which has performed
meritorious deeds (istadhikari) , after it departs from the
body, move on to the realm of the moon (candra-loka) along
with its subtle body (bhiita-sitksma) which comprises five
subtle elements, indriyas and prana? The question is relevant
because the passage of Chandogya Upanisad dealing with
the Paficagni-vidya describes the process of rebirth of the
soul by adopting the metaphors of five fires into which the
jiva, conceived as ap or water is offered as oblation. It is not
clear from the passage whether or not the jiva departs from
the body along with the bhiita-sitksma or the subtle elements
to enable it to assume a different body in the realm of
the moon.

According to the prima facie view, the disembodied soul
does not carry with it the subtle elements. The argument in
support of this view is that the soul can assume a body and
organs in the realm to which ii goes due to the influence of
the merit acquired by it in the past life. As it is monadic in
size (anu), it is possible for the jiva to move into another realm
even without a subtle body (jivasya anor-gatih). Isvara can
also cause the movement for it as in the case of prana which
is made to move upward at the time of death. It is therefore
unnecessary to postulate that the jiva, when it moves to a
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higher realm after death, carries with it the bhiita-siikksma.

Badarayana does not accept this theory and affirms on
the basis of the proper interpretation of the concerned
Upanisadic passage that the jivatman moves to the higher
realm along with the subtle elements in order to assume a
different body in the other region. The relevant siit7a reads:
Tadantara pratipattau rawihati sati-parisvaktah pra$nanirii-
panabhyam® . It means: Jiva moves, fully enveloped with
the subtle elements when it enters into another body as this
is evident from the Upanisadic statements containing the
question and answer given to it.

The fuller implication of the siitra can be understood with
reference to the Chandogya-passage dealing with the
rebirth of the soul. In this passage containing a dialogue
between Svetaketu (son of Aruni) and Pravahana Jabali
(king of Pancala), the following five questions are raised:

1.  How these persons, when they die, go to the
different places?

2.  How they come back to the world?

3. How the svargaloka (heaven) is not filled by the
people going there again and again after death?

4.  What is the means of access to the divine path
(Devayana) and the path leading to the fathers
(Pitryana)?

5. After which round of offering of the libation,
the jiva conceived as water (ap), attains the name
of purusa (vettha yatha paficamyam ahutyau apah
purusa-vacaso bhavanti)?

Of these, the last question is important as it relates to
the manner of the jiva’s rebirth after death. In reply to these
questions the Upanisad describes the process of rebirth in
five stages by using the metaphors of five fires (paficagni).

At the first stage, the disembodied soul, designated as
éraddha, soon after it reaches the realm of the moon, is
offered as oblation to the fire designated as heaven (dyuloka)
by the celestial deities. It then assumes a divine and beautiful
body (amrtamayam dehari) named as Somaraja to enable it
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to enjoy the heavenly pleasures in the realm of the moon.
In the second stage, the soul is offered to the fire designated
as parjanya (the God of rains) and it then takes the form of
rain water. In the third stage, it is made to enter into the
physical world which is also metaphorically described as
agni. It then becomes mixed up with the food grains. In the
fourth stage, the soul is made to enter the body of a man
which is also described as agrii, through the food consumed
by him. It then takes the form of semen. In the fifth and
final stage, the soul is made to enter into the womb of a
woman, which is described as agni, through the sexual
intercourse. It then assumes the designation of purusa or
human body (purusa vacaso bhavanti).>*

Thus, according to this passage, the soul described as ap
or water and also as $raddha is offered as oblation
successively to the sacrificial fires of heaven, the rain-God,
the physical world and the man and at each stage it assumes
the respective gross forms as that of the moon (that is, a
lustrous body similar to the moon), rain (parjanya), food
(anna), semen (retas). The fifth oblation in the form of semen
which is offered to the fire conceived as the woman, takes
the form of human body (purusa). This is the implication of
the statement of the Upanisad: paficamyarit Ghutau apah
purusa vacaso bhavanti. This is the direct reply to the fifth
question viz. ‘vettha yatha pancamyar apah purusa-vacaso
bhavanti’®.

Taking into consideration this question and the reply
given to it in the passage, it is obvious that according to the
Upanisad, the jiva designated as apah and also $raddha
assumes a new body after it enters into the womb of a
woman which is metaphorically described as agni by
passing through the four earlier stages described as dyuloka
or the heaven, parjanya-loka or the realm of the rain-Gods,
the physical universe (prthivi) as the food (anna) and as the
semen of a man through the food consumed by him, and
finally into the womb of the woman through sexual
intercourse. On the basis of this description, the term ‘ap’
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mentioned in the Upanisad to denote the jiva, implies that
jiva is associated with all five subtle elements and also indriyas
including prana. According to the Paficikarana theory, all
objects in the universe are constituted of all five elements
and hence the mention of ‘ap’ is illustrative of the other
four elements.

Separately, the Upanisad states that when the jiva exits
from the body at the time of death, the prana along with
the indriyas follow it (pranam anutkramantam sarve prana
anutkramanti).’® The term $raddhi employed in the
Upanisad in place ot apa as oblation to be offered to the fire
(designated as parjanya), also denotes jiva along with its
subtle elements. Hence Badarayana affirms that jiva when
it leaves the body moves into the realm of the moon along
with the bhiita-sitksma (ramhati samparisvaktah).>

In connection with the movement of the jiva into the
realm of the moon and its return to the physical world to
be reborn as purusa, the following issues are raised:

1)  Does the jiva return to the earth after it has fully
experienced the effects of all the good deeds
performed earlier or does it have the residue of
the punya karmas yet to be experienced?

z) Do all persons, that is, those who have
performed the prescribed deeds and also those
who do not observe the prescribed deeds go to
the realm of the moon?

3) When the soul descends from the realm of the
moon to the earth through the akasa or ether,
does it assume the form of akdsa or mere
semblance of it?

4) How long do the souls remain in akasa?

5)  In what form does the soul abide in the food
grains, plants, trees etc before it enters the
human body?

As these questions have a bearing on the theory of
transmigration of the soul, Badarayana attempts to clarify
them in the following four adhikaranas. 1. Krtatyadhikarana
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2. Anistadikaryadhikarana 3. Tatsvabhavyapattyadhikarana
4. Naticirady-adhikarana. We shall take note of the important
points without going into the details.

Regarding the first question, it is stated in the Chandogya
Upanisad that only the householders who have performed
the meritorious deeds such as yajfia and other humanitarian
services go to the realm of the moon to reap the benefits of
their deeds.*® It is also pointed out that after having enjoyed
them completely (yavat sarpatam usitva), they return to the
earth through the same path as they traversed to the higher
realm. Thus says the Upanisad: Tasmin yavat sarmpatam
usitvd athaitam-eva adhvanam punah nivartante® - “They
remain in the realm of moon till the merit of their karma
lasts and after having enjoyed it, they return through the
same path they ascended.” On the basis of these teachings
it is maintained that jiva would have enjoyed the fruits of
good karma in the realm of the moon and returned to the
earth without any residual karma, to be reborn. This view
is also corroborated by the statement of Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad which says that after having experienced all
karma, the soul returns to the mundane existence
(prapyantam karmanah tasya yatkificit iha karoti ayam; tasmat
lokat punar-etyasmai lokaya karmane®). This is the prima
facie view.

"Badarayana does not accept this view. The relevant siitra
reads: Krtatyaye anusayavan-drsta-smrtibhyarm yatha etam-
anevar ca .

It means: “After having experienced the fruits of the good
deeds, jiva returns to the earth with a residue of karma. It is
stated so in the Scriptural and Smrti texts. When it returns,
it traverses either through the same pathway or some other
pathway also.”

In elucidating the implication of this siitra, Vedanta
Desika points out that if the soul in the realm of the moon
would have exhausted all the effects of the past deeds, then
its rebirth as individuals with good or bad life and higher
or lower status cannot be explained. The Scriptural text
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also says: tadya iha ramaniya carana abhyaso ha yatte
ramaniyam yonim apadyeran brahmana yonir ksatriya yonim
vai$ya yoniri va atha ya iha kapiiya carana abhyaso ha yatte
kapuyam yonim apadyeran svayonim va sukara yonir va
candala yonim va.*

“Those whose conduct has been good here will soon get
birth such as a Brahmana, Ksatriya or Vaiéya. But those whose
conduct is evil, will be born in evil births such as the birth
of a dog or a pig or the birth of a lowest caste. “

Hence it is concluded that the souls which have gone to
the realm of the moon do return to the earth with residual
karma to be yet experienced in the next life.

The author of the siitra clarifies by quoting Badari’s view
that the term carana used in the Upanisad does not merely
mean dcara or conduct but it also implies both punya or
merit and papa or evil (sukrta duskrte eva iti tu Badari).

ii) Regarding the second question - whether the
individuals who have not performed the meritorious deeds
go to the realm of the moon - the prima facie view is that
those who have not done good deeds also go to the realm
of the moon. In support of it, a few Scriptural and Smrti
texts are quoted. The Kausitiki Upanisad says: ye vai ca
asmat lokat prayanti candramasameva te sarve gacchanti® -
“All those who depart from this world after death go only
to the realm of the moon”. The word ‘sarve’ or ‘all’ would
cover even the sinners who first go to the world of Yama.
After undergoing punishment there, they will go to the
realm of the moon.

Badarayana does not accept this view. The Upanisads
have laid down two separate paths viz arciradi mirga and
dhiimra-marga intended for two different categories of
persons viz., those who have observed prescribed
meditation on Brahman for attainment of moksa and those
who have performed prescribed deeds for other higher
benefits. The former category of persons do not go to the
realm of the moon. It is only the latter category of persons
who aspire for heaven and other material benefits, go to
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the candraloka. It is not therefore correct to say that even
the persons who have not performed the good deeds
(anistadhikari), go to the realm of the moon after death.

Further it is also stated that the persons other than the
two categories — those who observe prescribed meditation
(vidya) and those who perform good karma, do not have to
go to the realm of the moon. These are the sinners who
take rebirth even without going through the process of five
stages, as pointed out in the Paiicagni-vidya. They are born
in other forms such as animals, birds, insects, plants etc.
The Chandogya text states that there are three other ways
in which living beings come into existence: Tesar khalu esam
bhutanar trinyeva bijam bhavanti andajam jivajar udbhijjar®
“There are only three origins for all beings: those born of
eggs, those born of creatures (womb) and those born of
seeds (plants). Birds and reptiles are born of eggs. Animals
and human beings are born through wombs. Plants and
trees are born of seeds. In all these cases there is no need for
the souls to pass through the five stages, as stated in the
Paiicagni-vidyd. It is only the individuals who have
performed the meritorious deeds (istadhikari) that go to the
realm of the moon and they are reborn through the media
of clouds, rain, food grains and semen of purusa and finally
through the entry into the womb of a woman.

iii) We now come to the third question. During the descent
of the soul from the realm of the moon, the soul is stated to
go to akasa (ether). From akasa to vayu, then it becomes dhiima
or smoke, then it becomes cloud and thereafter it falls on
earth as rain. After having fallen on earth, they enter paddy,
corn, plants, seeds etc. It is indeed very difficult and may
even take a long time to come out of it. It takes birth in the
form of human being only through one who has eaten that
food grain and whenever he ejects it through his semen into
the generative organ of the woman.

The relevant passage reads:

Tasmin yavat sarpatam usitva athaitam eva adhvanam
punar-nivartante, yathaitam akasar, akasad vayum, vayur-
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bhittva dhumo bhavati, dhumo bhiuttva abhram bhavati.®

Abhram bhutva megho bhavati megho bhutva pravarsati,
tai ha vrihi yava osadhi-vanaspatayah tila masa iti jayante; ato
vai khalu durnisprapataram, yo yo hy-annam atto yo retah
sificati tad bhiiya eva bhavati.®

With reference to this passage, third question is asked:
When the jiva on its descent to earth enters gkasa does it
become akasa or does it become similar to it? The answer
given by Badarayana is that it assumes similarity to akasa
(sadrsya). That is, it gets united with akasa and hence it is
regarded as similar to akasa (tat-samsarga-krta tad-
sadrsyapatty abhiprayam).

The next question is: How long the jiva stays in akasa?
The answer is that it does not stay there for too long
(naticirena) because in the subsequent sentence referring to
its entry into the food grains, it is said that it is indeed very
difficult to get out of them (dur-nisprapataram).

Regarding the question relating to the manner in which
the soul remains in the food grains before it enters into the
human body in the form of retas (semen), Badarayana states
that it becomes stuck to (associated with) the jiva which is
already inherent in the grain (anyadhisthite)®, in the same
way as it becomes closely associated with (sarsthita) akasa,
clouds etc. Its implication is that it is born as the food grain
(assume the form of grain), since it does not have to
experience any sukha and duhkha at this stage. When the
food grain associated with the jiva is consumed by a human
being and transformed into semen, and subsequently when
the semen is transmitted to the sexual organ of a woman, it
does not have the scope to experience the effects of karma.
As stated earlier, the purpose of mentioning all these details
of the process of rebirth is to create a sense of detachment
towards the life of a jiva during the state of bondage and
develop in the individual the craving for escape from
bondage and also aspiration for the attainment of the
eternal Spiritual Goal.
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VII. Four States of Jiva in Bondage

After discussing the issues relating to the rebirth of the soul,
Badarayana presents the conditions of jiva during the states
of dream, deep sleep and swoon. The following adhikaranas
in the second pada of the third adhyaya deal with this
subject:1. Sandhyadhikarana 2. Tadabhavadhikarana 3.
Karmanusmrtyadhikarana 4. Mugdhadhikarana. As pointed
out earlier, the objective of taking up this matter in the
Sadhana pada is to bring to light how the jiva during the
state of bondage is subject to various afflictions, whereas
Paramatman is free from all such defects (nirdosa). This
knowledge would be useful to the aspirant for moksa, for
cultivating vairagya or non-attachment to worldly life and
develop a deep craving (trsna) for the attainment of
Paramatman who is the Supreme Goal.® As will be seen
presently, in all these states Paramatman causes for the jiva
the experience of the dream objects, the sound sleep and
the unconscious condition respectively because jiva, though
it is karta and bhokta, is dependent on Paramatman. This
awareness of jtva’s dependence on Paramatman is also useful
to realize the greatness (mahatmya) of Brahman who is the
sole object of upasana. This is the justification for discussing
the different conditions (avasthas) of jiva in the second pada
of Sadhanadhyaya prior to the discussion of the twofold
nature of Brahman as free from defects and also endowed
with numerous auspicious attributes (nirasta nikhila dosah
ananta kalyana guna visistah).

a) State of dream

This subject is considered in the Sandhyadhikarana. The word
sandhya refers to the state of dream since it occurs in between
the waking state and the dreamless state. The question
which comes up for consideration is whether the objects
experienced in dream are created by jiva or Paramatman.
The prima facie view is that these are created by the jiva
because it is so stated in the Upanisad. The Brhadaranyaka
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Upanisad states: na tatra rathayogah na panthano
bhavati...atha ratha rathayogam panthah srjate...sa hi karta™
“There are no chariots in the state of dream, no horses, no
roads ; then he creates chariots, horses and roads He is the
creator”. In the statement ‘sa hi srjate’ the word ‘sa’ is taken
as jiva since it experiences the dream objects. Since jiva is
stated to possess the power to create objects at its will
(satyasarikalpa), as in the case of Iévara, it is possible to
explain the creation of dream objccts by jiva. The
Kathopanisad mentions that purusa (jiva) can create objects
in accordance with its desire.”

Badarayana does not accept this view. Jiva does not have
the capacity to create dream objects by its will. Though
satya-samkalpatva is the intrinsic nature of jiva, according
to the Upanisad, this capacity is eclipsed by the karma
during the state of bondage and it becomes manifest only
when it is fully liberated from bondage. Hence jiva cannot
create the dream objects. Only Paramatman, who is
endowed with unchecked freedom and power to create
anything by will, causes the various dream objects to be
experienced by the individuals concerned. These are
regarded as mere maya (mayamatra) in the sense that these
are wondrous creations (@scaryariipa srsti) of Paramatman.
Maya does not imply, as Advaitins claim, the illusory
appearance. If jiva did possess this capacity then it would
not have created for itself undesirable objects or events
(anabhimate samutpadanadeh ayogat). Besides, it is believed
on the strength of Scriptural texts that the dreams are
portenders (siicaka) of auspicious and inauspicious events
for a person. Hence it is appropriate to admit that the dream
experiences of jiva are caused by Paramatman.

b) State of susupti

Susupti is a state of deep sleep in which there is no experience
of dream (svapnanubhavah). In other words, it is dreamless
deep sleep. According to the Upanisads, this occurs when
the jiva is resting in the subtle arteries named hita nadi
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radiating from the heart and also in the nadi called the
puritat. It also happens when jiva is resting in Paramatman
who abides in the heart (hardam brahma). The Upanisadic
texts refer to three places as the resting ground for the jiva
during the state of susupti. Thus says the Chandogya: Tad
yatraitat suptah samastah samprasannah svapnam na vijanati,
asu tada nadisu srpto bhavati. ...tejasa hi tada sampanno
bhavati’? “The jiva during deep sleep withdraws all the
senses and in a state of tranquility it does not see any dream
and it then becomes united with tejas (Brahman)”.

The Brhadaranyaka describes susupti as follows: atha
yada susupto bhavati yada na kasyacana veda, hita nama nadyo
dvasaptati-sahasrani hrdayat puritat abhipratisthante; tabhih
pratyavasrpya puritati Sete.”

“When the jiva is in deep sleep and is not aware of
anything, there are 72000 nadis called hitd which radiate
from the heart towards the puritat. Through them it moves
forth and rests in the purita nadi”. The Chandogya
elsewhere states that when a person goes to deep sleep, the
jiva is united with sat (Brahman) (yatra etat purusah svapiti
nama, sata somya tada sampanno bhavati.’¢

Thus three different places are mentioned in the
Upanisads. The question arises: Where does the jiva rest
during the state of susupti? According to the prima facie
view it has to be one of the three since jiva cannot repose in
all three places at the same time. Badarayana clarifies the
position. If any one of the three places is accepted as the
reposing ground, then the other two mentioned in the
Upanisad stand rejected. This is not appropriate as it would
amount to the rejection of what is stated in the Upanisad.
Hence all the three places together have to be accepted as
the resting place for jiva during susupti. Such an explanation
is plausible on the analogy of a person sleeping on a bed
spread over a cot which is located in a mansion (prasada
khatva paryanika-nyaya). The nadis and the puritat
correspond to the mansion and the cot respectively, whereas
the bed corresponds to the Paramatman. Though the
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mansion, cot and bed are different, the three together serve
the common purpose of providing the resting place. On
the basis of this explanation, it is affirmed by Badarayana
that sat or Brahman is the actual resting place for jiva. That
is, during deep sleep, jiva reposes in Brahman abiding in
the heart and it does not therefore experience any dream
at this time (ato brahmaiva saksat susupti sthanam). This
conclusion becomes confirmed by the Chandogya text
which states that jiva having come back from sat
(Brahman) does not know that it has returned from it (sata
agamya na viduh sata agacchamahe’). This fact that the jiva
returns to its normal state reveals that the state of susupti is
a transitory state for jiva when it is temporarily united with
Brahman and it does not imply that jiva becomes identical
with Brahman, as Advaitins claim.

Further the same jiva which enjoyed the sound dreamless
sleep comes back to its normal waking state (yah suptah sa
eva uttisthati). This is evident from the fact that the same
person recollects that he slept well. The jiva has yet to
experience the punya and papa of the previous life prior to
its attaining moksa. The Upanisadic texts also state with
reference to the jiva experiencing susupti: “Whatever
creatures they were here, whether a lion, or tiger or wolf
etc, they become the same again.” Further if one who
experiences susupti is liberated, the Vedanta enjoining the
observation of prescribed sadhana for attaining liberation
would be rendered futile. The statement that jiva is united
with Brahman is only intended to convey that jiva which is
subjected to afflictions during waking state gets fully rested
in susupti for a while.

¢) State of swoon

This is also a state to which jiva is subjected. It is described
in the Vedanta-siitra as ‘ardha sampatti’ which means “half
dead”. That is, it is neither a state of waking nor dream,
since there is no consciousness in this state. It is not even
susupti because the state of miirccha can also be caused by a



214

The Philosophy of Visistadvaita Vedanta

head injury. Nor is it total death since there is life in the
body and there is also the possibility of one waking up from
the state of unconsciousness. Death is total cessation of the
functioning of all organs and prana. Hence it is regarded as
a state of half-death (mugdhavastha) to which a jiva is
sometimes liable.

—
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CHAPTER EicHT

THE DOCTRINE OF SADHANA

The Vedanta is regarded as moksa-éastra since its main
objective is to teach the ways and means of attainment of
Brahman which is the Supreme Goal (Parama-purusartha).
Thus says the Taittiriya Upanisad: “The knower of Brahman
(brahmavit) attains the highest Goal (apnoti Parart).
Badarayana, therefore, accords special attention to this
subject. The entire third adhydya of Brahma-siitra, which is
titled Sadhanadhyaya, is devoted to the discussion of the
sadhana. Nearly fifty-five adhikaranas included in the four
padas of this adhyaya and also six adhikaranas of the first
pada of the fourth adhyaya deal with different aspects of
sadhana viz., 1) Brahman as the worthy object of meditation,
2) the nature of sadhana, 3) different types of vidyad or
upasand, 4) karma as subordinate means to vidya, 5) the
components and other pre-requisites of upasana. We shall
discuss all these matters in the present chapter as presented
in the Adhikarana-saravali.

I. Brahman as the Object of Meditation
a. Brahman as Ubhayalinga

According to Badarayana, vidyd, also named as upasana or
unceasing meditation on Brahman, is the direct means for
the attainment of the Supreme Goal. Thus it is stated in the
siitra: Purusartho atah Sabdat iti Badarayanah!. It means that
in the opinion of Badarayana, the Supreme Goal is attained
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only by means of vidya (the word atah in the sutra being
read as vidyatah in the context of the earlier pada dealing
with vidya), because it is so declared by the Scriptural texts
(8abdat). The fuller implications of the sutra as well as the
nature and other details about vidya are discussed later.
Prior to it, Badarayana takes up an important subject
dealing with the two-fold character of Brahman described
as uvnayalinga, that is, Brahman as totally free from all
defects (nirasla-nikhila dosatva) and Brahman as endowed
with numerous auspicious attributes (samasta-kalyana-
gunakaratva). Though he has presented in the first adhyaya,
the nature and distinguishing characteristics of Brahman
by methodically examining all the relevant Upanisadic texts,
he brings up the subject of two-fold character of Brahman
separately in the Sadhanadhyaya for two reasons. First, it
was pointed out in the preceding adhikaranas of pada 1 and
2 that jiva abiding in the physical body is subject to various
afflictions. In this connection, the question arises: whether
Paramatman who also abides in the bodies of individuals
and also in the non-sentient material entities as their
Antaryamin would be affected by the defects found in them?
If He is affected, would such a Paramatman be the worthy
object of meditation for the attainment of the Supreme Goal?
In order to remove this doubt and establish that Paramatman
is the worthy object of meditation, it becomes necessary to
prove on the basis of the Scriptural texts that Brahman is
untouched by afflictions and other defects (nirdosa) and
also that it is endowed with numerous auspicious attributes
(kalyana gunas). This knowledge about Brahman as
ubhayaliriga is essential for meditation since it generates in
the updsaka a craving to attain it (prapya trsna).

The second important reason for bringing up this subject
of Brahman as ubhayaliniga, is to refute the theory of
Brahman as nirguna or devoid of all attributes as conceived
by Advaita Vedanta. According to Vedanta Desika, the
concept of Brahman as nirguna is itself defective. Such a



The Doctrine of Sadhana 219

Brahman cannot be the object of meditation for attaining
the purusartha®.

Keeping all these points in mind, Badarayana introduces
the following sutra in the Sadhanadhyaya: Na sthanato’pi
parasya ubhayalirigam sarvatra hi’.

The word sthanatah along with the negative particle na
means, in the context of preceding adhikaranas dealing with
the different states of jiva, that Paramatinan (Para) is not
touched by the defects found in the bodies of jivas in spite
of its immanence in the jivas and other entities as
Antaryamin. The reason for this is provided in the next two
words of the siitra “ubhayalingam sarvatra hi” which mean
that in all Scriptural and Smrti texts (sarvatra), Brahman is
described as possessing two-fold character (ubhayalingam),
that is, as essentially free from all defects (nirasta-nikhila-
dosah) and also endowed with auspicious attributes
(kalyana-gunatmaka). Thus says the Chandogya Upanisad:
Esa atma apahatapapma vijaro vimrtyuh visoko vijighatso
apipasah satyakamah satyasamkalpah* - “Brahman is free
from evil, free from old age, free from death, free from grief,
free from hunger, free from thirst, whose desires are self-
fulfilled, and whose desires are not obstructed”. In the above
statement the two-fold character of Brahman is explicitly
mentioned. There are many other Upanisadic texts referring
to either of these aspects of Brahman and these are quoted
by Ramanuja in his commentary on subsequent siitras of
this adhikarana. The Visnupurana also reiterates the
same truth®.

By way of elucidation, it is pointed out that karma of an
individual self is the cause for experiencing either sukha or
happiness or duhkha or suffering by jiva. Hence jiva during
the state of its bondage is subjected to afflictions. In the
case of Paramatman, He is free from karma and hence in
spite of His immanence in jivas, He remains unaffected by
the afflictions. The description of Brahman as apahatapapma
implies that it is free from both punya and papa. The Mundaka
Upanisad ¢ by citing the classic illustration of two birds
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sitting on the same tree, one eating the fruit and the other
sitting passively, clearly conveys that jiva experiences the
fruit of karma, whereas Paramatman remains passive without
experiencing the effects of karma. More importantly the
Antaryami Brahmana, while describing how Paramatman
abides in non-sentient entities such as prthivi, ap, etc., and
also in the jivatman, states that He is your Self, the
...... aryamin (Inner controller) also
antaryamyamrtah). The word amrta whlch is repeated in
each statement implies that Paramatman, though abiding
in the body of an individual and other material entities, is
totally untouched by the defects.

An objection may be raised against this view. If
Paramatman by virtue of His being apahatapapma is not
affected by the afflictions of the physical bodies in which
He is immanent, how then jiva, which is also described as
apahatapapma by the Chandogya Upanisad becomes affected
by afflictions by abiding in the physical body? The answer
to this is that though jiva in respect of its essential nature is
free from evil (apahatapapma), this quality of jiva is eclipsed
during the state of bondage due to karma. Only when it is
totally liberated from bondage and attains the state of
mukti, its apahatapapmatva becomes fully manifest. But
Paramatman, unlike jivatman remains all the time free from
evil as He is not subject to karma. Hence He remains
untouched by defects at all time despite His immanence in
the jivas and other material objects.

A major objection is raised against the theory of
Brahman as ubhayalinga. The Upanisads describe Brahman
in two ways. Some texts speak of Brahman as possessing
qualities. On the contrary, some texts state that Brahman is
devoid of qualities. As these two kinds of statements are
mutually opposed, Brahman cannot be conceived as devoid
of qualities and also possessing qualities. To overcome this
conflict, Brahman is to be admitted as nirvisesa or devoid of
all characteristics (samasta-visesarahitam nirvikalpakameva
brahma pratipattavyam).” The reason advanced in support
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of it is that a large number of Upanisadic texts describe
Brahman as devoid of all determinations. This is the
argument advanced by Samkara. There is also a logical
justification for adopting this explanation. According to the
Apaccheda-nyaya® or the principle of what is later being of
greater force than the earlier, nirguna srutis are more valid
than the saguna srutis. That is, the texts which deny all
qualities are of greater validity than the texts which refer
to qualities because denial presupposes that which is to be
denied.

This objection is ruled out by Vedanta Desika. It is true
that there is apparent conflict between saguna $rutis and
nirguna Srutis. But it is possible to reconcile this apparent
conflict by adopting the Mimarsa principle known as
utsarga-apavada nyaya. According to this principle, the
negative texts can be interpreted in accordance with the
affirmative texts. Thus for instance, there is a general
Scriptural statement which enjoins that animals should not
be injured, while another statement points out that a
particular animal named chaga or goat is to be offered for a
specific sacrifice. The conflict between these two statements
is overcome by interpreting the general statement to mean
that the animal other than those enjoined in the Scriptural
text for sacrificial purposes should not be injured. The same
logic holds good in respect of saguna and nirguna texts. If
some texts affirm that Brahman possesses qualities, while
others deny the same such as niskalam, niskriyam, 3antam
niravadyam and nirafijanam®, the latter (nirguna Srutis)
should be understood to mean the denial of the qualities
other than those mentioned in the saguna sSrutis. (vihita
vyatirikta guna nisedhah). In other words, the implication of
the negative texts is that Brahman is devoid of such
inauspicious attributes as vikara (change), karma etc., but
not that it is devoid of all characteristics. Such an
interpretation, though it restricts the import of the negative
texts to some extent, maintains the validity of both the
saguna and nirguna texts. Further, the apaccheda nyaya is



222 The Philosophy of Visistadvaita Vedanta

applicable where the two texts which are not always
opposed to each other follow as the earlier and later (aniyata
virodha paurvaparyehy-apaccheda nyayah).’* In the case of
saguna and nirguna Srutis, these are always opposed to each
other (nitya virodha). Hence it is not appropriate to overcome
the conflict by resorting to this principle. On the other hand
it is more relevant to take recourse to the principle adopted
in the upakrama adhikarana of Mimarhisa, that is, the principle
of what is stated at the commencement of the passage
stands valid rather than what is said later. Thus, when the
apparent conflict between the saguna vakyas and nirguna
vakyas can be easily resolved without according lesser
validity to the saguna srutis, it is not appropriate to maintain
that the nirguna $rutis alone are authoritative and on that
basis, maintain that Brahman is to be conceived only as
devoid of all attributes''.

It is argued that Brahman, according to the Upanisad,
is of the nature of knowledge (jfiana-svariipa). Thus states
the Taittiriya: “Satyam jiianari anantarit brahma”- “Brahman
is truth, knowledge and infinite”. Brahman as jfiana-svariipa
cannot also be the substrate for jfiana as its dharma. In view
of it, the description of Brahman as qualified with attributes
such as sarvajfiatva, satyasarikalpatva etc., is not valid.

This argument is also untenable, contends Vedanta
Desika. Just as the statement which describes Brahman as
jfana is valid, the texts which speak of the gunas of Brahman
are also equally valid. The fact that Brahman is jfiana-svariipa
does not rule out that Brahman is also endowed with
sarvajfiatva or other attributes. In fact, the Upanisad
explicitly points out that the knowledge and power
possessed by Brahman are manifold and constitutes its
intrinsic nature (parasya Saktih vividhaiva Sruyate, svabhaviki
jhana-bala-kriya ca).”> We have to admit the validity of both
the texts.

The Smrti texts also affirm that Brahman is free from all
defects and also possesses infinite auspicious attributes. They
cite the example of the sun and its reflection in the water in
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support of the theory that Brahman, though is immanent
in all entities in the universe, is untouched by the defects
found in them. Just as the defects found in the waves of the
water do not affect the sun, in the same way defects found
in the objects in which Brahman is immanent, do not affect
it. One other illustration is cited by the author of the siitra
to defend the theory of Brahman remaining unaffected by
the defects. Akasa or ether is one and is also all-pervasive. Tt
is found to be present in several receptacles such as pots of
different sizes. The defects caused to the akdsa due to its
being conditioned by the pots of small or large sizes do not
affect in any way the all-pervasive dkasa. In this example,
unlike the sun and its reflection in the waves, akasa is
physically present in the conditioning entities. In the same
way, Brahman which is in all the entities in the universe is
not touched by the defects found in the objects.

A serious objection is raised against the theory of
Brahman as ubhayalinga. According to an important
passage of Brhadaranyaka® describing Brahman as having
two forms, viz., miirta and amiirta or gross and subtle, and
the negation of the same by the words ‘neti neti; or ‘not this
not this’, implies that Brahman is nirvisesa, that is, devoid
of all forms. How then Brahman be regarded as qualified
with attributes? This is the view advanced by Sarnkara in
interpreting the Vedanta sutra which reads:
prakrtaitavattvam hi pratisedhati tato braviti ca bhityah™. It
means, according to Samkara, that the Upanisadic text,
‘neti neti’ (not this, not this) negates in respect of Brahman
the predication of the two forms mentioned in the earlier
part of the passage and this is supported by what is said
later on about Brahman.

The siitra relating to this matter is regarded as a separate
adhikarana by Samkara named Prakrtaitavattvadhikarana.
But according to Ramanuja, it is part of the
Ubhayalingadhikarana since it supports the theory of
Brahman as ubhayalinga. The argument advanced by
Sarnkara is refuted by Ramanuja. The wording of the siitra,
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as properly understood, does not deny the distinctive
characteristics of the two modes (miirta and amiirta forms)
declared previously because that would be senseless to teach
them first and finally deny the same. There is no indication
in the Upanisadic passage dealing with this matter to
suggest that these are falsely imposed on Brahman. On the
contrary, it merely denies the prakrtaitavattvam or the
limited nature of Brahman as previously stated. In other
words, it denies that Brahman possesses only this much of
qualification as described previously. The word ‘iti" or ‘so’
which refers to that limited nature of the phrase ‘na iti” (not
. s0), therefore, means that Brahman is not to be
distinguished only by the previously stated modes (na iti na
iti — naivam naivam, ukta prakara matram na bhavati brahma).
This explanation is confirmed by the fact that subsequent
to the expression ‘neti neti’, significant positive statements
are made about Brahman. Thus states the Upanisad: na hy
etasmat iti nety-anyat param asti: atha namadheyam, satyasya
satyam' . It means, according to Ramanuja, there is nothing
higher or greater than Brahman referred to earlier as
implied by the words anyat or para in the text. In other
words, no other Being which is more glorious both in respect
of svariipa and gunas, ever exists. This is indicated by the
designation (namadheya) of Brahman as satyasya satyarn,
which means the Reality of the reals. Satya, according to
the Upanisad, is prana which denotes the jiva. Brahman is
more real than the jvas since the former is never subject to
any change, while the jiva becomes subject to change during
the state of bondage to the extent that its jiiana undergoes
modification. The positive statement made in the Upanisad
subsequent to the negation as neti neti, emphasizes this glory
of Brahman. This is conveyed by the words in the siitra
‘tato braviti bhityah™¢. Thus it follows that this particular
sittra does not prove that Brahman is nirvisesa but on the
contrary, it affirms that it is saviSesa or endowed with
characteristics. Vedanta Desika concludes that Brahman
is ubhayalinga that is, it is free from all defects and that it is
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also qualified by numerous auspicious attributes and that
this is the well established theory of Vedanta. (tasmat brahma
dvilingam dvividha vibhavam ityeva Vedanta paksah)' .
Brahman is therefore the worthy object of meditation or
vidya which is the direct means to attain the Supreme Goal,
as stated by Badarayana in the Vedanta-sutra (vidyatah
purusarthah).

b) Brahman as the Supreme Reality

Badarayana provides two additional reasons for
establishing that Brahman is the worthy object of
meditation and attainment (prapya). These are: 1) Brahman
is the Supreme Reality (para-tattva) which implies that there
is no higher Reality than Brahman. 2) Brahman bestows all
the desired goals (purusartha) including moksa to those who
worship Him. Both these points are important to justify the
need of seeking Brahman only as the object meditation. Two
separate adhikaranas named Paradhikarana and
Phaladhikarana are devoted to the discussion of these
matters.

The need to prove that Brahman is the highest Reality
arises because there is a theory, which seems to have existed
during the time of Badarayana named Vyomatita-vada,
which claims that there is a Reality which is higher than
Brahman. The basis for this theory is that a few stray
Scriptural texts which describe Brahman in terms such as
setu or bridge unmana or having dimension, sarbandha or
connection to something else to be attained and bheda or
existence of a different higher entity. Badarayana mentions
these points, as prima facic view, in the following sitra:
Param atah setu unmana sambandha bheda vyapadesebhyah'®.

The word setu generally means bridge intended to cross
from one side to the other side of the river (kulantara prapti
hetuh). Thus says the Chandogya: atha ya atma sa setuh
vidhrtih esam lokanari asarmbhedaya® . It also states that after
crossing this, one becomes free from bondage. These
statements convey the idea that there is something higher
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than Brahman to be attained. The word unmana means that
which is limited by dimension. The Chandogya describes
Brahman as having four parts (catuspad-brahma).?® Such a
description of Brahman implies that there exists a higher
Reality devoid of all limitations. Sarbandha means
connection or relationship. The description of Brahman by
the Mundaka that it is the bridge to immortality (amrtasya
esa setuh)”! indicates that Brahman serves as the means to
attain something higher. The word bheda mentioned in the
suitra means difference, that is, the distinction is drawn
between two entities described as para (high) and parat para
(higher than para). Thus states the Mundaka: parat param
purusam upaiti*. The Svetdsvatara also says: tato
yaduttarataram tad aripam anamayam®. Considering all
these statements, it is contended that there is a higher Reality
to be attained other than Brahman. Hence it is contended
that Brahman cannot be regarded as the only object of
meditation for the attainment of the Supreme Goal.

Badarayana rejects all these arguments. The description
of Brahman as setu does not imply that it is the causeway
like a bridge to reach the other shore. The word setu derived
from the root verb sinoti or that which holds together, means
with reference to Brahman that it has the capacity to hold
together all the sentient and non-sentient entities in the
universe under its control in their respective places without
their becoming mixed up (badhnati svasmin sarvam cid-acid-
vastujatam asarkirnam).? The same Upanisadic text
describing Brahman as setu uses the expression ‘esari lokanar
asarmbhedaya’® which means that Brahman as setu prevents
the various entities of the universe getting mixed up.

The description of Brahman as catuspat implying the
dimensional limitation, is intended to provide a concrete
form for Brahman for the purpose of easy comprehension
to enable the upasaka to meditate upon it (budhyarthah
padavat).?® Though Brahman is vibhu or all-pervasive and
infinite, it is conceived as limited by associating it with a
limiting adjunct (upadhi) for purposes of easy meditation
(upasanartham). '
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The description of Brahman as the bridge to amrta or
moksa, is not inappropriate since Brahman, according to
Vedanta, is both prapaka or means and also prapya or goal
to be attained (upapattesca).”’” The Mundakopanisad states
that whomsoever He (Paramatma) chooses, only that
individual can attain Paramatma (yamaiva esa vrnute tena
labhyah). This statement, as we have explained earlier,
conveys the idea that Paramatman serves as the means
(upaya) for attaining Him. Even though meditation (updsana)
is laid down as the sadhana to attain Paramatman, moksa is
conferred on the individual by the grace of God in response
to the observance of devoted meditation upon Him.
Paramatman is therefore regarded as Siddhopaya; that is,
the ever-existing God is Himself the principal cause for
attaining Him out of His grace. Bhakti-yoga or updsana is
the Sadhyopaya, since this serves as means to earn His grace.

Regarding the Scriptural statements which appear to
indicate the exstence of a principle other than what is
regarded as para, it is pointed out that these very texts deny
the existence of Reality other than Brahman (tatha
anyapratisedhat)®. Since everything is pervaded by
Brahman, the question of the existence of a Reality other
than Brahman does not arise. The Svetdsvatara says:
Tenedar purnari purusena sarvam? - “All this is fully
pervaded by that purusa (Brahman). The Mundaka states:
nityam vibhum sarvagatar susuksmam yat bhutayonim
paripasyanti dhirah® - “It is eternal, all-pervasive,
omnipresent, very subtle, the cause of the universe”. It is
therefore affirmed that Brahman is the highest Reality and
it is to be sought for by the aspirant for moksa through the
means of unceasing meditation.

<) Brahman as the Bestower of Moksa

Brahman is not only the highest Reality to be sought for
but it is also the bestower of the fruit of the upasana (phala)
which in the context of the Brahma-vidya stands for moksa.
Thus states the siitra: phalam atah upapatteh® . It means: It
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stands to reason that the desired goals are obtained from
Brahman. The need to emphasise this point arises because
Paramatman (Brahman) who is to be meditated upon should
be capable of conferring the desired fruit. That is, purusartha
or the Supreme Goal for which vidya or meditation is
enjoined in the Upanisad is to be bestowed directly by
Paramatman. If some one else or some other principle were
to confer the fruit, there would be no justitication for
meditating on Brahman.

There is a view which is advanced by Jaimini that karma
or the deeds such as yaga performed by an individual for
the attainment of heaven etc., confer the fruits. According
to the Mimarnsaka though the yaga does not give the desired
fruit soon after it is performed, it confers the result later on
at the appropriate time through an unseen potency named
apurva in the form of punya or merit secured by the
performance of the yaga.

Badarayana rejects this theory. Neither the yaga nor this
apurva generated by it can directly confer the fruit, since
these are non-sentient in character. It is therefore
appropriate to admit that Paramatman Himself who is
worshipped through the sacrifice and who is meditated
upon with devotion by the upasaka for attainment of moksa,
bestows the desired results. According to the Vedanta, even
if other celestial deities are worshipped by means of
prescribed rituals, the one who bestows the desired fruit is
Paramatman who is the indwelling Self (antaratma) of these
deities. The Scriptural texts explicitly state that Paramatman
is the bestower of the desired fruit. The Taittiriya text says:
esa eva anandayati. This very Anandamaya atma (Brahman)
confers bliss (@nanda) to the seekers of moksa. Thus, it is
concluded that Brahman being the Supreme Reality and
also the sole benefactor (phalaprada) is worthy of meditation.

IL. The Theory of Brahma-vidya

As pointed out earlier, vidya is the direct sadhana for the
attainment of the Supreme Goal (vidyatah purusarthah). The
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term vidya employed in the Upanisads and the Brahmasiitra,
stands for upasana or unceasing meditation on Brahman.
The Upanisads refer to several vidyas as the sadhana for the
attainment of Brahman. These are described differently, that
is, with different names and different attributes (gunas) with
which Brahman is to be meditated upon. Thus for instance,
the meditalion on Sai (Brahman) conceived as th.e source
of the universe, which is imparted by Uddalaka to
Svetaketu in the Chandogya Upanisad, is named sad-vidya.
The meditation on Brahman as daharakasa or the subtle
space abiding within the heart of an individual along with
the eight attributes viz., apahatapapma, vijarah, vimrtyuh,
viSokah, vijighatsah, apipasah, satyakamah, satyasankalpah,
is titled Dahara-vidya. The meditation on Brahman as
infinitely great (bhiima) is known as Bhuima-vidya. The
meditation on Brahman conceived as the cause of the
creation, sustenance and dissolution of the universe (tajjalan)
which is taught by sage Sandilya in the Chandogya
Upanisad, is named Sandilya-vidya. Brahman as anandamaya
or infinitely blissful, which is to be meditated upon, is known
by the name of Anandamaya vidyi. The commentators on
the Brahma-siitras have acknowledged thirty-two such
vidyds which are taught in different Upanisads for attaining
Brahman. Hence these are called Brahma-vidyas. A list of
these as acknowledged by Vedanta Desika in the Adhikarana-
saravali is given in the appendix II along with the references
to the respective passages of the Upanisads and also the
names of the adhikaranas in which these are dealt with.
Badarayana does not present the details of these vidyas.
However the siitras imply the Upanisadic texts dealing with
them, as is evident from the visaya-vakyas or the Upanisadic
texts concerned with the subject-matter of the sutras. He,
however, discusses certain issues relating to the different
vidyas. The following are some of the important issues which
are related to the vidyas:
1)  Are these various vidyas different (nana) or non-
different?
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3)

4)

5)

6)
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If they are different, do the vidyas taken together
are to be observed as sadhana for attaining
Brahman? Or do they serve as alternative means
to attain the same Goal?

If the same vidya is mentioned in two different
Upanisads such as Dahara-vidya and Vaisvanara-
vidya with varying description in terms of the
gunas with which Brahman is to be meditated,
do they constitute different vidyas?

If Brahman which is qualified with numerous
gunas is to be meditated upon along with its
gunas, which are the gunas to be included
(upasamharya) and which are the gunas to be
excluded (anupasarihirya) for the purpose of
meditation?

If only limited number of gunas are to be
contemplated along with Brahman, as laid down
in the Upanisadic passages dealing with a
particular vidyd, would Brahman which is the
object of attainment be realized in its complete
form?

In respect of some vidyas certain religious
observances such as $irovrta, udgithopasana etc.,
are also prescribed as part of the observance of
upasand. Are these religious observances to be
followed in respect of all the Brahma-vidyas?

Badarayana attempts to clarify these questions since it is
necessary to know precisely the nature (svariipa) of the
vidyas to be pursued for the attainment of the spiritual Goal.
The entire third pada of the Sadhanadhyaya, which is titled
Gunopasarithdra pada, comprising as many as 26 adhikaranas,
is devoted to this matter. Some of the details of these
discussions do not have much philosophical importance. It
is also difficult to comprehend them since the observance
of these vidyas are not in vogue. We shall therefore leave
out the details and take note of the important points which
are relevant for understanding the nature of the sidhana.
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The first and most important question to be considered
is whether the vidyas such as Sadvidya, Dahara-vidya,
Upakosala-vidya, Sandilya-vidya etc., are different (nana)?
Badarayana states that they are different.

According to the prima facie view, the vidyas are not
different because they are all intended to attain the same
Brahman as the goal and they are all designated as Brahma-
vidya. Even the terms used for enjoining the meditation such
as dhyayita, upasita, etc., have the same import.

This view is not accepted by Badarayana. Thus it is stated
in the sutra: Nana Sabdadibhedat.®® The various vidyas
enjoined in the Upanisads are different (nina) because the
$abda or the Scriptural statements in the form of injunctions
and ritpa or description of each vidya in terms of the gunas
with which Brahman is to be meditated upon vary. The
word adi in the siitra implies, ritpa or description, akhya or
designation and other factors. The Mimarsakas have
adopted four principles to determine the difference or non-
difference between ritualistic deeds mentioned in the
different éakhds of the Vedas. These are: a) codani or the
injunctive statement enjoining the performance of a
sacrifice; b) samyoga or the connection of the sacrifice with
the goal to be attained; c) riipa or the detailed description
of the sacrifice and d) akhya or the name adopted for the
sacrifice.® On the basis of these principles, Badarayana also
maintains the view that the various vidyas enjoined in the
Upanisads are different (nana). The reason for adopting this
view is contained in the words ‘$abdidi bhedat’ in the siitra.
Sabdabheda means Scriptural statements in the form of
injunctions (codana) such as vidyat, dhydyita, upasita etc.
which are different. The names adopted for the vidyas
(akhya) such as Dahara-vidya, Sadvidya are different. Ripa
or description of these vidyds in terms of the gunas with
which Brahman is to be meditated also differs. The $abda-
bheda along with riipa-bheda mainly differentiate one vidya
from the other.

As Vedanta Desika explains, though Badarayana has
mentioned $abda-bheda as the main criterion for regarding
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the vidyas as different, riipa-blieda is to be accorded greater
importance (Sabdasya bhedastu ayam upacarito ruipa-bheda
dradhamne).® Another reason for mentioning $abda-bheda
in the siitra is to emphasise that vidya or upasana is enjoined
as the means to attain Brahman and thereby refute the
wrong view of Advaitin, that jfidna or direct realization of
Brahman as means to moksa is not enjoined (avidheya jfiana).

If all vidyas are different, the next question arises whether
these vidyds taken together (samuccaya) are to be observed
for attaining Brahman or do they serve as alternative means
for this purpose? This doubt arises because in the case of
svarga or heaven as the goal of attainment, the same
individual is found to observe several rituals for the purpose
of enjoying greater benefits in heaven. In the same way, it
is possible that one can practise several vidyas together to
enjoy the bliss of Brahman in greater measure.
(Brahmanubhave-bhiiyastvapeksaya samuccayopi sambhavati).

Badarayana does not accept this view. The relevant siitra
reads: vikalpa avisista phalatvat.”® The different vidyas are
regarded as the alternative means to attain Brahman
(vikalpah) because the nature of the attainment is the same
for all the vidyas (avisista phalatvat). That is, the enjoyment
of the infinite bliss of Brahman (ati$aya brahmanand-
anubhava) is the Supreme Goal of the vidyds. The Upanisadic
texts support it. The Taittiriya says: sa eko brahmana dnandah
$rotriyasya ca akamahatasya) - “The liberated jiva who is
steadfast in Brahman enjoys that infinite ananda of
Brahman.” Mundaka says: nirafijanah paramarm samyam
upaiti. - “The jiva, soon after it is liberated from bondage
attains equal status with Brahman.” The samyatva or
equality is in respect of enjoyment of bliss both by Brahman
and jiva, as stated by Badarayana (bhogamatra samyat).
Hence it is justified to regard these vidyds as alternative
means to attain Brahman.

The third question to be considered is: whether the same
vidyd mentioned in different $akhds of the Upanisads with
some varying description in terms of gunas with which
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Brahman is to be meditated upon, is to be treated as different
or as one? The Dahara-vidya, for instance, is mentioned both
in the Chandogya and Taittiriya Upanisad. In the Chandogya,
it is enjoined that the meditation on Brahman is to be
observed along with eight attributes such as apahata
papmatva, satyakamatva, satyasarikalpatva etc. The same
vidya is also mentioned in a general way in the Taittiriva by
briefly stating that the dahara-akasa or the subtle space
(denoting Brahman) is to be meditated upon along with
what it contains (tasmin yadantah tad-upasitavyam). The
Taittiriya text does not mention the eight gunas referred to
in the Chandogya. In the same way, the Vaisvanara vidya is
referred to in two Upanisads belonging to different akhas.
In both these places, meditation on Vaisvanara as Brahman
is enjoined for attaining the same goal. The question arises
whether the vidya referred to in more than one place is the
same or different. Badarayana replies that they constitute
the same updsana.The relevant siitra reads; sarva vedanta
pratyayam codanadyavisesat.’” It means that the vidyas
taught in all the Upanisads is one. The reason advanced in
support of it is that there is no difference in the codana or
the words enjoining it (vidhayaka-vakya). The word adi
implies that there is also no difference in respect of the
designation of the vidya (namadheya), the nature of the goal
to be attained (phala) and the description of the object of
meditation (riipa). Another point which is brought out in
this connection is that the gunas which are mentioned in
respect of a vidyd in one place are to be included in respect
of the vidya enjoined in another Upanisad, if both the vidyas
are the same. Taking the example of Dahara-vidya, the eight
gunas mentioned in the Chandogya in respect of Dahara-
vidya are also to be included in respect of the Dahara-vidya
mentioned in the Taittiriya Upanisad. This principle holds
good in respect of other vidyds such as Vaisvanara-vidya
which is referred to in more than one Upanisad. The
inclusion of the gunas enumerated at one place in respect
of a vidya stated in another Upanisad, where these are not
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mentioned, is called gunopasarihara. In the third pada of
Sadhanadhyaya, Badarayana discusses a few other vidyds
such as Prana-vidya, Purusa-vidya, Sandilya-vidya,
Usastikahola-vidya and Udgitha-vidya. These are some of
the vidyas which are mentioned in more than one Upanisad
and it therefore becomes necessary to clarify whether they
are separate or not. Wherever they are found to be not
different vidyas, the gunas with which Brahman is to be
meditated have to be included in respect of the same vidya
enjoined elsewhere (upasarithara).

The next important question which is considered by
Badarayana in the Gunopasamhara pada is: Which are the
gunas to be contemplated along with Brahman while
observing the meditation upon it? The question is relevant
because the gunas of Brahman are numerically infinite
(ananta). It is impossible for a upasaka to contemplate on all
of them. It is only practicable to meditate on Brahman as
qualified with a limited number of gunas. If only a limited
number of gunas are to be contemplated along with
Brahman, would Brahman which is the object of attainment
be realized in its complete form? According to the tatkratu
nydya®*®, in whatever form an individual observes
meditation, the object of attainment is also in the same form.
If Brahman is meditated as qualified with a few attributes,
then the Brahman realized through such a meditation
cannot be regarded as Brahman in its comprehensive form
(praptih amsatah syat).

Vedanta Desika does not accept this argument. He
contends that the tatkratu-nyaya is not applicable in the case
of meditation on Brahman, because the Upanisadic texts
categorically state that an individual who resorts to
meditation on Brahman as qualified with attributes as stated
in the passage dealing with Brahma-vidya, attains a status
equal to that of Brahman soon after he is liberated from
bondage. Thus says the Mundaka: Nirafijanah paramam
samyam upaiti. On the authority of the Scriptural texts, it is
maintained that a person who meditates on Brahman
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attains Brahman in its full form, that is, as qualified with
all the attributes including those which are not contemplated
during the meditation. Whatever be the mode of meditation
(vidya), the attainment of the goal by means of it is the same
for all the vidyds enjoined in the Upanisads. The tatkratu-
nyaya is to be understood in this restricted sense in respect
of vidya®.

Regarding the gunas with which Brahman is to be
meditated upon, Badarayana states that the distinguishing
gunas of Brahman such as ananda which are inseparably
related to Brahman and which are essential for
comprehending Brahman are to be necessarily contemplated
along with Brahman in respect of all vidyas. These are
ananda, satya, jnana and ananta. As will be pointed out
presently, amalatva is also to be added to these four attributes.
The relevant siitra reads: Anandadayah pradhanasya.®® Its
meaning, as interpreted by Ramanuja, is that the gunas such
as ananda is non-different (inseparable) from the pradhana,
that is, Brahman which is the guni and hence these are to
be contemplated along with Brahman in all the vidyas.

By way of elucidation, Vedanta Desika points out that
there are two types of dharmas or attributes belonging to
an object. One is called svariipa-niriipaka dharma or essential
attributes by means of which alone the nature of an object
is comprehended. The second type of dharmas is known as
nirilpita svariipa visesanas, that is, the secondary qualities
which become evident only after the svariipa of the object
is known. Taking the instance of a cow, gotva is an essential
attribute of cow through which the cow as different from
other animals is identified. The qualities such as its form,
colour, etc., are secondary qualities through which we come
to know more about the cow. In the same way, Brahma-
svariipa can only be comprehended through its
distinguishing characteristics such as satyatva, jiianatva,
anantatva and dnandatva, as stated in the Upanisad. The
gunas such as omniscience, omnipotence, compassionate
etc., are the secondary qualities which can be known only
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after Brahma-svariipa is comprehended. For the purpose of
meditation on Brahman, the essential qualities which are
inseparable from Brahman and which are useful to know
what Brahman is, have to be necessarily contemplated at
the time of meditation. Along with these, such other gunas
as are mentioned separately in respect of each vidya are to
be contemplated. Thus, for instance, while observing the
Daharavidya, which is enjoined in the Taittiriya Upanisad,
Brahman is to be meditated upon as qualified with eight
gunas such as apahatapapma, satyasamkalpa, etc. In addition
to it, the five essential attributes such as ananda have also to
be contemplated during meditation on Brahman. The
description of Brahman in the Taittiriya passage enjoining
meditation on Brahman as dnandamaya, we come across
description of Brahman as possessing qualities such as priya
or joy, modah or happiness, pramoda or enjoyment etc.,
which are metaphorically stated as $iras or head, paksah or
sides and puccha or tail respectively for the purpose of easy
comprehension of Brahman in physical form. But these do
not constitute the essential qualities of Brahman and hence
they are to be excluded from the purview of the meditation.

We come across two vidyas taught in the Brhadaranyaka
and Mundakopanisad which are designated as Gargi-
aksaravidya and Aksara-paravidya respectively. Both these
vidyas enjoin the meditation on aksara as Brahman. Aksara
is described in negative terms. Thus says the Brhadaranyaka:
“It is neither gross nor subtle, neither short nor long, neither
red nor adhesive. It is neither shadow nor darkness, neither
air nor space, It is unattached, without taste, without smell,
without eyes, without ears, without organ of speech,
without mind, without radiance, without breath, without
mouth, without measure, having no interior or exterior. It
does not eat anything, nor is it eaten by anyone”.*! The
Mundaka Upanisad describes aksara as follows: “That which
is imperceivable, ungraspable, without hands or feet, which
is eternal, all-pervading, omnipresent, exceedingly subtle,
that is the imperishable (avyayam) which the wise perceive
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as the source of beings (bhiitayoni).*? The question to be
considered is: Whether the meditation on Brahman as aksara
(Aksara-vidya) requires the contemplation of these negative
qualities (nisedha gunas), along with four essential attributes
referred to in the Anandadyadhikarana? Badarayana
categorically states that the negative qualities such as
asthulatva attributed to aksara should be necessarily
included among the other essential attributes such as ananda
with which Brahman is to be meditated upon. The relevant
sutra reads: aksara dhiyam tu avarodhah samanya
tadbhavabhyam aupasadavat taduktam.*® It means: The
negative qualities attributed to Brahman are to be included
in the meditation on it, since Brahman is the object of.
meditation in all vidyas and so also these negative qualities
which are useful to know its nature exist in it. (sarvesu
upasanesu upasyasya aksarasya brahmanah samanatvat
asthulatvadinam tatsvariipa pratitau bhavacca).* According
to Ramanuja, description of Brahman with the negative
qualities conveys the essential nature of Brahman as devoid
of all physical qualities. In other words, the negation of
such physical qualities as found in material objects in respect
of Brahman establishes that Brahman is absolutely free from
all defilements (heyapratyanika). Heyapratyanikatva itself
therefore constitutes the essential nature of Brahman similar
to satyatva, jiianatva and anantatva. Hence Badarayana takes
the view that Brahman is to be meditated upon in all vidyas
as qualified by amalatva, which is synonymous with
heyapratyanikatva, along with other four essential attributes
viz., satyatva, jiianatva, anantatva and anandatva. These five
qualities establish that Brahman is different both from all
the sentient beings and also non-sentient entities (sakala cid-
acid vilaksana).

A few other allied issues also come up for discussion in
the Gunopasamhara pada. One of them is whether the
meditation on Brahman also involves the contemplation of
jivatman. If so, in what form jivatman is to be meditated
upon? Is jivatman to be meditated in its embodied state as
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karta, bhokta, etc., or in its true form as qualified with its
essential attributes such as apahatapapma, satyasarikalpa etc.
Badarayana states that the meditation on jivatman which
is part of the meditation on Brahman is to be contemplated
in its true form. The relevant sutra reads: vyatirekas-
tadbhava-bhavitvat na tu upalabdhivat.® Jtvatman is to be
meditated in that form as different from that form in the
state of bondage (vyaiirckant), since the attainment is in
accordance with the form of meditation, just as in the case
of meditation upon Brahman.

Other minor issues relate to the observance of certain
religious ceremonies such as Sirovratra or carrying a pot of
fire on the head, recitation of certain prayers at the
commencement of the Upanisad dealing with vidya.

The question arises whether these constitute the
subsidiary means to main upasana and if so, would it have
to be observed in respect of the practice of all the upasanas
for moksa. Badarayana clarifies that these requirements are
not the anga or subsidiary means to the upasana and hence
they need not be observed in respect of any Brahma-vidya.

III. Karma as Subsidiary Means to Vidya

In the preceding section we have discussed the general
issues relating to the Brahma-vidya or the meditation on
Brahman. As the Upanisads mention several vidyas each
with varying description of the gunas to be associated with
Brahman, it became necessary for Badarayana to discuss
these issues and establish that all vidyas enjoined in the
Upanisads, though they are different (nana), serve as
alternative sadhanas for attaining the same Goal viz.,
Brahman.

Before explaining the nature of vidya (vidya-svariipa),
Badarayana takes up another important matter concerning
the role of karma or the observance of the prescribed deeds
in relation to the vidya or upasana. This subject has assumed
special importance in Vedanta since according to Jaimini,
the exponent of Plrva-mimarmsa, vidya is subordinate aid
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(aniga) to karma or the performance of prescribed deeds.
Badarayana therefore discusses in detail the place of karma
in the sadhana for moksa. The major part of the fourth pada
of Sadhanadhyaya which is called Angapada is devoted to
this matter. It establishes after critically examining the views
of the Purva-mimamsaka, that the performance of the
prescribed dceds is a necessary aid (anga) to vidya.

The Purusgarthadhikarana mainly deals with this subject.
The main sutra reads: Purusartho atah Sabdat iti
Badarayanah*®. The word atah in the siitra in the context of
the earlier pada dealing with the vidyas, is to be read as
vidyatah, that is, through vidya. The total meaning of the
sitra is that in the opinion of Badarayana, the Supreme
Goal is attained only through the means of vidya, since it is
so declared in the Scriptural texts (Sabdat). As is evident
from the subsequent siitras of this adhikarana, the implication
of the siitra is that karma cannot be direct sadhana to moksa
but it is vidya aided by karma that constitutes the sadhana.
This view is fully supported by the Upanisads. Thus says
the Taittiriya Upanisad: “The knower of Brahman attains
the highest.” The Mundaka states: “He who knows Brahman
becomes (similar to) Brahman.”¥ The Svetasvatara says:
“There is no other means than knowing Brahman to
overcome bondage.”*® In all such statements, vedana which
denotes vidya, is the direct means to moksa. The fact that
Badarayana mentions his own name in the sittra confirms
that this is the correct theory according to Vedanta.

The Mimamsakas maintain that karma is the means to
liberation whereas vidya enjoined in the Upanisads is a
subsidiary aid to it. The main reason advanced in support
of it is that jiva is kartd or the agent of karma and it is therefore
more important to know about the nature of jivatman. The
Upanisadic texts which speak of the knowledge of Brahman
as the means to attain the Supreme Goal are intended to
provide the knowledge of jivatman. Such a knowledge serves
as a purificatory act (sariiskara) for the jiva which is actually
the karta of the rites. (kratusu kartuh jivatma). According to
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this view, jiva and Brahman are non-different and the
references made to Brahman in the Upanisads imply
jivatman. The texts which speak about jiiana as the means
to purusartha are to be treated as arthavadas or the
glorificatory statements about the goal to be attained. Hence
vidya is anga or subsidiary aid to karma.

Badarayana rejects this theory because vidya referred lo
in the Upanisads is not concerned with jivatman, in which
case its knowledge would have been useful to karma. But
on the other hand, it relates to Brahman which is different
from jiva, as stated in several Upanisadic texts and also
Vedanta-siitras. Badarayana, therefore reaffirms that
purusartha is attained only by means of vidya.

A few other arguments are advanced in support of the
view that vidya is anga to karma. In the I$avasya Upanisad,
it is stated that one should live for hundred years (till the
end of life) by performing karma.*® This is taken to imply
that performance of karma is of greater significance and
that vidya is subordinate to karma.

This is not correct, contends Vedanta Desika. What is
implied by this statement is that the person observing
Brahma-vidya should also perform the prescribed deeds as
an aid to vidya.

Another argument against the theory of Badarayana is
that in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad it is stated that both
vidya and karma follow the upasaka. (Vidya-karmani
samanvarabhete™ ). The mention of both vidya and karma is
taken to imply that vidya is anga to karma.

This argument is also untenable. The mere mention of
both vidya and karma together does not determine that karma
is the principal means (arig7) whereas vidya is subordinate
means (aniga). If we go by other Scriptural texts, it is obvious
that karma is the ariga, whereas vidya is the angi or principal
means to the Supreme Goal. Thus says the Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad: tametart vedanuvacanena brahmana vividisanti
yajiiena danena tapasa andsakena® - “Brahmins desire to know
Brahman by means of recitation of Vedas, yajiia, dana, tapas,
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fasting etc.” Another text says: kasaye karmabhih pakve tato
jnanam pravartate’® - “Brahmajnana arises only after the
afflictions which cause bondage are eradicated by the
performance of karma”. The Gita also points out that even
jnanis such as Janaka attained perfection through the
performance of deeds (karmanaiva hi sarisiddhim asthitah
janakadayak).”® Considering all these statements, it is
concluded that Brahima-vidya cannot serve as an aid to karma
(vidya makhadeh anigam na)®. On the contrary, karma is the
subsidiary aid to vidya.

In this connection an important issue is raised. According
to the Chandogya Upanisad, there are three categories of
persons: a) the grhastha or the householders who perform
yajia, dana and adhyayana; b) the sannyasins or those who
have renounced the life of a grhastha and engaged in tapas
and also the parivrajakas living in the forest who also perform
tapas; c) the brahmacarins or those who live in the hermit of
a preceptor for learning Vedas. The three categories of
persons are described by the Chandogya as trayo-dharma-
skandhas or persons belonging to three asramas or stages of
life>s. All of them are stated to observe strict celibacy
(urdhvaretas). Of these the sannyasins and brahmacarins are
not eligible for the performance of the rites which need the
lighting of the sacrificial fire (agnindhana). In respect of these
individuals karma cannot be the arnga to vidya. In the absence
of karma as anga, even Brahma-vidya cannot be pursued
by them.

Badarayana does not accept this view. The Chandogya
Upanisad mentions that these individuals are engaged in
the meditation on Brahman and that they also attain
immortality (brahmasariistho amrtatvameti). Those who pursue
meditation on Brahman are required to do the prescribed
karma. It is true that they may not be eligible for performing
the rituals which need the litting of the sacrificial fire
(agnindhanady-anapeksa)® However, they are required to do
only such karmas as are laid down for that particular asrama;
as subsidiary aid to vidya (kevala svasrama vihita karmapeksa).
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But this exceptional condition does not apply to the
grhasthas since they are eligible to perform the rites by litting
the sacrificial fire. They are therefore required to observe
yajia, dana, tapas etc., as aid to vidyd. The relevant sutra
reads: sarvapeksa ca yajnadi $ruteh asvavat.> It means that
there is need of all rituals on account of the Scriptural
statement regarding the performance of sacrifice and the
rest, as in the example of a horse. The Sruti referred to in
the siitra is the Brhadaranyaka text which states: Tametam
vedanuvacanena brahmana vividisanti yajniena danena tapasa
anasakena.® “The seekers of Brahman desire to know Him
(Brahman) by the study of the Veda, by sacrifice, by charity
and fasting.” Though the word ‘vividisanti’ in the Upanisad
literally means “desire to know’, it is generally understood
as vedana or knowledge of Brahman. Yajna, dana, tapas etc.,
which are prescribed by the Upanisad constitute the pre-
requisites for knowing Brahman. As will be explained later,
the term vedana stands for vidya or upasana (unceasing
meditation on Brahman culminating in clear vision of
Brahman). Karma such as yajfia, dana, tapas etc., prescribed
by the Upanisads serve as aid to vidya and these have to be
necessarily observed by the upasaka until he attains
liberation. This is explained by the analogy of the horse. A
horse which is intended for the purpose of going from one
place to another is to be used along with the requisite
accessories such as saddle, bridle etc., until one reaches the
destination. In the same way, performance of the prescribed
rituals are to be observed as accessories to vidya until one
attains the moksa.

Besides the performance of the prescribed rituals,
Badarayana lays down another set of accessories for the
householders as aid to vidya. These are in the form of
development of virtues such as $ama or tranquility, dama or
control of senses, uparati or inner satisfaction, titiksu or
patience and samahitatva or equanimity. The relevant siitra
reads: Samadamady-upetas-syat-tathapi tu tadvidheh
tadangataya tesam-api avasyanustheyatvat.® It means: A
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householder should be equipped with Sama, dama etc.,
because they are enjoined and that they should be practised
as auxiliaries to vidya. It is not correct to argue that the
observance of the yajia etc., involves the use of the mind
and indriyas and as such they would be a hindrance to the
development of calmness for the person engaged in upasana.
The operation of mind and sense organs for the purpose of
performing the prescribed deeds does not affect the mental
equanimity since the prescribed ritualistic activities are
undertaken as worship of Paramatman (paramapurusa
aradhana). It therefore helps to acquire sama, dama etc., by
the upasaka.

Incidentally, Badarayana points out that the control of
the food (ahara niyama) is also equally important for the
upasaka. He is not required to accept all kinds of food except
in special circumstance such as at the time of losing one’s
prana (pranatyaye). This is evident from the episode of Usasti
in the Chandogya Upanisad, who is stated to have accepted
the cooked beans meant for the horses offered by the
horseman for the sake of sustaining his prana.®

In addition to the development of virtues such as sama,
dama etc., Bidarayana prescribes other mental qualities such
as panditya, mauna, balya, as accessories to vidya on the
authority of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad. Thus it states:
tasmat brahmanah pandityam nirvidya balyena tisthaset.
balyam ca pandityam ca nirvidya atha munih.%' This subject is
discussed in two separate adhikaranas: Sahakaryantaravidh-
yadhikarana and Anaviskaradhikarana. The important point
to be noted is the implication of the terms panditya, mauna
and balyatva. Mauna signifies the acquisition of the capacity
to reflect repeatedly the object of meditation (upasana
alambanasya punah punah samsilanam). Balyatva refers to
childlike innocence without manifesting externally his
greatness as a Brahma-jiani (anaviskurvan). Panditya means
deep knowledge about Brahman.

It was pointed out earlier that the performance of karma
such as yajfia, dana, etc., is an aid to Brahma-vidya. That is,
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these have to be observed by those who undertake meditation
on Brahman. The question arises whether these have also
to be observed by others such as the grhasthas who are not
the seekers of moksa? Badarayana replies that these have to
be observed even by the persons belonging to the
grhasthasrama or the stage of householders, since these
karmas are also enjoined for them. The relevant siitra reads:
vihitatvdcca asrama karmapi.®* It means: The performance
of Agnihotra and other nitya and naimittika karmas is
applicable even to persons belonging to that stage of life
(grhasthasrama) because these are enjoined by Scripture for
them also. The same type of karma can serve the purpose of
attaining other desired results such as svarga and also moksa,
depending on the motive with which it is performed.
(viniyoga prthaktva). In the case of the mumuksu or the
aspirant for moksa, yajia, dana, etc., serve as accessories
(sahakari) to vidya. In the case of non-mumuksu who is
leading the life of a grhastha, these serve as asrama karma,
that is, as obligatory deeds to be observed by the grhastha.

There are certain types of individuals who do not fall
under the categories of the four asramas. These are the
persons who are not either married or those who after
marriage have become widowers. These are regarded as
nirasrami or one not belonging to any of the four stages of
life. They are not eligible, according to the Dharmasastra,
for the performance of rituals prescribed for the four
asramas. The question arises whether these persons are
permitted to observe Brahma-vidya. Badarayana states that
such persons are also eligible for Brahma-vidya as this is
evident from the episodes of Vedic and puranic personalities
such as Raikva, Bhisma, Samvartaka, etc. However, persons
who have thrown out of a particular @érama for having
committed sinful acts are forbidden from pursuing Brahma-
vidya since the observance of vidya by such persons is
prohibited by the $astra.

Before concluding the discussion about the nature of
karma as anga or subsidiary means to upasand and also other
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accessories needed for it, Badarayana considers the question
whether or not upasana observed either for achieving desired
goals such as heavenly bliss or moksa, leads to the attainment
of it. Two separate adhikaranas named Aihikadhikarana and
Muktiphaladhikarana are devoted for this purpose. There are
two types of Brahmopasana - one observed for the purpose
of attaining benetits other than moksa such as heavenly bliss,
wealth etc., and the other done purely for attaining moksa.
Badarayana states that in either case, if there are no
obstacles in the form of strong prarabdha karma, the goal is
attained soon after completing meditation. Otherwise, there
would be delay.

IV. The Nature of Vidya (Upasana)

In the Sadhanadhyaya Badarayana has discussed the
following three important matters relating to the Brahma-
vidya or upasand on Brahman which is the direct sadhana to
moksa. 1) Brahman is the worthy object of meditation as it
is free from all defects and also endowed with infinite
auspicious attributes. Brahman is also the highest Reality
and the bestower of the desired goal. 2) For the purpose of
attainment of Brahman, which is the Supreme Goal, one of
the thirty-two vidyas or modes of meditation as laid down
by the Upasnisads is to be adopted. In the observance of
the upasana on Brahman, the upasaka has to contemplate
on such attributes (gunas) as are prescribed by the
Upanisads in respect of the vidyds along with five essential
attributes viz., satya, jiiana, ananta, ananda and amala. 3)
The upasana as aided by karma or the performance of the
prescribed rituals according to one’s @$rama is mandatory.
After having dealt with all these matters in the adhikaranas
of third and fourth pada of Sadhanadhyaya, Badarayana
proceeds to discuss the svariipa or the nature of vidya. This
topic is covered in the first pada of the fourth adhyaya, which
is titled Phaladhyaya. In the earlier adhikarana named
Purusarthadhikarana Badarayana merely mentions that the
Supreme Goal is attained only by means of vidya (vidyatah
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purusarthah). But the nature of the vidya was not fully
explained. The details about the nature of the vidya are
therefore presented in the first pada of Phaladhyaya. Another
reason for presenting this matter in the Phaladhyaya is that
the vidya or upasana as enunciated in the Upanisad is
invariably connected with the goal to be attained.
(Brahmopasanaya mukty-avinabhiitam). As will be explained
presently, the observance of upasani or the unceasing
meditation on Brahman as the direct sadhana to moksa till
the end of own’s life (yavadayusam) is sure to culminate in
the attainment of Brahman.

The first question to be considered is whether vidya stands
for mere knowledge (jiiana) of Brahman, that is, the direct
realization of Brahman (saksatkara), as Samkara interprets,
or does it refer to upasana or unceasing meditation
culminating in the clear vision of Brahman (upasanatmaka
jiana), as Ramanuja maintains?

Prima facie, the Upanisadic texts lend support to the
view that vedana or knowledge is the direct means to attain
Brahman. Thus says the Taittiriya: Brahmavid dpnoti parari-
“The knower of Brahman attains the highest”. The Mundaka
states: ‘Brahmaveda brahmaiva bhavati” - “He who knows
Brahman becomes (similar to) Brahman”. The Upanisads
also mention dhyana, upasana, nididhyasana and dhruvasmrti
as the means to attain Brahman. These terms convey the
idea that updsana or unceasing meditation on Brahman is
the direct means to moksa. If vidya stands for jiiana as the
sadhana for moksa, it does not have to be repeatedly practised.
There is also no mention in the Upanisad that it is to be
observed repeatedly. When once jiidna arises, jiva is liberated
from bondage. If on the other hand, vidya means upasand it
is to be repeatedly practised until the goal is attained.

Badarayana therefore first discusses this issue before
enunciating the nature of the sadhana in the
Avrtyadhikarana. The relevant siitra reads: avrttih asakrt
upadesat.® Avrttih means repeated observance and asakrt
means more than once. From this it follows that whatever
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be the sadhana for moksa, it is to be observed repeatedly and
continuously until the goal is achieved.

Now comes the main question whether vedana and
upasand mean the same or do they refer to different
disciplines? The answer is that the two terms are synonyms
and refer to the same sadhana as this is evident from the
Upanisadic teachings. This is what is meant by the word
‘upadesat’ in the siitra.

By way of elucidating this point, Ramanuja points out
that the Upanisads employ the terms vedana and upasana
as interchangeable words. In the Chandogya Upanisad
discussing the manner of doing updsana on Brahman, the
passage commences with the statement ‘mano brahmeti
updsita’ using the expression upasita. While concluding this
passage it is stated: ‘ya evarii veda’ *. The term veda is used
here in place of upasita mentioned at the commencement.
Taking into consideration the context of the passage, veda
mentioned in the concluding statement means the same as
upasita used at the beginning. In another passage of the
Chandogya referring to the greatness of sage Raikva, the
opening sentence states ‘yastad-veda yat sa veda’, meaning
what Raikva knew, that is to be known. While concluding
this narration, it is stated ‘whatever devata you meditate
upon (tvari upasate)®, tell me in detail about the same deity’.
In this passage, unlike the previous one, the term veda is
used at the beginning and at the end the word upasita is
employed. If we take into consideration both the passages
it is obvious that according to the Upanisads, vedana and
updsand bear the same meaning.% Veda or vedana employed
in the Upanisad therefore denotes upasana.

The Upanisads also employ the terms dhyana and
nididhydsana as means to moksa. Thus says the Mundaka:
tatastu tam pasyati niskalar dhyayamanah % - “He who
engages himself in meditation sees Him (Paramiatman) who
is free from parts”. The Brhadaranyaka states: ‘atma va are
drastavyah Srotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitayah’ -“Verily the
self (Brahman) is to be seen, to be heard, to be reflected and
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to be meditated upon”. As the terms dhyana and
nididhyasana are used in the same context as vedana,
suggesting that these are the direct means to attain
Brahman, these terms should bear the same meaning as
vedana. Otherwise it would amount to the admission of
different means to moksa, which is not philosophically
acceptable. The term dhyana is derived from the root word
‘dhyai cintdyan’. Cintana means concentrated contemplation
in the form of uninterrupted remembrance of the object of
meditation similar to the unbroken flow of oil poured out
of a vessel (tailadharavat avicchinna smrti-santati). This idea
is conveyed in the expression ‘dhruvanusmrti or unceasing
meditation which is mentioned in the same Chandogya, as
the means to moksa. Thus says the Upanisad: Sattva Suddhau
dhruvasmrtih, smrti lambhe sarvagranthinam vipramoksah.%®
The Upanisad also uses the expression darsana or saksatkara
as the means to moksa. The term darsana bears the same
meaning as vedana. Thus it is stated in the Kathopanisad.
‘Nicayya tarit mrtyumukhad pramucyate’.®® The term nicayya
derived from the root word cayr darsane means darsana or
saksatkara. Thus it follows that the terms vedana, dhyana,
upasand, dhruvasmrti and darsana are synonymous.
Ramanuja further points out that the term bhakti or bhakti-
yoga employed in the Gita is also synonymous with upasana.
Though the term bhakti is not used in the Upanisad, it is
implied in the statement of Mundaka Upanisad, which is
further elucidated in the Bhagavad-gita. Thus says the
Mundaka: Nayam atma pravacanena labhyo na medhaya na
bahuna $rutena; yamaiva esa vrnute tena labhyah tasyaisa atma
vivrnute tanum svam’- “This Self (Brahman) cannot be
attained by the study of Vedas, nor by meditation nor
through much hearing. He is to be attained only by one
whom the Self (Paramatman) chooses. To such a person,
the Self (Paramatman) reveals His true form”. The implication
of this statement, as explained by Ramanuja, is that one
who is dearest to God is chosen by Him (priyatama eva hi
varaniyo bhavati). Who is the dearest to God? The Bhagavad-
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gita provides the answer as to who is regarded as the dearest.
Thus says the Gita: “To those who crave for eternal union
with Me and meditate on Me, I bestow to them with love,
that clear vision (of Paramatman) by which they attain
Me.””! It also says: “One who is most devoted to God is the
one who is dearest to Me”. By way of elucidating the
statement of the Mundaka Upanisad, the Gita points out
that there is no other way of attaining God except by ananya
bhakti or intense loving meditation on God. Thus it is stated:
“Naham vedair na tapasa na danena na ce’jyaya...bhaktya tu
ananyaya Sakya aham evam vidho Arjuna: jnaturi drastun ca
tattvena pravesturi ca parantapa.” The term bhakti is derived
from the root word bhaj which means seva or meditation
(bhaj sevayam). In common usage, it is understood in the
sense of love towards the respected or elderly person
(mahaniya visaye pritih). Priti or love is a state of knowledge,
a mental disposition. Bhakti with reference to God, therefore
means unceasing meditation with intense love for the
Supreme Being (snehapurvam anudhyanam bhaktiritya-
bhidhiyate).” According to Nighantu (glossary of Vedic
terms), the terms seva, bhakti and updsti bear the same
meaning.” Bhakti is therefore synonymous with upasana,
dhyana and dhruvasmrti. As pointed out earlier, when
several terms are employed in the same context as the means
to moksa, these cannot be taken as different means since
the Goal to be attained is the same. Nor can they be regarded
as alternative sadhanas. Nididhyasana which denotes upasana
or the steadfast meditation is a rigorous discipline, whereas
jiana or darsana which denotes direct realization is an easy
path to moksa. The option between these two disciplines is
therefore untenable. In such a circumstance, the Mimamsa
principle of interpretation is to be adopted to resolve the
apparent conflicting statements regarding sadhana to moksa.
According to this principle, when two or more terms are
used in the Vedic texts in the same context, the general
terms are understood in the sense of the specific term, as in
the case of chaga and pasu. Pasu is a general term which
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refers to any kind of animal. But it is ascertained by
subsequent specification that it bears the meaning of chaga
or goat, which is a specific term. Accordingly, in the present
context, jirana, vedana, darsana, dhyana, upasana and
dhruvasmrti are treated as general terms and they all denote
Bhakti or Bhakti-yoga which is a specific term. Ramanuja
therefore comes to the conclusion that upasana or bhakti as
denoted by the word vidya used in the Vedanta-siitra is the
direct means to moksa. The vedana implied in the siitra which
is the same as upasana in the Upanisad and bhakti-yoga in
the Gita is to be observed repeatedly and continuously until
the goal is achieved, as stated in the siitra ‘asakrt avrttih’.
This view is also supported by the Smrti texts as stated
in the subsequent siitra reading ‘Lingacca’” . Liriga denotes
Smrti texts. It means that even Smrti texts support the view
that vedana or updsand is to be repeatedly and continuously
practised. While commenting on this s#tra, Ramanuja
quotes the. following verse from Visnupurana.
Tadriipapratyaye caika santatiSca anyanisprha; tad-dhyanam
prathamaih sadbhih angaih nispadyate tathd.’s It means that
dhyana on Paramatman is the concentrated and
uninterrupted series of recollection of the object of meditation
and it is to be accomplished with the aid of first six yogangas.
That is, before embarking on dhyana, dharana or
concentration on the object of contemplation is needed. This
is the sixth limb of Yoga discipline laid down by Patanjali.
Dharana invariably presupposes the mental purity by way
of cultivation of ethical virtues (yama) and observance of
religious duties (niyamas); a steady posture (a@sana), control
of breath (pranayama) and control of sense organs
(pratyahdra). Thus according to the Vedanta-sutra, as
interpreted by Ramanuja, dhyana or upasana on Brahman
involves the observance of the yogargas. Thus it is a rigorous
religious discipline. It is not mere bhakti or loving devotion
to God as is generally understood. Bhakti or devotion to
God is no doubt needed to undertake upasana, but when
bhakti is adopted as sadhana to moksa, it involves the eight-
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fold psycho-religious discipline. Though Badarayana does
not employ the term astarnga-yoga, some of the components
of the yoga-discipline are mentioned by him in the sutras.
The sittra ‘dhyanacca’ implies that unceasing meditation
requires the concentration of mind. Badarayana also
specifically states that steadiness of mind and body
(acalatvam ca)”™ and the selection of suitable place and
proper environment” are very important for the practice
of dhydna-yoga. The sutra reading: ‘Smaranti ca™ refers to
the other details about the yogdrnigas mentioned in the
Bhagavad-gita®.

As stated in the earlier section dealing with karma in
relation to vidya, the scrupulous observance of the
prescribed karmas according to one’s dsrama or the stage of
life and the cultivation of sama, dama, etc. as ethical virtues
are equally important since these constitute the subsidiary
aid to upasana.

More important than the compliance with the yoga-
discipljne, the updsana is to be practised until the end of
one’s life. Thus says the siitra: aprayanat tatrapi hi drstam.®
This confirms that vedana or vidya is not merely the direct
knowledge of Brahman, as Advaitin maintains, but, on the
contrary, it denotes updsana as a rigorous discipline to be
practised continuously until one attains the Supreme Goal.

Badarayana also discusses another important issue
relating to the updsana viz., the manner in which the
individual who is the updsaka should meditate on Brahman,
which is the updsya or the object of meditation. The question
to be considered is whether the updsaka should meditate on
Brahman as different from him or as non-different from
him, that is, as his Atman (Inner Self). This issue is examined
in a separate adhikarana named Atmatvopasanadhikarana.
The relevant siitra reads: ‘Atmeti-tu-upagacchanti grahayanti
ca’®. It means, as explained by Ramanuja, that the upasaka
should meditate on Brahman as its Inner Self (Atmetyeva)
By way of elucidation, he points out that just as jiva of
upasaka stands as the self for the body, in the same way,
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Brahman is the Atman for his jiva. Why should he meditate
in this way? The reason is that the Sacred texts teach that
Brahman is the Atman in the sense that it is the Inner Self
or Antaryamin of jiva. Thus says the Upanisad: ‘tvam va
ahamasmi bhagavo devate aharit vai tvamasi’ - “O worshipful
Deity, I am indeed Thou and Thou art indeed I”. The term
“1” ultimately denotes the Paramatman and hence the two
terms ‘I’ and ‘Thou” mean the same.

An objection is raised against this view. In the earlier
adhyayas it is specifically stated that jiva is absolutely
different from Brahman (atyanta bhinnah) and that Brahman
is vibhu or all-pervasive whereas jiva is anu or monodic in
nature. It would not therefore be appropriate to meditate
on Brahman as non-different from Brahman. Besides the
upasana is intended for the attainment of moksa and
meditation on jiva as Brahman in a wrong manner would
not help to achieve the desired goal.

In reply to this objection Vedanta Desika points out that
Badarayana does not advocate that jiva and Brahman are
essentially identical (svaritpaikya). Nor does he suggest that
jiva is to be meditated upon (conceived as Brahman), similar
to the upasana on udgitha or the syllable ‘aum’ conceived as
Brahman. If he accepted either of these views, the objection
raised above would be valid. But it is not so. What is actually
required for the purpose of meditation on Brahman is that
upasaka should contemplate during updsana that Brahman
is his Antarydmin in the form ‘Aharii brahmasmi’ - “I1 am
Brahman”. The primary import of the term ‘aham’ is
Paramatman who is the antaratma of jiva (svatmantaratmani
aham-iti wvacaso’pi atra mukhya pravrtteh).® This
interpretation is justified both logically and philosophically.
In the judgements ‘I am manusya (human being), [ am deva
(celestial being), the terms manusyatva, devatva, etc., refer
to the physical body (dehavici) and yet they are applicable
in the primary sense to the jivatman to which the body
actually belongs. In the same way, the term aharit denoting
the jiva is applicable to Paramatman, who is its antaratma.
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Hence it is not inappropriate to meditate on Brahman in
the form ‘Aham brahmasmi’, that is: ‘I’ as jivdtman is having
Brahman as my Antaryamin (aharit brahmatmakosmi). This
does not amount to the contemplation of Brahman as
identical with jiva, as contended by Advaitin, for the reason
that jiva and Brahman by virtue of their intrinsic nature
are of different character, as evidenced by numerous
Scriptural texts and also the Vedanta-siitras. The Scriptural
texts also declare that Brahman is immanent in the jivas as
Antaryamin. Thus says the Brhadaranyaka: ya atmani tisthan,
atmano antaro yam atma na veda, yasyatma Sariram, ya
atmanam antaro yamayati, sa ta atma antaryamy amrtah.** The
Chandogya states: Sanmulah somya, imah sarvah prajah
sadayatanah sat-pratisthitah, aitadatmyam idam sarvar.® All
these texts convey that Brahman is the Atman of all entities
in the universe including the jivas. It is therefore fuily
justified to say, as the Upanisad states, that I (jiva) am Thou
(Paramatman) and that Thou art I (jiva).

In all such statements where two terms are expressed in
the same vibhakti (samana adhikarana) by equating two
entities such as Brahman and jiva, as in the texts ‘tat-tvam-
asi’ ‘aham-brahmasmi’, these have to be taken in the sense
that Brahman is the Antaryamin of jiva and as such the two
are one as inherently related as body to the soul. This
explanation is fully justified on the basis of the principle of
samanadhikaranya adopted by the grammarian.*”
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CHAPTER NINE

THE DOCTRINE OF
PARAMA PURUSARTHA

The fourth adhyaya of the Brahma-Sutra which is titled
Phaladhyaya is devoted to the discussion of the nature of
the Supreme Goal (Parama Purusartha) which is to be
attained by the aspirant for moksa after duly observing the
prescribed updsana or meditation on Brahman. In the
previous chapter, we have discussed in detail, all aspects
of the sadhana as enunciated by Badarayana on the
authority of the Upanisads. In the present chapter we shall
deal with the nature of phala or the goal to be attained by
upasand. This will comprise the following four theories,
which have a bearing on moksa, the Supreme Goal. i) The
liberation of jiva from bondage caused by karma in the form
of punya and papa. ii) Utkranti or the exit of the jiva from
the body after liberation. iii) Arciradi-mirga or the path
through which the liberated jiva marches to the abode of
Brahman and iv) The status of jiva in the state of mukti.
These are the topics which are covered in the last five
adhikaranas of grst piada named Avrttipada, eleven
adhikaranas of second pada named Utkrantipada, the five
adhikaranas of third pada named Gatipada and six adhikaranas
of the fourth pada named Muktipada. As moksa is attained
only after the death of the updsaka, it is considered relevant
to discuss these subjects in the Phaladhyaya.

I. The Nature of Liberation of the Jiva from bondage

As will be explained later, moksa or liberation of the jiva
from bondage leading to the attainment of a status equal to
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that of Brahman, constitutes the Supreme Goal. Mukti is
possible when the individual becomes totally free from karma
in the form of both punya and papa. Badarayana first
discusses how the updsana or the unceasing meditation on
Brahman observed by the aspirant for moksa until the end
of the life, helps to liberate the soul from bondage. Bondage
is caused by karma in the form of punya and papa. The karma
which is also known as avidyi is beginningless (anadi).
Normaily it is to be overcome only by experiencing it fully.
A Smrti text also says that karma cannot be totally eradicated
until it is fully experienced through several epochs
(nabhuktam kstyate karma kalpakoti Satairapi'). If this is the
case, how is it possible to get rid of it by the mere observance
of upasana.

Badarayana states that the Brahma-vidya has the power
to put an end to all the sins (pdpa) committed prior to the
embarkation on updsana and also the sins committed
subsequent to the commencement of the upasand. The
relevant siitra reads: Tad-adhigame uttara-purvaghayor aslesa
vindsau; tadvyapade$at®. The word tad-adhigame means
according to Ramanuja, after the upasaka has reached a
state of perfection in the practice of upasand, resulting in a
clearer vision of Brahman (darsana-samanakara jnana).
Uttaragha means the sins committed after the
commencement of the upasana. Purvagha refers to the sins
committed prior to the commencement of the meditation.
Aslesa means non-attachment, that is, not being affected
(This applies to uttaragha). Vinasa means destruction (This
applies to purvagha). The total meaning of the siitra is:
“When the meditation on Brahman is completed by an
individual, the sins committed by him in the past (prior to
it) are destroyed and the sins committed subsequent to its
commencement do not cling to him. The reason for
advancing this view is that the Upanisadic texts state
accordingly (tad-vyapadesat). Thus says the Chandogya:
Tad-yatha puskara-palasa apo na $lisyante evari vidi papam
karma na $lisyate’-"Just as the water on the lotus leaf
does not stick to it, so also the evil deeds do not touch
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the Brahman-knower”. Another text says: Tad yatha-isika
tulam agnau protar praduyeta evam hasya sarve papmanah
praduyante ¢ — “Just as the cotton-like fibre thrown into the
fire, gets totally burnt, in the same way, all the sins of the
upasaka are burnt”. On the authority of these Scriptural
texts, it is maintained that the upasaka who has had the
clearer vision of Brahman through the unceasing and
devoted meditation on Brahman is not touched by the
effects of the past deeds and so also by the sinful deeds
committed subsequent to the commencement of the upasana.

By way of clarification, Vedanta Desika points out that
the Scriptural texts convey that Brahmopasana is efficacious
enough to remove the effects of the past deeds and also
those arising subsequent to the upasana. This is possible
because the meditation on Paramatman (Brahman) itself
constitutes the prayascitta or expiatory rites for the removal
of all the sins committed by the upasaka (tadrg vidyaiva
tanniskrtih’). The devoted meditation on Brahman is
prescribed as a prayascitta in order to overcome all karmas
(prayascitta-kramena parabhajanam coditam karma-$antyai®).
In so far as it is capable of removing all obstacles including
karma in the form of punya and papa, Brahma-vidya is
regarded as a prayascitta for all sins. The Gita also says that
self-knowledge in the form of fire (jfianagni) burns all the
karmas (jiianagnih sarvakarmani bhasmasat kurute).

Regarding the Smrti text which states that the effects of
the sinful deeds have to be overcome only by experiencing
them, it is intended to emphasize the need of observing
appropriate expiatory rites (prayascitta) to overcome their
strong ill-effects. This is the general rule and it does not
apply to upasana which has the power to eradicate the sins
of the past. The Scriptural texts speaking of the eradication
of the sins by Brahmopasana are not therefore to be taken as
glorifactory statements, as the critic observes.

The Upanisadic text says that Brahma-vidya takes away
all sins (sarve papmanah pradiiyante’). The word papmanah
expressed in plural is intended to mean both sin as well as
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merit (punya). Though the word punya is not mentioned in
the Sruti, it becomes included in the word papma, because
for an aspirant to moksa, even punya has the same effect as
papa, in so far as it stands in the way of attainment of moksa.
The Upanisad itself mentions specifically both sukrta and
duskrta are to be cast off. After mentioning both sukrta and
duskrta, the text says in one sweeping statement ‘na sukrtam
na duskrtam sarve papmianali’. Therefore Branma-vidya
destroys not only all the sins but all the punyas too
accumulated by the upasaka. On the basis of this text, the
author of the siitra says: itarasyipi evam asamslesah pate tu®.
It means: “Regarding the others (punya) there is likewise
non-clinging and destruction of (previous punya), soon after
the fall of the body”.

Vedanta Desika explains the fuller implication of the term
agha-vinasa or the destruction of the sins. The Katha
Upanisad says that unless one is free from all sins, one will
not be able to achieve moksa (na virato duscaritat®). If punya
and papa do not affect the Brahma-jiiani, why should he get
rid of them totally for attaining moksa? In reply, it is pointed
out that papa is of two kinds. One which is committed
intentionally and the other which is committed
unintentionally. What is done intentionally needs to be
overcome by suitable expiatory rituals. Only that which is
committed unintentionally does not affect the Brahma-jriant
because his upasana on Brahman is capable of counteracting
it. The Katha Upanisad refers to the need of overcoming
the sins committed intentionally.!® In the same way it is to
be understood that only punya acquired by a Brahma-jhani
unintentionally, will not bear any result for him. This is the
significance of the statement that Brahma-jnani is not
affected by punya and papa.

As regards the agha aslesa or the non-clinging of the sins
committed after the commencement of the upiasana, Vedanta
Desika clarifies that the power of the karma to bear its fruit
is arrested by Paramatman (karmasakteh anudaya aslesah). 1f
it gives the result, it is prevented from doing so (uadaye
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tannivrttih vinasah). This explanation is justified because
according to the Visistadvaita, the pleasure and displeasure
of the Supreme Lord stand for punya and papa respectively
(aktin sa ca pranetuh taducita phalakrt nigraha
anugrahatma)*.

Vedanta Desika also points out that a Brahmu-vit does
not generally commit any sins intentionally since he is
always cautious in his actions and avoids sinful acts (sarvada
savadhana brahmavid-dhipurvam uttaragham na srjati). If by
accident he commits a sin, he gets rid of it by appropriate
expiatory rite. Alternatively he will overcome it by
experiencing the ill-effects of it by undergoing the light
punishment inflicted on him by God as a remedy for the
sin committed by the upasaka. In any case, a brahma-nistha
is sure to attain moksa at the end of the life when his
prarabdha karma comes to an end. The Chandogya states:
Tasya tdvadeva ciram yavan na vimoksye atha sampatsye'’-
“For him, there is delay only so long as he is not released
from the body. Thereafter he attains moksa”. As long as the
jiva is embodied due to the karma, he cannot attain moksa.
Whenever the prarabdha-karma, that is the karma which has
begun to bear its effect ceases, the updsaka attains moksa
soon after he is freed from the association of the body caused
by the karma. This may take place either at the end of the
present life or in a subsequent life as and when the prarabdha
karma comes to an end®.

II. The Theory of Exit of the Jiva from the Body
(utkranti)

In the preceding section we have considered how the
individual who embarks on upasana for the attainment of
moksa becomes free from karma in the form of both purnya
and papa acquired prior to the updsana and also subsequent
to its commencement, because the upasana itself, being a
prayascitta, has the efficacy to eradicate it. In the second
pada of the Phaladhyaya named utkranti-pada, Badarayana
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explains how the jiva of the upasaka, soon atter the death,
exits from the body. This is called utkranti and it also
constitutes another important aspect of the phala or fruit of
the updsana. It is therefore considered relevant to deal with
this subject in the Phaladhyaya. Another important reason
for taking up this matter in this context is to set aside the
wrong theories of the Samkhyas that the jiva is nitya-mukta
or eternally free and also of the Mayavadins who advocate
the theory of jivan-mukti or that the Brahma-vit is mukta
even though he is embodied. The eleven adhikaranas
included in the second pada of this adhyaya discuss how
the jiva along with the indriyas, manas and prana exit from
the body through the miirdhanya nadi and move to the higher
abode through the arciradi marga. We shall take note of the
important points as presented in the Adhikarana-sardvali.

The Chandogya Upanisad dealing with the exit of the
soul at the time of death states: Asya somya purusasya prayato
vak manasi sampadyate, manah prane, pranah tejasi, tejah
parasyam devatayari™ .

“When a person (purusa) dies, his speech merges in the
mind, the mind in the vital breath (prana), the prana in the
fire (tejas) and tejas in the Supreme Being.”

With regard to the statement ‘vak manasi sampadyate’ in
the above passage, the question arises whether the very
sense organ of speech itself (vag-indriya) merges in the mind
or only the function of speech (vag-vrtti) merges in it.
According to the prima facie view, only the function of the
vag-indriya becomes merged in the mind. The reason for
taking this view is that the absorption of the cognitive organs
in the mind is not at all possible (asambhavah). Besides, in
the process of dissolution, the effect is absorbed in its causal
substance and since the sense organ of speech is not caused
by the mind, it cannot merge in the mind. Hence it is to be
admitted that only its function of speech is absorbed in the
mind. This is possible because the function of speech is
dependent on the mind.

Badarayana does not accept this view. The very sense
organ of speech (vag-indriya) becomes merged in the mind
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at the time of the death of a person. The relevant sitfra reads:
Vag-manasi darsanat Sabdacca.”” It means that the organ of
speech gets merged in the mind, because it is evident to our
perceptual experience and also supported by the Scriptural
text. We find that when the vag-indriya ceases to function,
the mind is found to be still working. Besides, the Upanisadic
text speaks of the merging of the vag-indriya in the mind. It
does not specifically mention that the function of vag-indriya
gets absorbed in the mind. It is also not known that with
the cessation of the function of speech, the vag-indriya ceases
to exist. It is therefore to be admitted that the sense-organ
of speech itself becomes merged in the mind. The word
‘sampadyate’ is to be understood as becoming united with
the mind (sami-yujyate) and not that it is dissolved in the
mind (liyate). As Vedanta Desika explains, sampattih is to
be interpreted as sami$lesa. The word vak mentioned in the
sittra also includes all other sense organs. That is, as in the
case of vag-indriya, all other senses are also united with the
mind. This is made evident from the following statement of
the Prasna Upanisad: Tasmat upasanta tejah punarbhavam
indriyaih manasi sampadyamanaih’® — “ When the heat of
the body is extinguished (soon after death), the soul along
with the mind with which all sense organs are united, gets
into the vital breath for taking another birth. In this
statement, it is specifically mentioned that all indriyas are
united with the mind (indriyaih manasi sampadyamanaih).

In the next stage, the mind, with which all indriyas are
united, gets merged in the prana or the vital breath. Thus
says the Upanisad: manah prane. Accordingly, Badarayana
states: Tan-manah prana uttarat.”” It means — “The mind is
united with the vital breath because of the Upanisadic
statement to this effect”.

Here also the question arises whether manas is merged
in prana or it becomes merely united with prana? The reason
for this doubt is that the Upanisad describes prana as
constituted of ap or water (dpomayah pranah). It implies that
ap is the cause of prana. In view of it, it is relevant to regard
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that manas is dissolved in prana, which is its causal
substance. Manas is also described in the Upanisad as
annamaya which signifies that it is caused by prthivi, the
word anna or food being taken as prthivi. Hence it is
appropriate to accept that mind as associated with indriyas
gets absorbed in the prana.

Badarayana does not accept this argument. The
expressions apomayah and annamayah in respect of prana
and manas respectively do not imply that prana is caused
by ap and mind by anna or prthivi. The affix “mayat’ added
to these words signify that prana and manas are nourished
by water and food respectively. It does not mean that water
is the cause of prana and so also prthivi (food) is the cause
of the mind. The word sampadyate employed in the
statement cannot therefore be taken to mean as liyate but
on the contrary, as in the case of vak and manas, it means
they become united (sambandha or sarslesa™®).

In the next stage the prana which is associated with the
mind and the sense organs, becomes united with tejas. Thus
says the Upanisad: Pranah tejasi. The question to be
considered is, what does the term tejas stand for? Does it
refer to the mere element of tejas (fire) or does it denote the
jivatman associated with the five other elements? If we go
by the text of the Upanisad, prana becomes united with
tejas or element of fire. It would not be appropriate to
introduce the principle of jiva and interpret the text to mean
‘prana as associated with the jiva becomes united with tejas’.
This is the prima facie view.

Badarayana does not accept it. According to him, prana
as associated with jiva becomes united with tejas. The
relevant siitra reads: So adhyakse tad-upagamadibhyah®. It
means that prana becomes united with jiva (adhyakse) which
is the Lord of all sense organs (karanadhipa) because it is
stated in the Upanisad that the prana follows the jiva
(pranasya jivopagama). Thus says the Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad: Evam eva imam atmanam antakale sarve prana
abhisamayanti *® — “In the same way, all the pranas proceed
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towards the jivatman at the time of death.” The Upanisad
also describes that all the pranas move with the jiva at the
time of death as the faithful followers of the king follow
him during his return after victory even though they are
not ordered to do so”. In another text of Brhadaranyaka, it
is clearly stated that prana follows the jiva when it exits
from the body (tam utkramantam prano anutkramati ?' ). There
are sufficient number of Upanisadic statements which point
out that there is close connection between prana and jiva.
It is therefore appropriate to say that prana is first united
with jiva and then jiva along with prana becomes united
with tejas. Even though jiva is not mentioned in the
Upanisad, it is to be admitted as related to prana. This is
justified on the analogy of the statement : “The river
Yamuna enters the ocean”. The river Yamuna first joins
the river Gariga and Gafiga united with Yamuna reaches
the ocean. Nevertheless we say that Yamuna enters the
ocean. In the same way it is not inappropriate to say that
prana as associated with jiva is united with tejas.

The word tejas mentioned in the Upanisadic text (pranah
tejasi) refers not merely to tejas but all other elements because
the physical body with which jiva is associated consists of
all the five elements. In view of it, jiva is described in the
Upanisad as prthivimaya, apomaya, tejomaya etc. Badarayana
therefore states that prana along with jiva is united with all
the five elements. The relevant siitra reads: Bhiitesu tat
Sruteh?. Another reason for this view is that no single
element by itself is capable of producing an effect. Only
when all the five elements are combined together in different
proportion, they are capable of producing the effect. This
is supported by the theory of pafictkarana or quintuplication
taught in the Upanisads. As explained in Chapter 6, the
creation of the manifold universe (vyasti-srsti) takes place
only when all the five elements are mixed in certain
proportion. Thus it is maintained that during the time of
exit of the soul from the body, jiva as associated with the
subtle body which comprises the five subtle elements,
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indriyas including manas and prana moves out on its onward
march to higher realms.

In connection with the theory of utkranti, an important
issue comes up for consideration. The question is raised
whether the utkranti described in the Upanisads is
applicable to both kinds of persons — those who have
realized Brahman through meditation (vidusa) and those
who have not undertaken the upasana to attain Brahman
(avidusa). The reason for this doubt is the following
statement of the Katha Upanisad which conveys the
impression that the knower of Brahman attains Brahman
here itself: Yada sarve pramucyante kama ye asya hrdi sthitah;
atha martyo amrto bhavati atra Brahma samasnute”— “When
all the desires that persist in the heart have been abandoned
by an individual, that mortal becomes immortal and enjoys
Brahman here”. Another text says: Tamevam vidvan amrta
iha bhavati — “He who knows Brahman becomes immortal
here itself”. On the basis of such statements it is argued
that utkranti is not required for the persons who have
realized Brahman®. Badarayana clarifies this doubt. He
points out that the utkranti is common for both the upgsaka
and non-upasaka upto the point of entering into the
miirdhanya-nadi, also called the susumna nadi or the main
artery leading from the heart to the crown of the head.
The relevant suitra reads: Samana ca asrtyupakramad-
amrtatvam ca anuposya®. The word srtih means the path
named as arciradi marga through which the jiva traverses
to the higher abode. Upakrama means the entry into the
miirdhanya-nadi through which the jiva exits from the body.
Asrtyupakramat therefore means prior to the entry into the
miirdhanya-nadi. The meaning of the siitra is that prior to
the entry into the miirdhanya-nadi , the utkranti is common
to both the upasaka and the non-upasaka. Regarding the
attainment of immortality and enjoyment of Brahman here
itself stated in the Upanisad, it is pointed out that this refers
to the enjoyment of Brahman during the observance of the
upasana. The word amrtatva does not mean the attainment
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of moksa, because the upasaka is still embodied. The
Chandogya clearly states that as long as one is associated
with the body, moksa is not attained (tasya tavadeva ciram
yavan na vimoksye?®). As will be pointed out later, the
attainment of moksa takes place only after the jiva traverses
through the arciradi marga and gets rid of the sitksma sarira
or the subtle body with which it exits from the body and
moves to the higher abode. Hence the word amrtatva
referred to in the Upanisadic text is to be taken in a figurative
sense (upacara). It is to be understood in the sense that the
sins committed by the updsaka in the past are eradicated
while the sins committed after the commencement of the
upasand do not affect him due to the efficacy of the upasana..
This is what is implied by the words ‘amrtatvam anuposya’
in the siitra. It means that the updsaka enjoys amrtatva
without getting rid of the body and the sense organs.

It may be argued that the utkranti mentioned in the
Upanisad is to be taken as applicable to the person who
meditates on Saguna Brahman, while those who have had
direct realization of Brahman (atmaikya jiiana) do not need
utkranti since they have become mukta or free from bondage
soon after the cessation of avidyd. Even though he is
embodied, he is regarded as mukta. This state of the
Brahmavit is regarded as jivan-mukti.

This theory is unsound, contends Vedanta Desika. In
the first place, the concept of Nirguna Brahman as distinct
from Saguna Brahman is not warranted by the pramanas
including the Scriptural texts (kutracit manahaneh). Secondly,
the theory of jivan-mukti which upholds that Brahmavit is a
mukta even though he is embodied, is a self-contradiction,
similar to the concept of a barren woman’s son (mata-
vandhya). If one becomes totally liberated from bondage
due to the removal of avidya after attaining direct knowledge
of Brahman, he should not again experience any afflictions
but in actual life we find that even the Brahmavit who is
associated with the body is subjected to physical suffering.
It may be argued that with the cessation of avidya, which is
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the cause of bondage, the jiva is totally liberated from
bondage soon after separation from the body consequent
to the death and there would be no need for it to assume a
subtle body for the purpose of movement to the higher
abodes, since it is possible to explain the movement of the
jiva on the basis oi its being monadic in size (anutva). If jiva
needs a body to hold conversation with the celestial deities
in the realm of the moon as stated in the Upanisad, even
this can be made possible for the jiva by its assuming a
different body by its will for this purpose. Hence the need
of utkranti for the jiva and also the necessity of a subtle
body for the purpose of movement to higher realms are
unjustified.

Vedanta Desika refutes this argument. The total
eradication of avidya, which is the cause of bondage requires
the exit of the jiva from the body and also its movement
through the arciradi marga to the higher abode ( krtsnavidya
nivrttih parapada gamana apeksini”’). Though soon after the
death, the gross physical body is cast off, the jiva is still
associated with the subtle body with which it exits through
the susumna nadi and then moves forward through the
arciradi-marga to the Brahma-loka as evidenced by the
Upanisadic texts. It casts off the subtle body only after it
attains the Brahma-loka. As long as the subtle body exists,
avidya also persists. Hence the mukti or the moksa proper is
attained by the jiva only after it traverses through the arciradi
marga and reaches Brahma-loka. This point is also implied
in the sutra which reads: Tad apiteh sarsara vyapdesat®®-
“The samsara or bondage continues till the final dissolution
of the subtle body and the attainment of Brahman.”? As
will be pointed out later, the jiva being enveloped with the
subtle body exits from the body and attains Brahman only
after reaching Brahma-loka through the arciradi-marga, as
evidenced by the Upanisads.

In the final stage of utkranti, the jiva associated with the
subtle sense organs, mind, prina as well as the subtle
elements becomes united with the Supreme Deity
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(paradevatd). Thus says the Chandogya Upanisad: Vak
manasi sampadyate, manah prane, pranah tejasi, tejah parasyan
devatayam.” As explained earlier, the implication of the
merging of jiva with paradevata is that the jiva becomes
united with paradevata. In this connection the question
arises: Do the subtle elements with which the jiva is
associated, b