


The school of Vedfmta designated as
Visismdvaita was expounded by Sri
Ramanuja in the classic Sri-Bhitsya,
which were developed by Sri Vedanta
Desika in his two philosophical
treatises titled Tattva-muktiz—kalilpa
and Adhz’kamna-sfzrévafi.
This scholarly work of Dr. S.M.S.

(lhari deals with the Adhikaranu—
sdrdvull. The variety of theories related
to Vrdimta which are discussed in the
156 Adhikamnas of the Vedr'znta-sfitras
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 fiva and
Brahman, the doctrine of sizdhana and
the doctrine of Paramapurugartha. In
the concluding chapter on General
Evaluation, Dr. Chari discusses
dispassionately the differing views of
Samkara, 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 Vis'z'sgizdvaita
in all its aspects.
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P '2‘EFACE

The Brahma-sfitra Bhfisya of Sri Ramanuja, traditionally
revered as Sri-Bhfisya, is a monumental commentary on
the Vedfinta-sfitras of sage Badarayana. In this work,
Ramanuja has expounded in detail the doctrines of
Visistadvaita Vedanta with adequate support of the
Upanisads. Vedanta Des’ika, an illustrious successor to
Ramanuja wrote two independent philosophical treatises,
Tattva-muktfi-kalfipa and Adhikarana-sdrdvali with the main
objective of establishing Visistadvaita as a sound and most
acceptable system ofVedanta. Both these works are written
in the form of verses containing 500 and 562 verses
respectively, composed in the rhythmic sragdharfi metre.
The Tattva-muktfi-kaldpa discusses comprehensively all the
theories of Vis’istadvaita — 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-sdrfivali, on the other hand, is
confined to the study of the Brahma-sfitra Bhfisya of
Ramanuja and it presents the essential teachings of each
adhikarana, or section dealing with specific topics ofBrahma-
sfitra, as interpreted by Ramanuja. In the Tattva-muktfi—
kaldpa, 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-sdrfivali, which directly deals with the Sri-
Bhfisya, he attempts to establish that the doctrines of
Vis’istadvaita are in full accord with the Upanisadic
teachings and the Vedtinta-sfltras. These two classics are
complementary and are comparable, in the words of
Vedanta Desika, 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 Vis’istddvaita”, published
earlier covers the study of the Tattva-muktfi—kalfipa and
attempts to show thatVisistadvaita is a soundphilosophical
system. In order to justify that Visistadvaita Vedanta also
conforms fully to the Upanisads and Vedfinta—sfitras, unlike
Advaita Vedanta, I have now undertaken the presentwork
on the basis of an in-depth study of Adhikarana-sfirfivali.

This book does not attempt to render into English the
562 verses with explanatory notes nor does it deal with the
156adhikaranas in the same order as it is found in the original
text. Its scope is confined to enunciate the doctrines of
Visistédvaita Vedanta as outlined in the adhikarazzas of the
Brahma-sfitras. 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—sfirdvali’ and the
two learned commentaries on it titled Adhikaraua-cintfimani
contributedby Sri Kumara Varadacarya, the son ofVedanta
Des’ika and Padayojami, written by Sri Satakopa Réménuja-
yati, the 34m pontiff of Ahobila Matham. Among the
contemporary traditional scholars, Sri Uttamur
Veeraraghavacharya has also written a detailed
commentary named Sfirfirtha Ratnaprabhfi. Another book
under the title Sariraka Adhikararya Ratna‘mfilfi by Mm.
KapisthalamDesikacharya presents in lucid Sanskrit the
essential teachings of the adhikarargaswith a statement of



Preface xvii

pflrvapaksa and siddhfinta. I have made use of these works.
For purposes ofelucidation, wherever necessary, I have also
taken material from the Sri—Bhdsya of Ramanuja and the
learned commentary on it titled Srutaprakfisikd, by
Sudars’ana Sfiri and also Vedanta Desika’s Tattva—muktd—
kalfipa and Satadfisani.

It is for the first time, such an attempt is made to publish
in English an authentic treatise on Visiste'idvaita 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—Bhfisya and the
Adhikarana-sfirfivali.

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—Bhfisya,
Tattva-muktfi—kalfipa and Adhikarana-sfirdvali in the
traditionalmanner. I am deeply indebted to them. I have
derived help and guidance for understanding the crucial
adhikarargas of the Veda‘mta-sfitras from traditional scholars
Mm. N.S. Ramanuja Tatacharya, Mm. V. Srivatsankacharya
and Mm. KS. 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 Viéistadvaita
The system of Vedanta as expounded by Sri Ramanuja 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 fivas (cit) and
the non-sentient cosmic matter (acit). On the basis of the
Upanisadic teachings, this school of thoughtacknowledges
three real ontological entities namely, Brahman or fs’vara,
the fivétman or the‘ individual self and the prakrti or the
primordialcosmicmatter. 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. AsVedanta Des’ika states, though
there is absolute difference between Ts’vara 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 Vis’ista tattva:
(viéistasya advaitam)‘.
Historical Development of Viéistidvaita
Though all the schools of Vedanta owe their origin to the
Upanisads, Brahma-sfitras and the Bhagavadgitfi, the three
basic source books, Visistadvaita as a well formulated
philosophical system or dars’ana, with properly developed
epistemology and ontology on logical ground as well as on
the basis of correct interpretation of the Scriptural
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statements and allied texts, was expounded by Ramanuja
in his monumental commentary on the Vedfinta—sfltras
known as Sri—Bhfisya. 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—Bhfisya, he says that he is writing a
commentary on the sfitras in accordance with the views
contained in an elaborate and extensive vrtti or glossary
written by Bodhayana which was abridged by earlier
teachersz. Though Bodhfiyanavrtti 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 Bhéruci3. In his Vedfirtha Sarigraha, Ramanuja
mentions the names of all these ancient exponents. He also
quotes a few statements of Bodhayana who is also known
as vrttikfira and also by the name of Upavarsa, according to
Sarhkara. This establishes beyond any doubt that the system
of Vedanta developed by Ramanuja follows faithfully an
ancient tradition (sfista-parigrhita-purfitana-veda-vedfinta-
vyfikhyfina). Such evidence is not forthcoming either in the
Samkara’s Sfitra—bhfisya or Madhva’s Brahmasfltra-bhfisya.

According to Vedanta Desika, Nathamuni, who lived
in the tenth centurywas the first exponent of Visistadvaita
as a system of Philosophy (nathopajfiam pravrttam)‘. He
wrote two importantworks: Nyéya tattva and Yoga-rahasya,
but both these are not extant‘. However it is evident from
the numerous quotations cited by Vedanta Des’ika in his
Nydya-siddhfifijana, that Nydya-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 BC.
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After Nathamuni, Alavandar, also known as Yémuna,
who lived sometime between AD 916-1036 developed the
system by contributing a few independent philosophic
works (bahubhih ydmuneya prabhandhaih upcitam)7. He wrote
six works and of these the most important is Siddhitraya
consisting of three parts — Atmasiddhi, fsvarasiddhi 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 Yémuna, was born in AD
1017“. Though he could not become a direct disciple of
Yamuna, he was orally instructed by four of his disciples —

Mahépfirna, Tirukkottiyur Nambi, Tirumalai Nambi and
Tirumalai Andan. The works ofYamuna and the teachings
received from his disciples enabled Ramanuja to further
develop and re-establish the Visistédvaita as a full fledged
system of Vedanta on strong foundation (tratun'i samyag
yatindraih)9 .

From the foregoing brief account, it may be observed
that Visistadvaita 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
sfitras 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, Sarnkara, Bhaskara and
Yfidavaprakas’a,among the extant schools of Vedanta, had
attempted to interpret the Upanisads and the Vedfinta-sfitras
through scholarly Bhfisyas. But the doctrines presented by
them were not found acceptable. Samkara’s doctrine of
Maya on the basis of which the Nirvisesa Brahmfidvaita with
the denial of reality to the individual souls and the universe
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is developed was not found philosophically sustainable. The
Bhedfibheda vfida 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 Vedainta-sfltras and the connected
Upanisadic texts and by refuting the doctrines which were
opposed to the main tenets of 'v'is’istadvaita. He successfully
accomplished this task assigned to him” by writing the
monumental Bhfisya on the Brahma-sfltras. He also wrote
several other works. These are Vedfinta-dipa, Vedanta-Sara,
which are brief commentaries on Vedanta Sfitras, Vedfirtha-
sarhgraha, containing the quintessence of the Upanisads,
the Gitfi thisya, a commentary on the Bhagavad-gita, three
lyrics named as Saraufigati-gadya, Srirariga-gadya and
Vaikuzitha-gadya and lastly Nitya-grantha mainly dealing
with the mode of worship of the image of God. Of these
works, the commentary on Brahma-sfitra, named Sri-Bhfisya
is themagnumopus of Ramanuja in which the Visistadvaita
doctrines are thoroughly discussed. Thiswill 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 ficfiryas who succeeded
Ramanuja, though some of them were eminent vedfintins
such as Parasara Bhatta, Visnucitta, Vatsya Varada,
Sudars’ana Sfiri and Atreya Ramanuja, confined their
attention primarily to the dissemination of the philosophy
of Ramanuja by teaching Sri—Bhfisya or writing further
glossaries on it. The Srutaprakfisikfi, written by Sudarsana
Sfiri is an outstanding commentary on Sri—Bhfisya. Some of
the Acéryas, such as Pillan, Nanjiyar, Periavaccan Pillai,
Vadakkutiruvidi Pillai, who were attracted by the
devotional hymns of theAlvars in Tamilengaged themselves
in writing elaborate commentaries on them. During this
period the theological aspect ofVisistadvaita receivedmuch
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 Mfiydvfida of Samkara in his gri—Bhfisya,
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 philosopherto consolidate the teachings of Ramanuja
and establish the Viéistédvaita system of philosophy on a
stable foundation.

This need was fulfilled by Venkatanatha, popularly
known as Vedanta Des’ika and also Vedanta Acfirya, who
was born in the year 126811 . It is said that Vedanta Desika’s
future role as the re-establisher of Ramanuja’s philosophy
was prophesiedeven 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 dcfirya for the first time, the latter was so attracted
by the extraordinary intelligence of the boy, that he blessed
him in the following words: ”Mayyou establish the Vedanta
on a firm basis, vanquishing the theories of rival schools of
thought; may you become the respected of the orthodox
Vedfintins and the abode of abundant auspiciousness'm.
Vedanta Desika himself acknowledges with gratitude the
blessings received from his spiritual guru in the opening
verses of Tattva-muktfi-kaldpa and Adhikarana—sdrfivali, the
two major philosophical treatises devoted to the exposition
of Visistadvaita Vedanta on a solid foundation”.

Vedanta Deéika 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: Nyfiya—paris’uddhi, Nyfiya-
siddhdfijana, Tattva—muktfi-kaldpa along with Sarvfirthasiddhi
(his own commentary), Adhikararja—sfirdvali, Ses’vara-
mimdn'isd, Mimdrhsfi-pfidukd, Satad fisarji. His other
philosophical works which are in the form of commentaries
are Tattva-tika (an incomplete commentary on Sri-Bhdsya),
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Tfitparya-candrikfi (a gloss on Ramanuia’s Gitfi-bhdsya),
Iéfivdsyopanisad-bhfisya(a commentary on Isavésyopanisad),
Gitfirtha-sanfigraha-raksfi (a commentary on Yamuna’s
Gitfirtha-san'igraha), Rahasyaraksfi, a commentary on
Yamuna’s Stotra—ratna, Catuhsloki and Ramanuja’s
Gadyatraya.

Among the philosophical works, Nyflyaeparisuddhi,
i‘v'yfiyu-siddhdfijana, oataa'flsaui, Tattva-mukta—kaifipa and
Adhikarana-sfirfivali are important since in these works the
doctrines of Visistadvaita are expounded. Nydya-parisuddhi
is an epistemological work devoted primarily to the
discussion of the nature of the pramfirjas and other
epistemological theories of Visis’tadvaita. In the Nyfiya-
siddhfifijana, the ontological theories of Visistadvaita are
presented in detail. The Satadfisani, which is a polernical
work (vfida-grantha) is devoted to the refutation of the
doctrines of Samkara’s Advaita Vedanta by adopting
dialectical arguments with a view to establishing the
soundness of the theories of Visistédvaita. The
Tattvamuktdkalfipa, which is written in verse containing 500
verses composed in sragdhard metre is intended primarily
to present the Visistadvaita doctrines by criticallyevaluating
the corresponding theories of rival schools of thought.
Unlike Nyfiya-siddhdfijana, 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 (yanmismin kvfipi naitat)“. It is
indeed the magnum opus of Vedanta Desikals.
The Adhikarana—sfirfivali, is an equally important

philosophical treatise written in the same style as Tattva-
muktfi-kalfipa in sragdhard metre. It is primarily devoted to
the discussion of the different adhikararias or sectional topics
of Brahma-sfitras as interpretedby Ramanuja in his classical
Sri-Bhfisya. 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—muktzi-
kalzipa is to establish the soundness of the Visistadvaita
theories on a logicalbasis by way of proving the untenability
of the corresponding theories of rival schools of thought,
the main focus of the Adhikarana—sfirfivali is to establish that
Viéistadvaita fully conforms to the Upanisadic teachings
and the Vedanta-sfitras, unlike the Advaita of Samkara. In
view of this, Vedanta Des’ika 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—muktd—kaldpa and Adhikarana—sfirfivali
constitute the outstandingVedanta classics which provide
a comprehensive knowledge of Visistédvaita system.
Adhikarana-sfirfivali- its Scope and Contents
The Adhikarana-sfinivali, as its title suggests deals with the
essential teachings contained in each adhz'kararja of Brahma-
sfltra. Badarayana has codified the philosophical teachings
of the Upanisads in the form of sfitras or concise aphoristic
sentences expressed in a few cryptic words. The total
number of sfitras, according to Ramanuja, is 545. These
are divided into four adhya'yas or chapters. Each adhyfiya is
subdivided into four pddas or parts. Each pada is further
subdivided into adhikaranas or sections dealing with specific
subject covered in a single or group of sfltras. 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“. The
five stages of discussion are:

1. Visaya or the subject 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. Pfirvapaksa 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
pfirvapaksa.

5. Prayojana or the usefulness of the discussion by
way of the establishment of the conclusive view
(siddhdnta).

This methodology of discussion of a subject was introduced
by the Pfirva-mimamsakas in respect of Mimfirhsd-sfitras
which deal with the interpretation of the ritualistic portion
of the Vedas. Though Badarayana, who has framed the
sfitras to codify the teachings of the Upanisads has not
grouped them into adhikaranas, the commentators on
Vedfinta-sutra accepted this methodology and named the
adhikaranas by grouping the sfitras 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 sfitras.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 numberof 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
sfitras 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 sfltra, which indicates its

u.--

adhikarana covers several sfitras, as in the case of the
Anandamayddhikarana dealing with the subject of Brahman
as blissful, it bears the title of the keyword of the principal
sfitra viz. ’finandamayo abhyfiszit’. With the exception of a
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few, most of the adhikaranas cover more than one sfltra and
in some cases 10-15 sfltras, 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 sfitras in the order of adhikaranas rather than
individually.

The sequence of the adhikaranas is also the same as
followed in the'sfltras by Bédaréyana. As will be seen
presently, there is perfect coherence (sangati) not only
between the four adhyfiyas and the four pfidus under each
adhyfiya, but also betw een the different adhikararjas under
each prida. According to the traditional commentators, even
the sfitras are also inter-connected.

The central theme of the adhikarargas and the subject
matter covered in them are the same as found in the
Brahma-sfitras. The main subject of Brahma—sfitras as its title
suggests, is Brahman. Though each adhydya and each pdda
of it covers different topics, these are directly or indirectly
related to Brahman.
According to Ramanuja, the first adhydya which is

named as Samanvayfidhydya, 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 (finandamaya), as distinct fromfivfitman and all other
celestial beings, and also from the non-sentient cosmic
entities such as ethereal space (fikfis’a), vital breath (prfina),
the cosmic light (jyotis). All these points are covered in eleven
adhikarariasfl-ll) included in the first pfida of Brahma-sfitra.
The second pfida deals with the distinguishing

characteristics of Brahman. According to Vedanta Des’ika,
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it establishes on the authority of the Upanisadic teachings
the following points:

I) Brahman as the Self of all (Sarvfitmfi),
II) Brahman as the devourer of the entire universe

(Ami),
III) Brahman as the Purusa abiding for ever in the

eye (Aksinityasthitih)
IV) Brahman as the Inner Controller of all

(Antarydmin),
V) Brahman as the Imperishable Reality (Aksara)
VI) Brahman as Vaisvfinara.

These subjects are covered in the adhikaranas 12 t017.
The third pfida 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 fiva is Brahman. These are:

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

II) Brahman as Infinitely great (Bhfimfi).
III) Brahman as the Adhdra of the universe

(viévfidhfira).
IV) Brahman as the Object of Enjoyment of muktas

(mukta bhogyah).
V) Brahman as the subtle space within the heart

(daharfikfisa).
VI) Brahman as the Controller of all (Sarvaniyantfi)
VII) Brahman as the Object ofmeditation for celestial

deities (Devfidindn'l upfisyah)
VIII) Brahman as the Nfima-rfipa Nirvahitfi.

All these points are covered in the adhikarazlas 18-27 of
the third pdda.

The fourth pada of the first adhyfiya is devoted to establish
that Brahman as the primary cause of the universe is the
Ultimate Reality bywayof refuting the claims of the ancient
Simkhya school of thought, according to which prakrti,
also named as pradhfina and also described as avyfikrta, 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 fivfitman, 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 (muktfitmd), is Brahman. In this connection, it also
examines critically the view of the Yoga school which
kzirana) and establishes thatBrahman is the material cause
of the universe (upadana—kararga) and also the instrumental
cause (nimitta kfirana). These topics are dealt in adhikaranas
28 to 35 of the fourth pfida.
The second adhyciya of Brahma-sfltra is named as

Avirodhddhyéya or the chapter which proves the absence
of contradictions. It [is primarily devoted to uphold the main
thesis of the first adhyfiya viz that Brahman is the primary
cause of the universe. For this purpose Badarayana refutes
the theories advancedby the rival schools of thoughtwhich
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-sutra are: Samkhya, Yoga, Nyaya--vaisesika,
Buddhism, Jainism, Pasupata (the ancient Saiva school) and
Pancaratra.

In the first pfida of this adhydya, the arguments advanced
by the schools of Sirnkhya and Yoga against the possibility
of accepting Brahman as the cause of the universe are
discussed and set aside. In this conn41ection the theory of
causality as conceived by the Vaisesikas 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 pfida of second adhydya examines critically
the other schools of thought including samkhya, Nyaya-
vais’esika, Bauddha, Jaina, Pasupata and Paficaratra. In the
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case of Sérhkhya it highlights the self— contradictions
involved in their teachings. Regarding Nyaya-vaiéesika,
Buddhists and Iainas, the impossibility of paramfirjus or
subtle atomic elements becoming cause of the universe is
demonstrated.

It also refutes the sfmyavfida of the Madhyamika
Buddhists. In the case of Pasupata, the theory of Is’vnm as
the only nimitta kfirazia is refuted. In the case of Pancaratra,
it is proved to be acceptable as its teachings are in conformity
with the Vedas. All these issues are covered in hadhikarazlas
47 to 53.

.

The third pfida of second adhyfiya is far more important
as it deals among other topics with the nature of fivfitman.
Out of seven ‘adhikarazlas included in this part, five are
devoted to establish that fivfitman is eternal (nitya), it is the
subject of knowledge (jfifitfi) and also the agent of action
(kartd). It also discusses in detail the relation of flva to
Brahman in terms of difference and non-difference and
affirms that fiva is an arr'zsa or integral part of Brahman.
This pdda also examines the evolutes such as viyat (ether),
tejas (fire) and vdyu (air) and establishes that they have an
origin unlike jivfitman. All these are covered in the
adhikaranas 54 to 60.

The fourthpfida of this adhyfiya takes up for consideration
the nature of the sense organs (indriyas), their number, their
atomic character, the nature and role of prdna vfiyu (vital
breath). An importantsubjectwhich comesup 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
(paficikararia). It is shown that the creation of the physical
universe is brought about through the media of caturmukha
Brahmfi by Pararmitmun, as stated in the Upariisads. These
issues are dealt with in the adhikaranas 61 to 68.
The third adhydya of Brahma-5mm is named as

Sfidhanddhyfiya, since it primarily deals with the sfidhana or
the ways and means of attainment of Brahman. According
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to Badarayana, upfzsanfi or unceasing mediation on
Brahman, which is termed as vidyé, is the direct means to
the attainment of Brahman. Prior to embarking on
meditation, the spiritual aspirant is required to develop
vairfigya 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 pfida of this adhyfiya
and early part of second pfida, 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 (murcchfi). In the later part of the second pfida, the
nature of Brahman as totally free from all defects and also
endowed with auspicious attributes (ubhayalifiga) 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 pointedout thatBrahman is the highest
Reality (para) and the bestower of the Supreme Goal for
the attainment of which upfisanfi is laid down. All these
subjects are covered in the adhikararjas 69 to 82.

The third pfida of this adhyfiya, which is the longest in
the Brahma-sutra comprising 26 adhikararjas, deals with the
different types of vidyds ormodes ofmeditation for realization
of Brahman. The Upanisadic passages prescribe 32 types of
meditation. These are not different paths for moksa but are
regardedas altemafive means since the goal to be attained is
the same. They are, however, named differently since certain
attributes (gums) with which Brahman is to be meditated
upon are different for each vidyfi. The discussion of this
subject in the differentadhikaranas is generally centered round
the issues relating to whatgums are to be included andwhat
are to be excluded. Thispfida is therefore titled gunopasan'thfira
pdda or the part dealing with the inclusion or exclusion of
Brahma-gums. All these topics are covered in the adhikaranas
83 to 108.
The fourth pfida of the third adhydya is of some

importance as it straight-away discusses the nature of the
means for attaining the Supreme Goal (purusfirtha) 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 jfiana 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
sama, dama etc. as necessary pre-requisites for upasana.
These points are all covered in the adhikarmyas 109 to 123:

The fourth adhyfiya, which is named Phalfidhyfiya 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 (arcirfidi gati) throughwhich the liberated soul
passes to reach the ultimate Goal and the nature of the
Goal attainedby the fiva after final liberation from bondage.
These points are covered in the four padas of this adhyaya
comprising altotal of 33 adhikaranas (124 t0156).

In the Adhikararta-saravali, Vedanta Desika deals with
all the 156 topics and discusses them in the same order as
found in Ramanuja’s Brahma-sfltra Bhfisya. As stated earlier,
it is written in the form of verses composed in the dignified
sragdhara metre. It is difficult to present a philosophical
discussion in poetic style with the statement of prima facie
view (pfirvapaksa), 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 pflrvapaksa along with the
visayavakya or the Upanisadic statements which form the
basis for the sfitra, 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
amere repetition ofwhat is already stated in the Sri-Bhfisya,
then Adhikurana-sfirfivali 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 opening verse he states
that he would defend the title of Vedantficdrya conferred
on him by Lord Ranganatha, the presiding deity of
Srirangam (tena devena dattfirr'i veddntficfirya sarfijfidrfi
...sfirtham anvarthayfimi). 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 sfltras and expounded in the Sri-Bhdsya 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 sfitras and the connected Upanisadic
texts. Unlike Ramanuja, he does not go into the details of
the pfirva-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 enshrinedin the sfitras
and after examining them with the relevantarguments, he
sets down the siddhfinta in a precise and clear 'way. In the
Sri-Bhfisya,a reader often gets lost in the elaborate discussion
on the views of the pfirvapaksa with argumentsand counter
arguments and miss the essential theory that needs to be
established. Vedanta Des’ika, in his Adhikarana-sfirdvali
avoids such an elaborate discussion and confines his
[attention to the disputed issue which is directly related to
isthe topic and answers it with a clear statementof 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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Anandamayfidhikamrja and .Ilrambharifidhikarana in Sri-
Bhfisya andAdhikamria-sfirfivaliwill bear out the observation
made above. If we take note of these facts, it becomes
evident that Adhikarmja—sfinivali is not a mere summary of
the contents of the adhikamhas of Brahma-sfltra 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-sfinivali. The first and foremost is the attempt
made by Vedanta Desika to establish the sar'lgati or
connection not only between one sfitra and the other but
also between the four-adhyfiyas, the four pfidas of each
adhyfiya and more importantly between the adhikaranas.
On the face of it, it appears that the sfitius and adhikararias
underwhich they are groupedare somewhat disconnected.
But it is not so according to the author of the sfitras, who
has conceived a perfect sequence. The entire work of
Brahma-sfltra is a well—knit treatise. Though all the
commentators are generally agreed on this point, Vedanta
Des’ika makes a special effort to establish a close and
meaningful connection (sarigati)between the sfitras.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 sfttra in certain order and sequence from the
beginning to the end.

Another important feature of this treatise, as Vedanta
Des’ika 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 (uktabfidha),
irrelevance of the teachings (mandatva), absence of proper
sangati or connection between adhyfiyas, pfidas and
adhikaranas, opposition to the accepted pramiirias
(ménabfidha) etc.. According to Vedanta Desika the
Adhikarana-sfirfivali reveals that the adhikaranas of Brahma-
sfltm Bhfisya 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-662 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 explanatory 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 ismade to present a translation of this original work
nor a summaryof the adhikaranas is given in the same order
as found in the original text. Some of the adhikaranass,
parficularly those which are included in the third pfida of
third adhydya dealing with different types of vidyfis and
the issues relating to what gums or attributes of Brahman
are either to be included or excluded in respect of the
updsami, would not be of any special philosophical
significance. The main objective of the book is to present
the important doctrines of Vis’istadvaita Vedanta as
expounded in the classic Sfitra-bhdsya of Ramanuja on the

‘

basis of the Upanisadand the sfitras 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 fundamentaldoctrines of Vis’istadvaita.
Though the central theme of the Brahma-s ittra is

Brahman, it deals with three major subjects. These are Tattva
or Brahman, the Sfidhana or the means of its attainment
and Purusiz'rtha or the Supreme Goal. Under these three
major subjects, the following doctrines are discussed in the
various adhikaranas.

'
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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 fiva and Brahman
1. The essential nature of fiva
2. The relation of jiva to Brahman
3. The theory of the transmigration of jiva
4. The different states of fiva

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

1. Brahman as the worthy object of Meditation.
2. Vidyfi (upfisami)as the direct means of attainment

of Brahman.
3. Karma as subsidiary means to Vidyd.
4. The nature and components of Upfisanfi.

The Doctrine of Parama-purusdrtha.
1. The nature of the liberation of)7ch from bondage.
2. The theory of utkrdnti. '

3. The theory of the pathway to moksa (Arcirfidi-
mfirga). .

4. The status of fiva 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 expoundingVis’istadvaita
philosophy as developed by Raménuja in the Brahma-5mm
Bhasya and as further elucidated by Vedanta Desika in the
Adhikarana-sdrfivali. We shall not attempt a comparative
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and critical study of these theories with reference to the
commentaries of Sarhkara andMadhva 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 Samkara, 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 'v'isistadvaita doctrines, since this task is
undertaken in the book (Fundamentals of Vis’istadvaita- A
study based on Vedanta Des’ika’s Tattva—mukta-kalapa. This
book is primarily aimed to give an exposition ofVisistadvaita
Vedanta established in conformity with the Upanisads and
Brahma-sutras as evidenced by the Adhikarana-sdrdvaliof
Vedanta Desika.

\

1. See NS p1. Prakzira-praktirinoh praktirfindm ca mitho atyanta bhede
api visistaikyfidi vivaksaya ekatva vyapadesah

2. RB 1.1.1. Bhagavat bodhayanaIcrtam brahmasutra orttim purvdcfiryfih
sanchiksupuh tanmattinusarena sutniksaranivyakhyfisyante
Vedartha Sangraha — p.100
TMK V-136 nathopajr'iampravrttam
In recent years a book under the title ’Yoga-rahasya’ is published
by Sri T.V.l(. 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 Némmalwar. This claim is
questionable since the Yoga-rahasya of N5 thamuni which was
not available to such eminent Acfiryas, Ramanuja and Vedanta
Desika could have been discovered by a person of the present
century.
TMK lV-lO 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 ll — 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
Vedfinta—sutras.

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

S-"PP’
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12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.
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mentioned under fn. 8.
pratisphfipitavedzinmhpratiksipta bahirmatah; bhfiyah traividyfimun-
yastvam bhfiri-kalyanabhajanum.
TMK [-2. Varadagurukrpfilambitoddamabhumfl... See alsoAS. verse
2. VuradficdryaRfimfinujfibhyamsamyagdrskuasarvam.
TMK V-134
For further details regarding Tativumuktfikalfipa see Fvv. Intro-
duction.
It is defined as follows: visayo samsayas’caivu pfirvapuksah
tathottaram;prayojnnam ca paficdrigam pafico adhikaranam viduh.
Vedanta Des’ika offers another definition of adhikarana which is
an expansion of the five stages of discussion into ten: sangatih
visayaécaiva saméayotthtina kfirazmm; saméayascaprakfiniéca tadartha'
ca vicfirazm; tusyam phalaphalitvam ca nyfiyuu dvau paksayordvayoh,
nimuyas-tatphalam ce’ti bodhyany-adhikratau daéa.
See AS verse 3. hrdyfi padyavaliyam hrdnyam—adhigatd sivadhfinfit
dhz’notu (santustfin kurotu)



CHAPTERONE

THE STUDY OF VEDANTA

Brahma-sfltra 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 sfltras 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) s’fistm as the only source ofknowing
Brahman, and d) the main purport of the Upanisads is
Brahman. The first four adhikaranas named as
Iijfifisfidhikarana, Ianmfidyadhikarana, Sfistrayonitvfidhi-kamna
and Samanvuyfidhikurana cover these subjects respectively.
These adhikaranas which constitute one unit (petikfi) are
regarded by the commentators as a preface (upodghfita) to
Brahma-sfitra 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 inmind 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.1 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 sfltras 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.3 The word atha means soon after (anantara)
and implies, as interpreted by Ramanuja, that Brahma-
jijr'uisfi is to be undertaken after completing the study of
Pfirva—mimfirr‘tsfi 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 sfitra,
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 Pflrva-
mimdn'tsa, 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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mimdmsa, which deals with the later portion of the Vedas
(Upanisads)
This view has for its support the teaching of the

MundakaUpanisad on the basis of which the sfitra itself is
formulated. Thus it states:

Pariksya lokfin karmacitdn brfihmano mrvedamfiyfit. Nasty—
akrtah krtena. tadvijr'ldrtham sa gurumeva abhigacchet
samitpénih érotriyam brahmanistham. Tasmai sa vidvfin
upasannfiya san’zyak prasfintacittziya samanvitfiya. Yenfiksaram
purusam veda satyam provfica tam tattvato brahmavidyfim“

”After having examined the fruits obtained by the
performance of the prescribed rituals, a Brdhmana (one who
has studied the Vedas) should become dejected by realizing
that what is eternal (Paramfitman) 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 equippedwith 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-kfizzda. This view is also
supported by the authoritative statement of Bodhayana,
an ancient commentator on Brahma-sfitra. Thus, it is stated:
vrttfit karmfidhigamcit anantaram brahma vividisfifi “Soon
after the comprehension of the knowledge of the rituals
has taken place, there follows the enquiry into Brahman.

II. Pfirva-mimirhsi andUttara-mimimsi
The first question that is raised in this connection iswhether
there is any connection between Pfirva-mimfin'lsfiand www-
mimfimsfi. It is contended that these two are disfinctive 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
Pflrva-mimfin'isfiand jr'uina or knowledge of Brahman, which
is the central theme of the Vedanta. Besides, the study of
Pflrva-mimfin'isfi is not of any use for the study of Vedanta
and hence the study of Pfirva-mimfimsé is not a necessary
precedent to the study of Vedanta.

These issues are discussed in great detail by Ramanuja
in the SrirBhfisya while commenting on the first sfitra and
also by Vedanta Des’ika in the Adhikamna-sfirfivali and the
Satadfisarfi. 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 Pfirva-mimfirr’zsfi and
Uttara-mimfirr'isa. Secondly, the knowledge of Piirva-
mimfin'isd is very essential for the study of Vedanta. Thirdly,
the two Mimfirr'tsas - Pfirva 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
(Vedfirigas). Its meaning also should be grasped with the
aid of the rules of interpretation and other logicalarguments
since with the understanding of the meaning only, it is
possible to determine the subsequent action. The enquiry
into their meaning (arthavicdra) may be initiated either
through a specific injunction, as the Mimfirr'zsakas maintain,
or it may take place out of one’s own desire (rfigatah). 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 itmay 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 (purusfirthas) and
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a desire to know all the four purusfirthas 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 Pfirva-mimfimsfi actually aids the Uttara—
mimdn'tsd. The ,aid is in the form thatVedanta requires the
arguments and the principles of Pitrva-mimfinisfi
(nyfiyopajivanam). The first udhyfiya of Pfirva-mimfirhsfi
establishes that Vedas are authoritative. This in general is
very essential for Vedanta. The second adhyfiyu named
Bhedfidhyfiya discusses the nature of difference etc. This is
useful to the study of the third section of the third adhyfiya
of the Vedanta titled Gunopasarr'thfira pdda. Again the third
adhydya of the Pfirva-mimfin’tsd which deals with the
principles of interpretation is useful throughout the study
of Vedanta. Prayukti or thatwhich discusses the purpose of
each ritualwhich comes under the fourth adhyfiya of Pfirvu-
mimfimsfi, 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 dsrama itself.
Again in the fifth adhyfiyu of Pfirva-mimfin'isfi, the topic
dealing with the succession of rituals (krumah) is helpful in
studying the third section of the last chapter of Brahma-
sfitra. The discussion relating to the nature of the agent
etc., which is taken up in the sixth adhydya of Pflrva-
mimfirr'zsd is useful for the discussion about the eligibility of
persons to the studyofVedanta. Likewise the other adhyfiyas
of Pfirva-mimfin‘xsfi 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 Pfirva-mimfin'tsfiand hence the knowledge
of Pfirva-mimdn'lsfi is indispensible for Uttara-mimfin'lsfi.
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Vedanta Desika furthercontends that there is absolutely
no contradiction between Pfirva—miman’zsfi and Uttara-
miman’isa either in respect of content or end or aspirant.
The aspirant is one and the same. He who has studied the
Pfirva—mimamsa and understoodthe 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 (sastras).
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 jr'uina taken in the
sense of the knowledge of Brahman or upfisami (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 upfisanfi, as the Visistédvaitin
maintains. The ritualistic Observancescannot 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 hollown‘ess of this objection. One and
the same person can plan a project and successfully execute
many endeavours, many schemes; or again countless
personsby 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 sfitras, even thoughdifferent authors
are involved, the treatise confinues to be the same.
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It may be argued that in many of the Vedzinta-sfitras the
position taken by Jaimini is indicated as pfirva 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 Des’ika. The
differences, referred to between Badarayana and Jaimini
relate to minor matters, almost to trivial formalities
(atyalpntam apmdhfinfirtha). If 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 Pfirva-mimfirr'lsfi
has been corrected by the Uttara-mimfimsfi. 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 notmistake
them for truths. The position of Iaimini 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 ’80 said Jaimini’. More than that, in many contexts
Badarayana refers to Iaimini by name fOr supporting his
ownviews.6 SimilarlyJaimini to supporthis ownconclusion
refers to Badarayana and his authority? These reciprocal
references must prove convincingly that the two brances
of the literaturedealing with karma-kinda and Brahma-Mada
constitute a totality.
Now we come to_ the third important argument in

support of the theory upheld by Ramanuja that the study
of the Pflrva-mimirfisfi should precede the study of Vedanta.
According to the tradition, Mimfimsfi-éfistra, which is
concerned with the interpretation of the Vedas, is one single
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s’fistra comprising three parts. The first part is named as
karma-kinda consisting of 12 adhydyas which deal with the
nature and manner of performing the various rituals. The
Pfirva-mimfirr‘zsri sutras of Jaimini constitute this part and it
is generally acknwoledged as the basic Mimdnisfi treatise.
The second part is known as Devatfi—kiirjda consisting of
four adhyfiyas which deal with the nature and status of
celestial deities referred to in the Vedas. It is also called
Safizkarsazza-kfizzda, named after its author, Samkarsana.
This work is not extant. However, there are referencesmade
to it in other works. The concluding sfitra of this kfindawhich
refers to Visnu, the Supreme Deity andwho is equatedwith
Brahman is quotedby Vedanta Desika and also by Madhva.
The relevant siitra reads: sa visnurfiha hi..tan‘1
brahmetyficaksate tan‘i brahmetyficaksate. ”He is known as
Visnu and that he is called Brahman”. The mention of
Brahman in the concluding sfitra of Saritkarsana kfirjda also
establishes its connection to the opening sfitra of the Brahma-
sfitra. The third part of Mimfirr'tsfi sdstra is the Brahma-sfitru
of Badarayana consisting of four adhyfiyas. The three
constitute one single s’fistra, though they are divided into
three parts, each one being authored by three different
sages. Keeping this fact in mind, the authorof the Bodhfiyana
Vrtti states: sanhhitam-etat sarirakam jaiminiyena sodas’a
laksanena iti sdstraikatva siddhih. (Quoted by Ramanuja in
the Sri-Bhfisya). "The s’firiraka (Vedfinta-sfitra) of four
chapters forms a textual totality with the sixten-chaptered
Pfirva-mimfin'isd of Jaimini.”

To give prominence to Iaimini, Sar'nkarsana 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 Mimfin’tsfi-sfltras cover only 12
adhyfiyas, as accepted by all the Mimarhsakas. On the
authority of Bodhayana who is the reputed ancient
commentator on Brahma-sfltra, Rdmfinuja affirms that
Mimamsé is a single s’fistra beginning with ’Athfito dharma-
---~_ -[ljnasa' and ending with ’Anfivrtti s’abdfit’, divided into three
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parts: Karma-kinda of twelve chapters, Devatfi-kdnda of four
chapters, and Para-devatfi-kfinda 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 Pflrva-mimfirhsfi
should necessarily precede the study of Vedanta.

According to the Advaita Vedanta, Pfirva-mimfin’rsfi is
not a pie-requisite for the study of Vedanta. There are four
factors which are considered necessary for the study of
Vedanta. These are: discrimination of eternal and non-
eternal (nityfi-nityavastu vivekah) possession in aburdance
of calmness, equanimity and other such means (éamadamfidi
sfidhana sampat), non-attachment to the enjoyment of fruits
here and hereafter (ihfimutraphalabhoga virdgalj) and desire
for release (mumuksatvam).

Vedanta Deéika 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-etemal
becomes possible only after one hasmadea study of Vedfin ta
and hence it cannot be a pre-requisite to the study of
Veddnta.‘ It cannot be said that this knowledge of
discrimination arises from the studyof 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
sama, dama etc., is taken to imply perfect control of sense
organs, this would be posfible only after one has studied
Vedanta and embarked on the sfidhana for the realization
of the Self (daréamz). 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”.9 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 Vedfinta, it is more appropriate, contends Vedanta
Desika, that the study of Pfirva-mimfimsfi 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 studyVedanta. 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 Brahmanas 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 towhich 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”.‘°
Another serious objection is raised by the Mimfin‘zsakas

questioning the usefulness of the study of Vedanta. In fact
this constitutes the prima facie view (pfirvapaksa) for the

commentators. According to Prfibhfikara Mimdmsd, words
convey their meanings only as related to specific action.
The process by which the meanings ofwords 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
mentionedin 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 (fidyfi vyutpattihkfirya am). 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 Ramanuja in the Sri-
Bhfisya, 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 thosewordshaving 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 statementof
the first individual conveys the meaning to the second
individualand as such he reacts with joy. It is not therefore
necessary that, in order to be meaningful, statements should
have a direct bearing on activity.

Vedanta Deéika 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
previousexperience that such and suchwordshave specific
meanings and vice versa. With the knowledge of limited
numberofwords, he also understandsthe meaning ofmore
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 understoodwith the help
of Nirukta, the treatise containing etymological interpreta-
tion of Vedic words.

Vedanta Desika therefore concludes that words and the
Upanisadic statements aboutBrahman are purportful even
in respect of the existent.11 Hence the study of Vedanta is
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to be undertaken after the study of Pfirva-mimdmsfi, as
enjoined in the Brahma-sfitm.

III. Definition of Brahman
This is the subject of the adhikarana named as Ianmfidya-
dhikarazza covering the second sfitra in which Brahman, the
object of jijfifiszi is defined by Badarayana. The sz'ztra reads:
janmda'y-asya yatah”. The word janmameans creation (srsii)
and the affix fidi implies sthiti 0r sustenance and laya or
dissolution. The word asya refers to the variegated universe
including the souls. The total meaning of the sfitra is that
from which proceed the creation, sustenance and
dissolution of the universe is Brahman. Thus, Brahman is
defined by Bédarayana as that which is the cause of the
creation, sustenance and dissolution of the universe.

This sfitra 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 vii imfini bhfltfini jfiyante, yena jdtfini jivanti, yat

”That from which these beings are born, that fromwhich
when born they live, and that untowhich 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 sfitra clearly lays down the three-fold
cosmic function (jagatkfirazlatva) 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 alsobe identified throughthe moon visible
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as if close to the branch of a tree. The first kind of definition
is known as svarfipa 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 identitymarks (upalaksanas) which do not actually
belong to the object. The question to be considered is
whether the present Upanisadic text defines Brahman
through the vis’esarzas or the upalaksargas. The prima facie
view is that in either case, Brahman cannot be defined. If
the three cosmic functions are taken as vis’esanas, these are
different in nature and as such they denote three different
entities as each one being qualified by a particularfunction.
This view is based on the assumption that different vis’esarjas
are applicable to different visesyas or substances. On the
contrary, if these functions are taken as upalaksargas, 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 knowledgeof

'

Brahman. Hence the definition given in the Upanisaddoes
not help us to know Brahman. It is therefore futile to

In reply to this general criticism, Vedanta Des’ika 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 viéesanas, then
Brahman denoted by them cannot be one undifferentiated
Being. This view is based on the logical principle adopted
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by the Advaitin that different vis’esarias mentioned in a
statement about the visesya or substance break up the
unitary character of the vis’esya (vis’esaminam
vis’esyabhedakam). 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
pfirnas’rafigogauh). This statement does not convey the idea
of one cow but three different ones. In the sarne 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, jfifinam and ammtam which is regarded as laksana
viz'kya 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 vis’esana denoting Brahman, then the other
two functions mentioned in theUpanisad 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, jfidna from what is jada and ananta from what is
finite. Hence the definition of Brahman in terms of three
cosmic functions taken as visfesazlas is unsatisfactory similar
to the statement on cow as khando mundah pfimasrafigah.

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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s’yfima or of dark complexion, yuvd or youth and lohitiiksal;
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 denotedby 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 denotedby them is
not one and the same (viruddhameva visesanam
viéesyabhedakam, na punah aviruddham vis’esanam)”. 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
(kfilabhedena). 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
togetherare adopted as the criteria of the definitionin 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 sfirasa bird is sitting. In this illustration the tree
associated with the sdrasa 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 (jr'latajr'zdtamsa bhedastu
durabhilapah). If 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 pararfi 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-
sfikta 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 (uttarfinuvfika) states that Goddess
Sr? and Bhfi are His consorts. The mention of Sr? and Bhfi as
His consorts eliminates the possibility of Purusa being any
other Deity than the Supreme Being designated as Narayana
who is equatedwith Para Brahma in the Taittiriya Narayana
Upanisad.

As we have statedearlier, there are two ways of defining
an object, either by means of vis’esanas or upalaksanas. The
definition of an object in terms of its characteristics which
refer to the nature of the object (svarfipa) is called svarfipa
laksaria. The definition of an object by means of certain
identitymarks, 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 satyan'i, jr'ifinan'l and anantarr'l is
svarfipa laksarja. This distinction is maintained by the
Advaitin since Brahman being nirivis’esa or devoid of all
determinations cannot be defined in terms ofcharacteristics.
Iagatkfiranatva as a visesana cannot be attributed to higher
Brahman which is undifferentiated. The terms satya, jfifina
and ananta in the other definition refer directly to the svarfipa
of Brahman.

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

Logically an object is defined in terms of its essential
characteristics. We distinguish one object from anotheronly
with reference to its essential characteristic. Brahman is
definedas 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, jr'ifina 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 Mahabhésya and
also the principle of interpretation adopted by the Seévara
Mimar'nsakas.According to the Grammarian, in a sentence
or judgment where the terms are stated in apposition
(samdnddhikararga), though each term connotes different
qualities, they denote one entity as qualified by them“This
principle applies to the definition ofBrahman as satya, jfifina
and ananta.
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According to the principle governing the interpretation
ofVedicstatements adoptedby theMimamsakas, thewords
in a sentence bearing different imports are applicable to
the same one entity or act. There is a Scriptural statement
which reads: aruzzayfi ekahfiyinyii pir'zgfiksyfi somam krimiti.
It enjoins that soma plant (for yfiga) 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 boil":the terms ui‘u'tiu uéilOllilg the quauty OI
redness (gum) 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 Sesvara Mimar'nsaka and
it is established that the act of buying the cow being one,
both the quality (gum!) and the dravya or object referred to
are applicable to the same one cow.19

The Upanisadic, text offers the definition of Brahman in
terms of the three cosmic functions viz., srsgz', sthiti and laya.
As Ramanuja has stated, the mention of the three cosmic
functions may be taken either as upalaksana or visesaria.
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 jagatkfiranutva taken either as upalaksana or visesana,
does not make any difference in respect of knowing the
svarflpa of Brahman. The visesarias 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 Des’ika, therefore, concludes that the
Upanisadic text offering the definition ofBrahman15 sound
and it conveys the knowledge of Brahman. Hence the study
of Vedanta is justified.
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IV. Proof for the Existence of Brahman
This is the subject-matter of a separate adhikararia named
Sfistrayonitvfidhikarana covering the third sfitra which reads:
s’dstra-yonitvdtzo. It means that sdstra is the source for
knowledge of Brahman. The word sistm is taken in the
broad sense to mean the Vedas including the Upanisads
and all the allied sacred texts such as Vedafigas, Itihfisas
and Purfinas. The term yoni means kdrazla or source
(pramfina) for the knowledge of Brahman. The fuller
implication of the sfltra, as interpreted by Ramanuja, is that
Brahman cannot be known either by means of perception
(pratyaksa) or inference (anumdna) and that sfistra is the only
pramfina for knowing it (szistraika pramfiriam).

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 (kfiryatfi). The universe is an effect and must have
been produced by an agent or creator called ls’vara. The
argLunentis expressed in the followingsyllogistic form: ’This
physical universe must have been caused by an agent,
because it is an effect, just as a pot.’ (Prthivyfidikam
sakartrkam, kfiryatvfit, ghatavat). By further qualifying the
kartfi or agent as one endowed with omniscience, it is
attempted to prove the existence of God. Thus, if the
existence ofGod can be provedby means of inference, there
would be no need to undertake theistudy of Vedanta for
knowing Brahman which is already established by other
pramfinas. Anticipating such an objection, Badarayana has
formulated the sfitra to affirm that Bratunan can be known
only through sfistm and not by any other means.

This syllogistic argument is subjected to detailed critical
examination by Ramanuja in the Sri—Bhdsya and also by
Vedanta Desika in the Tattva-muktd-kalfipa and it is proved
to be fallacious. In the Adhikaratza Sdrdvali, 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., kdryatvdt, the existence of an
omniscient God as the creator of the universe. All that it
can establish is that a super individual (fiva) possessing
unlimited capacity and knowledge acquired through
penance could be the creator of the universe and not an
omniscient and ornnipotent Supreme God, as taught in the
Upanisads. Hence Badarayana states that s’fistm is the only
source for knowing the existence of Brahman.

The important point to be noted is that anumfina by itself
cannot conclusively prove the existence ofGod 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.21

This does not imply that logic has no place in Vedanta.
Logic is accepted to supplementwhat 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 anumdna adopted to prove the
existence of God. On the contrary, it is a restatementabout
Brahman already well known in other Scriptural texts, as
is evident from the preposition yatah (yata iti ca sadfidi
uktisiddha anuvfidfit).22

V. The Upanisads and Brahman
This is the subject-matter of the adhikarana named Samanva-
yfidhikarana covering the fourth sfltra in which Badaréyana
affirms that the Upanisads which teach about Brahman
are valid and meaningful. The s fitra reads: Tat-tu
samanvaydt”. Its general meaning is that Brahman is known
through the s’dstra because all the Upanisadic texts proclaim
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it as their purport (tfitparya). Every word in the sfltra is of
special significance. The word tat means Brahman. To be
more specific, it refers to the thesis maintained in the
previous sfltra viz., that s’fistra is the only source (pramfirja)
for knowing Brahman. Theword tu which is a conjunction
means ’but’ and it implies that the view upheld by
Badarayana differs from that of the Pfirva-mimfimsakas 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 yfiga 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 purporth since they teach
aboutBrahman as the Supreme Goal of attainment. This is
the implication of the word samanvayfit (samyak
paramapurusfirthabhfitasya brahmanah abhideyatayfi anvayfit),
as interpreted by Ramanuja.“

'

The commentary of Ramanuja on this sfltra is very
elaborate. He presents the arguments advanced by the
ancient Mimfimsakas and the counter replies to them by the
Bhedfibhedavfidinsas 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 (vfikydrtha—jfifina), secures moksa through
the removal of avidydg. comes up for special consideration.
In the Adhikarana-sfirfivali, 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
’svargakfimo yajeta’ or one who desires to attain svarga
should perform a ydga 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’ (para prfiptikfimah
brahma vidyfit). Even then what is sought for may not be
true, as in the case of the meditation onmind as the symbol
of Brahman. Hence the mere study of Brahman for gaining
its knowledge is of no practical value.25

Against these criticisms, Vedanta Des’ika contends that
even if the Scriptural text referring to Brahman as satya,
jr‘ifina etc., is taken as part of the injunctive statement
enjoining the upfisanfion 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 ismade 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 finanda, 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 itwith 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 statementis true,
he derives joy from hearing it and to this extent it is
meaningful, even though it is not injunctive in character.
The sweet wordsuttered 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, jfifina, ananta, finanda 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.26

There are other theories which attempt to justify the
validity of the Upanisdic texts. These are: i) Nisprapafica
niyoga vfida, ii) Dhydna-niyoga vdda and iii) Advaita vdda.
According to the first theory, held by the ancient Advaitins
(faranmfiyfivfidi) who follow the Mimdn'tsakas, 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
nisprapafican’z kuryfit’ or ’Brahman is to be dissociated with
the universe.’ r.

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 aboutBrahman are regarded
valid since they are subordinate to the main injunction
enjoining meditation.

According to the third theory advancedby the Advaita
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Vedanta of Samkara, 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 jfidna) of this identity
which removes the cosmic ignorance (avidyd) leading to
moksa.

As mentioned earlier, these theories are subjected to
detailed criticism by Ramanuja in the Sri—Bhfisyu. 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-svavacanavihatih).27

An objection may be raised against the stand taken by
the Visistadvaitin in respect of the pfirva-kfinda and uttara-
kfirida of the Vedas. In the pfirva-kfinda dealing with rituals,
the glorificatory statements (arthavfidas) are accorded
validity (prfimfirjya) by treating them as subordinate to the
injunctive statements, whereas in the uttara-kfinda, he
establishes pnimfinya for them (arthavddas) on the basis that
they serve the useful purpose of directly teaching about
Brahman (svfitantryena). How then the two parts of the
Mimdn’lsfi be regarded as one treatise?
Vedanta Des’ika replies that there would be no

opposition between the two, if the principle of general and
exceptional (utsarga apavfida nydyafis adopted. In the prima-
kfinda, the glorificatory statements are accorded validity
following the general rule laid down by the Mimfimsaka
that they are subordinate to the injunctive statements. In
the case of the uttarakfinda, particularly in the
Samanvayfidhyfiya of Brahma-mimdnisfi, the Upanisdic texts
of glorificatory natureare accorded validity since they serve
the purpose of knowing more about the nature of Brahman
(bodhamfitrfit pumarthe). The stand adopted in respect of
pfirva-kfirtda is of a general nature (utsarga), whereas the
stand taken in respect of Uttamkfinda is exceptional.”3

Vedanta Deéika proves the validity of the Upanisadic
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texts on a different ground. There are injunctive statements
in the pfirva—kfinda enjoining the performance of certain
types of yfiga such as kfiriya 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 ofobtaining
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 itwould amount
to denouncement of the Vedic way of life (naigamfidhvfi-
palfipah”).

By way of summing up the discussion of the four
adhikaranas dealing with the subject-matter of the first four
sfitras, 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-jijfifisfi is to be undertaken after
completing the study of Pfirva—mimfirfisfi 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 adhikaratla establishes that
the definition offered by the Upanisad provides the
knowledge of Brahman directly. The third adhikarana
proves that s’fistra 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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CHAPTERTwo

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 ofBrahman. In the subsequent sfitms
of the first pdda of the first adhyfiya, he proceeds to outline
the essential nature (svarfipa) of Brahman. The next seven
adhikaranas are devoted to bring out the following points
relating to the svurflpa of Brahman:

1. It is distinct from pradhfina or the non—sentient
primordial cosmic matter.

2. It is different from the fivfitman 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 fikfisa, prc'ma and jyotis.

We shall discuss these topics in the present chapter.

I. Brahman as Sentient Being
The fksatyadhikarana deals with this subject. It is based on
the sfitra which reads: fksateh m1 as’abdam‘. The word
asabdam means, according to Ramanuja, that which is not
proved by Scripturebut establishedby inference (dnumfinika).
It implies the pradhdna 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 pradhfina 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 iksariameans
the function of seeing or resolving. The fuller meaning of
the sfitm is that pradhdna 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 Sérhkhya
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 fisid
ekameva advitiyam...tad aiksata bahusyfin’i prajfiyeyeti. Tat tejo
asrjataz- ”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 pradhfina as the cause of the universe ,
the word sat being interpreted as the unmanifested causal
state of the manifold universe. According to the Sémkhyas,
this variegated universe consisting of three gurgas, sattva,
rajas and tamas, existed prior to the state of creation as
unmanifest, when the three gurgas were in equilibrium. With
the disturbance of the equilibrium, the unmanifestpradhfina
evolved itself into thelmanifest 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 (kfirya), 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 pradhfina. That is, iksarga' or the
the function of resolving to becomemany cannot be ascribed
to the non-sentient entity such as pradhfina.

Against this view, it may be argued that the function of
thinking (iksana) is not to be taken in its primary sense. It is
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’3 in which even non—
sentient entities are described to have the function of
thinking. It is therefore appropriate to ascribe iksarjatva to
sat taken as pradhfina. Further, as pointed out earlier, the
causal substance should be of the same nature as its effects.
Otherwise 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 pradhdna as the cause of the
universe.
These arguments are untenable, contends Vedanta

Des’ika. As explained by Ramanuja in the Sri—Bhfisya, the
illustration cited in the Upanisad does not serve the purpose
of the probans (hetu) for the syllogistic argument advanced
by the samkhyas.Aswill be pointedout 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.4 Further, in the concluding
passage of the Chandogya dealing with Sadvidyfi, sat is
identifiedwith Atman (aitadfitmyam idam sarvan'l tat satyan'i,
sa fitmfi)5. Hence the non-intelligent pradhdna 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 pradhdna of the
Simkhya. In this Upanisadic passage it is taught that the
person whomeditates on sat (Brahman) attains moksa soon
after he is liberated from bondage. If sat were pradhfina,
then it would amount to the attaMent of non-self, which
is not what is sought after (tannistasya moksopadesfit‘).
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 knownby the knowledge of the
Ewan/(yew asrutan'1 srutan't 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 pradhfina 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.7 If sat were pradhfina,
such amerging wouldnotbe possible because the Sa'uhkhyas
do not admit pradhfina as the causal substance for the
sentient souls.“

The most important pointwhich goes against the claim
of the Simkhyas, 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 pradhfina, then
’tvam’ referring to firm should be onewith pradhana, a non-
sentient entity. This would amount to the wrong
philosophical teaching (heyatva vacamicca9).

It is also stated in the Upanisad that sat which is Brahman
enters itself along withfiva into all that is created and gives
names and forms to all the entities created by it (anena
fivenfitmam'i anupravisyamimarfipe vyfikaravfini'o). If sat were
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pradhfina, its anupraves’a along with fiva 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: fitmd mi idam eka eva agra asit, sa
iksata lokfinnu srjfi iti“. The Taitiriya says: so’ kfimayata
bahusyfin'r prajfiyeya iti.‘2
Taking all these points into consideration, Vedanta

Desika affirms that the iksatyadhikarana brings out an
important nature of Brahman viz., it is the cause of the
entire universe through the operation of its free will
(sveccdtah sarvahetuh).”

II. Brahman as Anandamaya
This is the subject-matter of a separate adhikararja named
Anandamayfidhikarana. In the previous adhikararja, it was
shown that Brahman as a sentient Being is different from
the non-senfientcosmic matter. In the present adhikararta,
Badarayana establishes that Brahman is blissful in nature
and as such it is distinct from the sentient individual self
(fivfitman). The reason for taking up this particular topic is
two-fold. First, if pradhfina of the Sindkhyas cannot be the
cause of the universe, since iksargatva in its primary sense
cannot be ascribed to it, the question is raised whether
fivfitman which is sentient can be admitted as the cause of
the universe. Secondly, in the same Chandogya passage
teaching Sadvidyd, we come across the famous statement
’tat-tvamasi’ which prima facie, implies that1an is identical
with Brahman. Anticipating such an objection,
Badarayana points out that Brahman is essentially of the
nature of bliss and that it is different from fivfitman, which
being subject to affliction in the state of bondage, cannot be
the cause of the universe.“

The main sfitra reads. Anandamayo abhyfisa't. '5 It means
that BrahmanlS constituted ofbliss because of the repetition
of the term anandain respect of Brahman1n the Upanisad
The fuller implication of the sutra 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 prfinamaya or consisting of
vital breath, as manomayu or consisting of mind, as
vijfifinamaya or of the nature of knowledge and finnndamaya
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 prfirgamaya 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 vijfifinamaya
since vijfifina, understood as the individual self, is more
important than the manas. Brahman as vijfifinamaya is
further transcendedby the concept of 47th (Brahman) as
dnandamaya.

Each one is described as purusa in a human form having
head (sirah), right and left side (paksall),middle part (fitmii)
and foundation (puccha). It also states that prfinamaya fitmfi
is other than annamaya purusa. The manomaya dtmfi is other
than prfinamaya. Distinct from manomaya is vijfifinamaya
dtma. After the description of vijfifinamaya, the Upanisad
mentions the finandamaya fitmfi, which is considered other
than vijfifinamaya. Thus says the Upanisad: tasyaisa eva
sfirira fitmfi, yah pfirvasya tasmfid vii etasmfit vijfifinamayfit
anyontara fitmd finandamayah."lt means: ”He who is the
Self of the preceding one is the Self related to the
vijfifinamaya also. As compared with this vijfifinamaya, 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 finandamaya. Hence finandamaya fitmfi 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: saisfi finandasya mimzin'isci bhavati.” It means,
"Now commences the enquiry concerning bliss.” It first
mentions what the measure of one human bliss is (eko
mfinusa finandah) 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
finandas of gods born in the ajfina heaven, of karma devas
(sacrifical gods), of the devas (celestial deities), of Indra, of
Brhaspati, and of Prajfipati. Finally it states that one hundred
timesof the bliss ofPrajfipati is the one unit ofbliss ofBrahma,
the word brahma being understood as Brahman, as
interpreted by Ramanuja.

This description of finanda 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 finandamaya or
infinitely blissful. This is what is implied by the words
’finandamayo abhyfisfit’ in the sfltra.

A few objections are raised against this conclusion of
Badarayana. The major objecfion is that what is described
as finandamaya is the fivfitma—svarfipa. This is based on the
assumption that jiva and Brahman are not essentially
different. This view constitutes the pfirva-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 Advai tin’s doctrine
of the non-difference between jiva and Brahman and

. establishes that fiva is distinct from Brahman and that
.
finadamaya dtmfi is Brahman. Vedanta Desika does not go
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into all these details in the Adhikaratza—sfirdvali. He confines
his attention to the following general criticismsmade against
the conclusion of Badarayana:

1) The affix mayat to 'the term dnanda implies the
sense of vikfira or modification, as in the case of
the term annamaya, whereas Brahman is
nirvikfira.

h.) \z The Upanisad desaibes the finaa‘amaya fitmfi as
sarira-fitmfi which means that it is a soul encased
in the physical body (s’arira sambandha fivdtmfi)
as in the case of annamaya fitmd which refers to
the physical body of an individual soul.

3) The dnandamaya dtmfi is conceived in a human
form with a head (s’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 prfirgamayu, we do not
take it in the sense of vikéra. Here it is understood as
essentially of the nature of pram. In the same way, the
term finadamaya in respect of Brahman should be
understood in the sense of abundance (prficurya), that is.
Brahman is essentially of the nature of finanda. Anandamaya
taken in the sense of modification is not applicable even in
respect fivfitman or the higher Brahman as conceived by
the Advaitin since the higher Brahman is nirvikfira or not
subject to modification. It is also not correct to understand
the word prficurya in the sense of predominance, since in
that case it would imply that there exists a small amount of
suffering (duhkfilpatva). 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.19

Regarding the second objection viz. the description of it
as sfirinitmfi, Vedanta Desika contends that this description
is very appropriate in reSpect of Brahman. The statement
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’tasyaisa eva s’firirfitmfi ya); pflrvasya’ is intended to point
out that as in the case of the earlier concept of Brahman
conceived as annamaya etc, the dnadamaya dtmd does not
have for it another antarfitmfi or the Indwelling Spirit but
on the contrary, Brahman itself is the antardtmd for it.
Brahman being the Self of the entire universe which is its
sarim, as well established in the Antaryfimi Brfihmana, it can
be regarded as sarirfiimfi. In fact, as Vedanta Deéika points
out, the description of finandamaya «itmd as éfirirfitmé is most
appropriate in its fullest sense since Paramfitman is the only
one who is the Self (s’ariri) of the entire universe. (sariroktih
tasmin akhilatanutayfi syfid asafikocah vrttih)?”

The third objection, viz the description of fitmfi in human
formwith head, sides (arms), tail, etc is of some significance.
In fact, Samkara also in his interpretation of the relevant
sfitra of this adhikarana takes the stand that the finandamaya
brahma cannot be the higher Brahman since it is nirvikfira
and niravaya. The statement Brahmapucchan'l pratisthfi
implies, according to him, that Brahman is transcendental
support of all empirical souls. (pucchavat pucchan'i pratisthfi
parfiyanam ekanidam).“ This is the true Brahman which is
the higher Reality (para brahma) and not the finadamaya
dtmun, 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 finandamaya
Brahman. The same finandamaya Brahman is symbolically
described in terms of head, arms, puccha, etc. for the purpose
ofmeditation.22 As an additional point of criticism, Vedanta
Deéika points out that if the description of higherBrahman
in terms of puccha is acceptable to Advaitin, why should he
have any objection to the view of the Viéistadvaitin 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 pucchan'i
pratisthfi’ 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 (anitarfidhfiraW.
Elsewhere in the Upanisad in reply to the query ’sa bhagavah
kasmin pratislhitd’, it is stated ’sve—mahimni’24 that is, it exists
by its own power. It is therefore not inappropriate to
describe Brahman in terms of Brahma puccham pratisthfi.
Thus, it is concluded that Brahman is essentially constituted
of infinite bliss (dnadamaya) and it is distinct from fivfit‘man.

III. Brahman as endowed with Spiritual Body
This is the subject-matter of the Antarfidhikararia which es-
tablishes that Brahman as finadamaya also possesses a spiri—
tual body. The relevant sfltra concerned with this subject
reads: Antah taddharmopadésfit.” 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-dharmopades’fit
means because the passages speak about the characteris-
tics that are only applicable to Brahman. The fuller mean-
ing of the sfitra can be understood with reference to the
concerned passages of the Upanisad on the basis of which
this sfltra is formulated. The main objective of the sfitra, as
explained by Ramanuja, is to prove that Brahman as a spiri-
tual Being is not only distinct from fivfitman but it is also
different from exalted fivas.

The following passages dealing with the meditation on
Udgitha, a hymn of Sémaveda 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: athu ya eso
antarfiditye hirarnmayah purusah drsyate hirarjyasmasruh
hiranyakes’a d-pranakhfit sarva eva suvarriah; tasya yathfi
kapyfisam pundarikam evamaksini; tasyoditi mima, sa esa
sarvebhya pdpmebhya uditah, udeti ha vai sarvebhyah
pfipmabhyah. 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
drs’yate, saiva _rk, tat sfima, tad uktham tad yajuh, tad brahma
tasyaitasya tadeva rfipam. yadamusya rfipam, yfivamusya
gcsrjuzu tau gesrgau yannfima tanmima.27 ”Now this person
(purusa) who is seen within the eye is the hymn (rk). He
alone is the chant (sfiman), 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 doubtwhether 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
fivfitman, who has risen to such a position by virtue of the
accumulation of excessive punya and who can function as
lévara 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 sfltra.

Bédarayana rejects this view and affirms that the purusa
seen in the sun and also in the eye is Brahmanwhopossesses
a spiritual lustrous body. The main reason for refuting this
view is that certain characteristicsmentionedin the passage
in respect of the purusa are applicable only to Brahman
and not to fivfitman even if it is exalted. Secondly, what
abideswithin the orbit of the sun is Paramfitman, as is evident
from the Antaryfimi Brfihmana 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 (hirargmayah)
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.29 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
(nityas’riljt) 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 akas’ah; tasminnayan'z puruso
manomayal}, amrto hiranmayah). The Taittiriya Upanisadalso
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 papa.

This objection is untenable, contends Vedanta Desika.
Several other Scriptural texts declare that Brahman is free
from both puuya and papa. 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 lsvara
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 (s’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 iswarrantedby several Scriptural texts31 .
It is nitya or everlasting in the sense that it is not subject to
decay or destruction (nasarahitam). The Scriptural text says
that Visnu, the Supreme Deity with such a divine form is



The Doctrine of Brahman 39

eternally seen by the nitya-sfiris or divine sages (tadvisrloh
parman‘z padarr'z sadfi pas’yanti sfirayah) Such a Supreme Being
manifests Himself out of His own free will in different
incarnated forms (avatfiras) such as vyflhas, vibhiivas, arcfi
and antaryfimin without abrogating His transcendental
spiritual character purely for the purpose of the protection
of the pious devotees (sa devah punisdrfi sanisfira s’fintyai
vipurirjnmafi vyfihapfirvaih vibhfigaih”). 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 ls’vara on
the basis of the probans such as dehatvfit or because it is a
body and arr'léatvdt 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, it is all a
mere enactment, similar to the acting of a person on the
theatrical stage in different roles (svecchfi avatdresu
abhinayati).

The description of the purusawith eyes similar to a lotus
(pundarikfiksa) is regarded by Ramanuja as Supreme Deity
in the name of Narayana or Visnu since the Itihfisas and
Purfirjas 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 dkfisa or ether, prfina 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 fikfisa and prfirga) and the highest
Spiritual Being (in the case ofjyotis). This matter is therefore
examined in three separate adhikaranas named
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Akfisfidhikaraua, Prfinédhikamna and Iyotiradhikararjawith
a View to determining the nature of Brahman as distinct
from all physical entities.

a. Akas’a as Brahman

This is the subject of the Akasadhikarana which deals with
the question whether the term dkfis’a mentioned in the
following passage of the Chandogya refers to the etherial
space which is generaiiy the accepted meaning of it, or does
it refer to Brahman. The sfltra framed on the basis of the
passage reads: dkfis’ah tallifigfit.” It means that fikfisa is
Brahman since the characteristic marks mentioned in the
passage about fikfis’a are applicable to it.

In reply to the query ’what is the goal of this universe’
the Upanisad states: zikfis’a iti hovfica, sarvfini imfini bhutfiny
{ikfis’édeva samutpadyante, fikfisam pratyastam yfinti, fikfis’ohy
evebhyo jyfiyfin, fikfis’ah parfiyanam.“

”It is dkfiéa, for all these beings originate from fikfis’a and
return to fikfis’a. Akfis’a is greater than these. Therefore,
fikfisa is the goal.”

The term fikfisa generally means the etherial space.
Besides, in the Taittiriya Upanisad it is stated that from
[itman (Brahman) fikfis’a is brought into existence (fitmanah
fikfis’ah sambhfitah). As a product of litman, 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 ’sarvfini ha 05
bhfitdni cikdszideva samutpadyante’ the expression ha 05 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, dtmfi, 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.35

Besides, the passage describes fikfis’a as the highest of all
beings and also their goal (fikds’o jyfiyfin fikfis’ah parfiyanam).
This description is not applicable to the etherial space
(bhfitfikfis’a). Further in the Taittiriya text it is stated that
fikfis’a is brought into existence from the dtman (fitmanah
fikfisah sambhfltah). The fitmfi referred to here stands
nnn‘ovh InllIIv in Rw‘kmnn mnn‘unnnfil at I-kn nnmmnnnnmnn“Lkullthhluully IV ”Lulullull LLlLLlLLUllLu ul I’Ll‘.’ LUIIIJ‘ICAILCLILCLI‘
of the passage whichis described as vipascit or all--l<nowing
(vividham paéyaccitva) or omniscient Brahman. This
bfiutfikfiéa which is the productof Brahman is different from
Akfisa mentioned in the Chandogya Upanisad. Akfiéa is
Brahman in the sense that it illumines everything else
(fikfis’ayati) and it also shines everywhere (fikiisate).

b. Prina as Brahman
This is the subject of the Prfinddhikamriawhich discusses the
issue whether the term prfina employed in the Chandogya
passage stands for the vital breath or Brahman. The passage
states: in reply to the query made to prastotd priest regarding
the deity connected with prastfiva, it is said: pram iti hovfica,
sarofini ha 05 imfini bhfitfini prfinamwa abhisan'zvisanti prfinam
abhyujjihate, saisfi devatfi prastfivam anvydyattfi.“

”The pram: is that deity, for all these beings merge in
the prfina ‘alone and from pram: alone do they depart. This
is the deity which is connected with prastfiva.”

The sfitra which is framed with reference to,this passage
says: Ata eva prfinah.” It means for the same reason, that
is, the reason offered in respect of fikfis’a in the earlier sfitra,
namely that the characteristics of Brahman mentioned in
the Upanisad holds good in respect of Brahman.

The doubt arises in respect ofprfina because prfina is taken
in the commonly understood sense of fivefold vital breath.
In the case of fikfisa the commonly accepted meaning
(rudhyartha) of the term fikfis’a 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



42 The PhilosophyofVis’istzidvaita Vedanta

pram: 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 dkfisa as Brahman the expression
ha 01? used in the statement, ”sarvzini ha mi imfini bhfltfini
prfinameva abhisarr‘lvisanti...” implies that prfizla 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, (kdstha silfidisu).
Such a power or capacity to sustain life of all entities is not
found in vital breath. Further, as in the case of fikfisa, the
Sruti texts speak of Brahman as prdnasya prfinah, amrtasya
prfina. More importantly, the Taittiriya states that no one
else other than Brahman can sustain life of all. Brahman is
therefore admitted as prfina in the sense that it sustains all
life (nikhila pnizuma or pninayatisarvdzzi bhfitfini).Hence prfina
denotes Brahman.38

c. Jyotis as Brahman

This is the subject of Iyotiradhikarana which establishes that
the jyotis or self-luminous light referred to in the Upanisad
denotes Brahman and not the cosmic light. The sfltra
covered by this adhikarazla reads: Iyotis-carandbhidhfinfit.”
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 Chandogya Upanisad, a passage refers to the
cosmic entity named as jyotis, in connection with the
meditation on gfiyatri. It states:

Atha yad atah para divo jyotir dipyate vis’vatah prsthesu
sarvatalz prsthesu anuttamesu uttamesu lokesu, idam vfiva tad
yak: idam asminnantal} puruse jyotih tasyaisa drstih.‘o- ”Now
the light which shines above the heaven, above all, above
everything, in the highest worlds beyond which there are
no higherworlds; 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
jyotis mentioned in the passage refers to the physical light
radiatedby 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
thewell established meaning of the term. AsVedanta Desika
explains, there are certain favourable factors in support of
this view. First, unlike in the passage referring to the akfisa
and pram, 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 descriptive identity mark. Secondly, the jyotis
of the higher realms is equated with the digestive firewithin
one’s body (jatharfigni). Though agni as the cause of the
universe is stated elsewhere in the Upanisad dealing with
Vais’vanaravidya,it is not mentioned in the presentpassage.
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
Deéika. As Badarayana states, the jyotis denotes Brahman
because of the mention of the feet. The sfitra reads:
carandbhidhanat“. 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 Purusasfikta is reiterated:
etavanasya mahima, ato jiyayfin'xs’ca purusah, padosya
visvabhfitani, tripadasya amrtam divi.“

”Such is the greatness of it; greater than it is the Supreme
Person (purusa). 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 diva jyotih). This fact cannot be
overlooked. ]yotis, therefore, denotes Brahman.43
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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 gayatrimantra 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 fwas
denoted by the term bhflta 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
bhfitas taken to mean all beings together cannot actually be
the pada or part of gayatri. Hence the reference to
paramjyotis 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 bhfintan’: anubhati sarvarr'l tasya bhasd
sarvan'i idam vibhfiti“ — ”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 jyotisfin': jyotir-
ayur hopasate 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 pram referred to by him, which are
employed in an important passage of the Kausitaki
Uparu'sad, denote Indra himself as the Ruler of the universe
or Brahman which is the antarfitma of all entities. We have
seen in the preceding adhikaranas (Antaradhikarana and
Prdnadhikarana) that Brahman is distinct from the celestial



The Doctrine ofBrahman 45

deities such as fiditya-purusa or the purusa seen in the sun
taken as exaltedfivdtman and alsoprfina taken asVitalbreath.
The Indra and prfina concepts are allied to the issues related
to the fiditya-purusa and prfina respectively and hence
Badarayana takes it up for consideration as a separate
topic.

The relevant sfitra states: prfinah tathdnugamfit”. It
means, according to Ramanuja , that the word' prfina
(referred to by Indra) denotes Brahman because it is
correlated with the terms such as dnanda, ajara and amrta
referred to in the passage. This sfttra has direct reference to
the passage of Kausitaki Brahmana dealing with Pratardana
vidyfi. 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
deemedmost beneficial to mankind. (yam tvarr'z manusyfiya
hitatamam manyase.) Indra tells him: mfimeva vijfinihi,
etadeva aham manusyfiya hitatamam manye - ”Understand
me only; that iswhat I deem most beneficial formankind“ ”.
He first narrateshis exploits and glories and thereafter says:
prfino’smi prajfifitmd tam mdrr’x dyur amrtam iti upfisva, dyub
prdnah, prfizzo vfi iiyuh.“

”I am prfizza, meditate on me as the intelligent self, as
life, as immortality; life is prdzta and print! is life”. In the
concluding passage it is stated that prfina is prajfifitmfi,
finan'da, amarah, amrtah.50

The question which is raised in this connection iswhether
the meditation suggested by Indra is on the individual soul
denotedby the term prfina or on Brahman which is distinct
from it. The prima facie view is that prfina here refers to
“the individual soul, since Indra instructs Pratardana to
meditate on him as pram and as the intelligent self. Such a
madltation is considered most beneficial for mankind
Whamfi). Besides, the passage also commences with this

tier. Hence Indra "who is credited with heroic
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achievements is to be accepted as the Ruler of the universe
(vis’vakartd). According to the principle of interpretation,
what is stated at the commencement (upakrama) is stronger
than the conclusive statement describing prfina as amrta,
ajara, dmmda etc.

Following the explanation offered by Ramanuja, Vedanta
Desika refutes the above prima facie view. There are three
kinds of upfisanfi on Brahman for the attainment of the
highestgoal: a) Brahman as related to fiviitman, b) Brahman
as related to acit or cosmicmatter c) Brahman in its essential
nature (tredhfi hi updsyan'i bahuvidhfi cid-acid-kaficukam
svdtmanfi ca).5‘ The updsami enjoined in the present passage
on Indra-prima is to be treated as updsand on Brahman as
related to the fiva 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 visesazta or body
of Brahman in a technical sense, as the object ofmeditation
for attaining the most beneficial goal of human endeavor.

Regarding the pointmentioned 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
prfiua also stands for Brahman as qualified by Indra prima
(Indravis’ista Paramfitmd).

An objection, which is raised by the Sutrakfira himself is
how Indra, who is the main spokesman (vaktfi) and who is
fully aware of himself being an individual soul, can mean
by his prfina Brahman. The reply is that Indra is justified in
advisingPratardana to meditate on him on the basis of the
sfistradrsti, that is, the knowledge leading to the
comprehension that jivfitman is the sarira (body) of
Paramfitman, as taught in the Antaryfimi Brfihmana 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
Paramdtman as the Antaryfimi 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 Deéika explains why the
criteria adopted in interpreting the general terms such as
akfis’a, prfina, jyotz's, Indra-pram 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
denotedby a term such as akasa is found to be a product or
what is brought into existence (kdrya), the commonly
accepted meaning (rfidhyartha) 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
Prajfipati, a higher celestial deity, the same principle of
interpretationholds good. This is the reason for interpreting
akasa and dditya 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 agm' 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 antaryfimin of Indra. The same principle is
followed in respect of the two famous statements: ahan':
brahmfismi and tattvamasi. Ahan'1 which denotes the fiva is
understood as svdtmd vis’istam paramdtmfi or one’s self as
éarira of Paramdtmfi. Similarly tvan'i refers to the fiva of
Svetaketu and tvamasi means abhimukha cetana visista

II

Paramatma, that is, Paramfitman as qualified by Svetaketu.
'

Itch an interpretation, Vedanta Desika contends, is fully
stifled according to the principle of interpretation laid
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down by the Mimamsakas. There is a Vedic statement:
”aindryfi gérhapatyam”. Gfirhapatya is the name of sacrificial
fire and Indrameans in the accepted sense, a celestial deity.
In this instance, Indra cannot be regarded as agm' in the
primarysense and hence Indra is understoodin a secondary
sense as agni since Indra is associated with sacrifice. But
etymologically Indra can also be understoodas Is’vara since
the root word Ind denotes the quality of Is’vam.“ The
principle of interpretationfollowed by the Visistadvaitin is
summed up as follows: Vyutpattyfi paramfitmdnam tat-
taduktih prakfis’ayet; tallinga ananaythfisiddhau tadvisistd-
valambani. It means: ”The terms employed in such passages
denote Paramiz'tman with reference to their etymological
meaning. If the descriptive statements in the passage about
them do not corroborate thatmeaning, we have to interpret
them in favour of Paramfitman qualified by them.

By way of summing up the preceding adhikaranas
dealing with the nature of Brahman, Vedanta Des’ikapoints
out how each adhikarana brings out an important aspect of
Brahman. The first four adhikaranas — Iijr'ldsfidhikararga,
Ianmddy-adhikarana, Sdstrayonitvfidhikarana, and
Samanvayfidhikarana - are intended to justify the study of
Vedanta (éfistra firambha samarthana) and hence these are
treatedas Introductory. The actual teaching of Vedintas’dstra
commences from the fifth adhikarana named Iksatyadhi—
karamzfi4 The importantpoint brought out in this adhikarana
is that Paramfitman is the creator of the universe out of His
own free will (svecchfitah sarvahetuh), as indicated by the
term Iksazia and supported by the Upanisadic statement
’tadaiksata bahusyfin't prajfiyeyeti, tat tejo asrjata’. The sixth
adhikarana named Anandamayfidhikarana highlights that
Brahman who is endowed with auspicious attributes is
constituted of dnanda par excellence (subha gunavibhava
ananta nissima harsah.) The Antaradhikarana reveals that
Brahman possesses a divine f‘orm (body) which is
constitutedof suddha-sattva or spiritual substance which is
assumed out of His free will and which is not subject to



iflfll‘i

-

The Doctrine ofBrahman 49

karma (s’uddha akarmottha—divyfikrtih). This point is
supported by the Chandogya text: atha eso antarfiditye
hiranmayah purusah. The Akfis’fidhikararja establishes that
Brahman is of the nature of self— illumination (prakdsa) par
excellence and illumintates every thing in the universe
(anupadhika-fikfisanfidi svabhfivah) and that it is also the
highest Goal, as evidenced by the Scriptural text ’dkfis’o

jyfiyfin .fikr'zso paréyanam’. The Prénfidhilxzmna emphasizes
that Brahman is the giver of life or sustenance (sattfi) to
everything in the universe, both living beings and non-
sentient objects such as wood, rocks, etc., (saprfina aprdna
bheda vyatikarabhidura jagatah prénanah). This is evident
from the Upanisadic statement: sarvfini ha 012 imfini bhfitdni
prfirgameva abhisarr‘wis’anti prfinam abhyujjihate). The
Iyotis’caranfidhikamna reveals that Brahman is of the nature
of transcendental spiritual Light (divya diptih). The
Chandogya statements ’atha para divo jyotih dipyate’,
uttamesu lokesu etc supports this. The last adhikarana known
as Indraprfitlfidhikarana brings out the fact that Brahman is
the antardtmd or Indwelling Self of celestialdeities such Indra
and non-sentient entities such as prdna (prfinendriyddy
antardtmfi). The main objective of these adhikarargasand also
those which are covered in the pfidas 2 and 3 of first adhyfiya,
which deal with Brahman, according to Vedanta Desika,
is to highlight the gunas or attributes of Paramfitman
(sarvesfim api adhikaranfinfin’: tattat bhagavadguna
prddhfinakrtyam). The other details contained in these
adhikaranas are meant for critical evaluation of prima facie
views for the purpose of supporting the main thesis.55
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CHAPTER THREE
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CHARACTERISTICS OF BRAHMAN

In the preceding chapter we have outlined the essential
nature (svarfipa) of Brahman as enunciated by Badarayana
in the first pdda of adhyfiya I of Brahma—5mm. In the present
chapter we shall present the distinguishing characteristics
(dharmas) of Brahman as brought out by Badaréyana 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
jivfitman and prakrti. According to Ramanuja, such
Upanisadic texts are of three kinds: 1) aspasta fivfidilifigaka
vzikyas, or the statements which are not clear as to whether
they teach about fivfitman. 2) spasta fivfidilir’lgaka vdkyas or
the statements which appear to speak clearly about
fivdtman. 3) spastatarafivfidilingaka vfikyas or the statements
which appear to teach more clearly about either jfivfitman
or prakrti. If the main purport of the Upanisadsis Brahman,
as established in the samanvayfidhikarana, it would be
necessary to examine these statements to clear the doubts
and establish that the Upanisadic texts teach aboutBrahman
and its dharmas. The remaining three pfidas of first adhydya
are devoted to the consideration of this important matter.
Accordingly, the second pdda deals wit-h the statements
which are vague (aspasta), the third pdda deals with
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statements which are unambiguous (spasm) and the fourth
pfida deals with texts which appear to point outmore clearly
that either prakrti or fivfitman is the cause of the universe
(spastara). By way of critically examining the prima facie
views advancedby 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 (Sarvfitmfi)
2) Brahman as the Devourer of the entire universe

(Attfi)
3) Brahman as the Purusa abiding in the eye

(Aksisthiti purusa)
4) Brahman as the Inner Controller of all

(Antarydmin)
5) Brahman as the Imperishable Reality (Aksara)
6) Brahman as the Ruler of all souls (Vaiévfinara)
7) Brahman as the Support of heaven and earth

(Ayatana)
8) Brahman as Infinitely great (Bhfimfi)
9) Brahman as the fldhfira of the universe

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

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

(Daharfikfis’a)
12) Brahman as the augustamfitra Purusa is the Ruler

of All (Samaniyantd)
13) Brahman as the object of meditation for celestial

deities (Devfidimim upfisyah).
14) Brahman as the Ndmarfipakartfi of the universe
15) Brahman as the Cause of the universe
16) Brahman as Ubhayaliriga

The adhikaranas of the second and third pfidas 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 pfida. As these are



The Distinguishing Characteristics of Brahman 55

mainly concerned with the establishment of the Vedanta
theory that Brahman is the cause of the universeby way of
refuting the views of the samkhya 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 Ubhayalifigadhikarana, which is
included in the third adhyfiya 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 Sfidhana.

I. Brahman as the Self of All
This is the subject-matter of the Sarvatra-prasiddhyadhi—
karana. The main sfltra related to it reads: Sumatra prasi-
ddhopades’at‘. The word sarvatra means everywhere, that
is, in all the Upanisads. Ramanuja offers anothermeaning
viz. everything in the universe (sarvasmin jagati). Prasiddha
upadesameans a teaching or theory which iswell established
in the Upanisads. The fuller implication of the sfitra will
become clear from the famous passage of the Chandogya
Upanisad dealing with Sandilya Vidyd or the meditation
prescribed by Sandilya on Brahman as the primary cause
of the universe. The passage commenceswith the following
statement: Sarvarr‘l khalu idarh brahma tajjalfin iti santa
upfisita.2
”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 kratun'l
kurvita, manomayah prfina s’arirah bharfipahfi

”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. Lethim therefore
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practise meditation. Let him.meditate on that which consists
of mind (manomaya), which has pram: or vital breath as its
body (prdnasarira) and whose form is light (bhfirflpahY’

The opening sentence of the passage refers to the
meditation on Brahman since the compoundword ’tajjaldn’
employed in it implies that from which the universe
originates (tajjatvfit), that in which the universe is dissolved
(tallatvfit) and that in which everything is sustained

'l'k L. “L(tadnnatvat). Lanese are that“uuee COSuuC iuI‘LCLiOi‘iS unit 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 sfitra.

In the subsequent statement, it is said that meditation is
to be observed on thatwhich is manomaya, prfinas’arira, and
bhfirfipa. This description of meditation in terms such as
manomaya, prfizuzs’arira, and bhfirfipa gives room for doubt
as to whether the object of meditation is the individual self
(fivdtman) or the Supreme Self (Brahman). The prirna facie
view is that it refers to the individual self because manas or
mind and prdna or breath are associated withfiva. Theword
’munomaya’ is taken to mean as that which consists ofmind
and prfinas’arira as that which has breath (prim) as its body.
Accordingly, what is referred to in theUpanisadis fiva since
mums and prfina belong to it. It cannot be Brahman since
according to the UpanisadBrahman is devoidofbothmums
and prfina. Thus says the Upanisad: aprdnohy amamih
subrah" -” Brahman is devoid of mind and prfizza’

This view is rejected by the author of the sfitra. 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, prdnamayatva, etc which are well established
in all the Upanisads. Thus says the Mundaka Upanisad:
manomayah prfina s’arira netfi - ”He who is made of mind,
the guide of the body of breath.” The KenaUpanisad says:
”He is the Ruler of pram/’5 The term manomaya is appli-
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cable to Brahman because Brahman is to be apprehended
only by purified mind (vis’udhena manasa grahyatvam).
Prdnas’arira 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
Desika, there is another prima facie View, according to
which the entire passage coveringboth the opening sentence
and the subsequentone refer to the meditation on jivatman
and not Brahman. In the opening statement, ”sarvarr'z khalu
idarr'z brahma” brahma can also mean fivfitman since fiva takes
birth due to karma in variety of forms in the universe. Hence
it is equated with the universe by the expression ’idarn
sarvarr'l’. It is such a fiva on which one has to meditate as
manomaya, pranamaya, etc.

This view is untenable, contends Vedanta Desika. As
pointed out by Raménuja, the entire passage speaks about
the meditationon Brahman. Though flva 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. 170a 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
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Brahman as qualified by attributes of manomayatva,
prfirgas’ariratva, etc is to be meditated upon. It is not a
separate injunction (vidhi) but it is a restatement ofwhat is
already enjoined in a more specific way. Prasiddha upadesa
in the sfitra means, according to this interpretation, that it
is so well established in the Taittiriya and other Upanisads
and sarvatra means that Brahman is the Self (fitmfi) of all
entities in the universe. The expression ’sarvan'i idan'i brahma
’therefore implies that Brahman is the universe in the sense
that it is the Self of all (sarvfitmd). This qualification does
not applyto fivdtman.

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, fikfisfitmd, etc.6, for purpose of
mediation are only applicable to Brahman. In a later part
of the passage7 it is stated that this (Brahman) is my Self“.
This statement conveys the difference between fiva and
Brahman and hence it cannot be fiva, Its description as
smaller than the smallest (aniydn) is intended to convey that
Brahman abides in one’s heart for the purpose of updsanfi
(nicfiyatvfit).9

The important point to be noted in this adhikararja is that
Brahman is Sarvfitmfi 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 (svfidhina-as’esa—sattd-sthiti yatanatayd
sarvabhfivena tisthanm).

II. Brahman as the Devourer of the Universe
This is the subject-matter of the adhikarana named
Attrfidhikarazza. A passage in the Katha Upanisad describes
fitman symbolically as the one for whom Brfihmanas and
Ksatriyas are food and death is itself the condiment. Thus
it states: yasya brahma ca ksatram ca ubhe bhavata odanall;
mrtyul} yasya upasecanam“ - ”For Him brahma (Brfihmana)
and ksatra (ksatriyas) are food and death (mrtyu) is the
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condiment. No body really knows how and where He is.”
In this verse brahma and ksatriya which mean Brfihmanas
and Ksatriyas represent the entire universe of movables and
immovables. Mrtyu represents the God of death. Thewords
food and condiment suggest that the Atman referred to here
is the atta or devourer. Based on this passage Badarayana
has framed the sfttra which reads: atta canicara 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 (fiva) is the atta
or eater, since normally a fiva who is subject to karma is the
eater of the food. The sfitra, as interpreted by Ramanuja,
rejects it and upholds that it is the Supreme Self or Brahman
which is atta, because the terms ’brahmaand ’ksatra’ together
with mrtyu used in the Upanisad symbolically represent
the entire universe comprising the movable (cam) and
immovable (acara) entities. fiva cannot consume the entire
universe. Brahman is therefore the attaor devourer. That
is, it is the Sarhhartfi or the cause of the dissolution of the
universe.

The act of eating here symbolically represents the
dissolution (sarhhara) 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
Paramfitman (Brahman) (jivavya'vartam ca prakarana
viditam”). The question of regarding fiva 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
’.ijrahmw) who have entered the cave (heart) drink the fruit
'bf karma (rta). The relevant passage says: Rtam pibantau
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sukrtasya loke guham pravistau parame parardhc; chaya’tapau
brahmavido vadanti” -”The two of the nature of sunshine
and shadowhavingentered 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 fiva, the question arises
whether Brahman can be the enjoyer of the fruits of karma
(sukrta). If Brahman is not the bhokta unlike fiva 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
ksetrajfia (Paramatman) respectively. Such a view is also
supported by a statement in Pairigi Rahasya Brtihmarta
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 sfitra reads: guham pravistau atamnau hi
tad—dars’anat”. 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 guhfi or cave. The individual soul
being subjected to karma actually drinks the rta in the sense
of reaping the benefits of good deeds. Paramfitman is
regarded as the onewho drinks the rta in a figurative sense
by virtue of his companionship with the drinkingjiva. 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
regardedas goingwith umbrella. TheUpanisadic statement
can also be understood in the sense that Paramatman' as
preraka or the impeller causes the flva to drink the fruits of
karma, while fiva actually enjoys it as impelled by Him
(prerya). That is, fiva 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 fiva.

Regarding the Paingi Sruti quoted in support of the two
selves as buddhi and Paramatman respectively, Vedanta
Desika 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 anyah
(taynr—anyah pippalam svfidvatti sattvam). The term sattva
stands for fivatman and not buddhi, as wrongly interpreted.
Sattva means jantu or a living being, according to kosia.“S A
jantu is one which experiences the fruits of karma and
accordingly it cannot be regarded as buddhi (jantau ca sattva
s’rutih iyam ucita karma-bhuk“).
Thus the Attradhikarana brings out the important

characteristic of Brahman as the san'ihartd or the one who
dissolves the universe. Though in an earlier adhikarana
(Ianmadyadhikararja) 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 fiva, though it
abides in the heart.

III. Brahman as the Purusa Abiding in the Eye
This is the subject matter of a separate adhikarazta named
Antaradhikaraua 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
adhikarazia is different from the Antaradhikarazla discussed
earlier which deals with the purusa seen in the orbit of the
sun (adityapurusa) 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

e. -_entioned in the same Upanisad in a different context. The
present adhikaraaa 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 updsaka to meditate on it. The previous
adhikararja (Antarddhikarana) on the other hand, is intended
to prove that the fidityapurusa and aksipurusa are not the
higher celestial deities but Brahman.
The Chandogya Upanisad teaching Upakosala—vidyfi states:
ya eso aksinz' puruso drs’yate, esa fitmfi iti hovdca, etad amrtam
abhayarr'l etad brahmeti, tad yady apyasmin sarpir vodaknn'i mi
sificati, vartmani hy eva gacchati'“.

”This person (purusa) who is seen in the eye, He is the
Self (dtmd). This is the immortal, the fearless (abhayan‘z),
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 thatpurusa referred to as seen directly (by the yogins)
inthe eye. Four alternatives are possible. Either it is the
reflection of the fiva, since it is so explicitly stated to_have
been perceived directly by the yogins; or it is the jivfitman,
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 (sfirya devatd) who is stated to be present in the eye
through the rays; or it is the very fltman (Brahman).

Badarayana rejects the first three views and affirms that
the purusa seen in the eye is Brahman. The relevant sfitra
reads: Antara upapatteh.’9lt 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 fitman
and it is amrta or immortal, abhaya or fearless and brahma
or infitintely great. These attributes are not applicable to
either jivfitman or its reflecfion or to the celestial deity. That
the purusa in the eye is Brahman is further confirmed by
the subsequentstatement which refers to the following other
attributes of Brahman:

etam samyadvdma ity dcaksate, etarr'l hi survfini vfimdni
abhisarfiyanti, sarvfini enan‘1 vfimdny abhisarfiyanti, ya evarh
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veda...esa u eva viimiinih esa u eva bhdmdnih, esa hi sarvesu
lokesu bhiiti.20

”This they call san’iyad vdma since all desirable things go
towards Him. All desirable things go to him who knows
this.” ”He is vfimfinihsince he bestows all blessings to living
beings. ”He is bhfimfini for He shines in all worlds.” Both
these terms vfimfini and bhcimfim' (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
upiisaka.

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 : prfino brahma karr'l
brahma khan'i brahma - ”The pram: is Brahman, joy (kan't) is
Brahman, ether (khan?) is Brahman.” Byway of clarification
of what is him and Hum, it is further stated: yadvciva karr'l
tadeva kharr'z, yadvfiva khan'i tadeva kan'i iti; prfinam ca hfismai
taddkfis’arfi ca ficuh“ - ”What is joy(kan'1) that itself is fikfis’a
(khan'i). What is fikfis’a (khan'i) that itself is the joy (karr'l).
They (agni Gods) taught him about prfina and fikfis’a.

The term prfina ’as interpreted by Ramanuja’ refers to
Brahman since it is the giver of lifeto the entire universe.
The term kan'1 means joy and the word khan'i means infinite
and the two terms taken together as qualifying each other
imply that Brahman denoted by prfina is infinitely blissful
(jagat prdzzayitrtvena prfina visistam yad Brahma tadeva
aparicchinna sukharftpezia cam")

The point to be noted is that the mention of the essential
characteristic of Brahman as kan'1 and khan'1 supports the
View that the aksi-purusa mentioned in the Chandogya
passage denotes Brahman and not fiva or any other entity.
Bédarayana also mentions this fact in the sfitra reading ‘Ata
eva ca sa brahma.”3 It means that because of the mention of
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ka and kha as qualifying characteristic of prdrga, 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 Paramfitman
dwells in the eye as the inner controller (ya caksti tisthan).
In view of this, the purusa seen inside the eye by the yogins
is Brahman. Besides, the Chandogya Upanisad dealing
with Upakosala—vidyd mentions the arcirfidi mfirga. This
pathway is prescribed only for those upfisakaswhomeditate
on Brahman (sthitiniyatibaldt arcirddi yuktitas’ca“). The
aksz'purusa 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-vidyfi. 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?
VedantaDesika 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. (svfitantryu uttamsitastu s’rutisu na phaladaéaiva
vedyatva vddahzs). 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
a reflected image, can confer good result since it is enjoined
by the Scriptural text.

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

IV. Brahman as the Inner Controller ofAll
This is the subjectmatter of theAntaryfimyadhikarana which
brings out explicitly that Brahman is the Antaryamin of all
entities in the universe, both sentient and non-sentient. The
relevant sz'ttra reads: Antaryamyadhidaiva adhiloka fidisu tad—

dharma vyapadesfit.“ The term antaryfimimeans one who
controls from within or the Inner Controller. Adhidaivfidisu
means the deities and other entities referred to in the
Upanisadic statements. The word adhiloka added by
Ramanuja on the basis of the Mddhyandina recension of the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad means the worlds and others.
The word taddharmopadesfit means because of the mention
of the attributes applicable to Brahman. The total meaning
of the sfitra, as interpretedby Ramanuja, is thatAntaryfimin
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 sfitm is based on the significant passage known as
the Antarydmi Brfihmana of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad.
In a discourse between the Sage Yajr'iavalkya 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 antaryfi-
minam. Ya imdrnca lokan’t paran'r ca lokarr'l sarvfini bhfitfini yo
antaro yamayati. In reply Yajfiavalkyastates: yah prthivyfim
tisthan prthivyfi antarah, yarn prthivi na veda, yasya prthivi
sariran'i, yah prthivim antaro yamayati, yesa ta fitmd antaryfimy
amrtah.”

”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 (fitmfi),
the Inner Controller (antaryfimz‘), the immortal (amrtah)."
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In the same strain Yajfivalkya repeats the statement
twenty times covering in each statement the following other
entities viz. up (water), agni (fire), antariksa (sky), vdyu (air),
divi (heaven), fiditya (sun), dik (quarters), candra—tdraka
(moon and stars), fikfis’a (ether), tamas (darkness), tejas
(light), sarvabhflta (all beings), prfina (life breath), vfik (organ
of speech), caksus (ther eyes), srofra ( the ear), manas (the
mind), tvak (the skin), vijfifina (the individual self) and rates
(semen). The above enumeration of the entities is according
to the recension of the Kfinva. TheMadhyandina recension
of the Upanisad lists a few more additional entities viz.
sarvaloka, sarva veda and sarva yajfia. Besides, in place of
vijfidna, it uses the term dtman, or the individual self. Thus
it is stated: ya fitmani tisthan, fitmano antaro, yam dtmfi na
veda, yasyfitmfi s’ariram, ya fitmdnam antaro yamayati, sa ta
dtmfi antarydmi amflah.23

This significant passage covers in an exhaustive way
both the sentient and non-sentient entities including the
individual self denoted by the term vijfifina and fitman. In
each it is described that Paramdtman (Brahman) dwells in
them (tisthan) and also abides within them (antarah), none
of the entities know Him (m1 veda), But they constitute His
body (sariram). Paramatman controls them from within
(antaro yamayati). It is also stated that this Paramfitman is
your Self (yesa ta fitmd), who is Antaryfimin and' immortal
(amrta).
After narrating in a grand way the immanence of

Paramétman in all the entities—of the universe, Yijfiavalkya
makes the following statement:

Adrsto drastfi, aérutah srotfi, amanto mantd, avijfifito vijfidtfi,
nfinyato’sti drastfi, nfinyato’sti srotfi, nfinyato’sti manta,
minyato’sti vijfifitd, esa ta fitmfi antaryumi amrtah ato anyad
zirtamf-9

It means according to Ramfinuja: ”He (Antarydmin) is
not seenbutHe sees all.He is not heard buthears 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 butHe. There
is no other cognizer but He. There is no other knower but
He. He is your Atmd (self) the inner controller, and the
immortal. Everything else is a source of misery (firtam).

An importantquestion raised with regard to this passage
is whether this Antaryfimin referred to here is Paramfitman
or is it fivdtman? According to the prima facie view, it is
fivfitman. The main argument in supportof it is that towards
the end of the passage it is described as drastfi, one who
sees, srotfi or one who hears etc. Besides it is alsomentioned
that there is no one elsewho is the seer, no one else who is
the hearer etc. These descriptions do not fitwith Paramfitman
but only with fiva The act of hearing or seeing is possible
through the media of respective sense organs and only a
1an associated with the mind and sense organs can have
such functions.
Badarayana rejects this view and affirms that the

Antaryfimin 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 Paramfitman (taddharma vyapades’fit).
The first important characteristic, which is well brought
out in the Upanisadic statements, is thatHe controls all the
deities, all the worlds and all the entities by virtue of His
being their Antarfitmfi or indweller. Such a dharma cannot
belong to anyone other than Paramdtman. What is said in
these statements viz. that all entities in the universe are
controlled by Paramfitman 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 drastfi na
anyato’sti drastfi , asruto srotd etc., The implication of it is
that Paramfitman cannot be seen through the eyes, and he
cannot be heard through our ears etc. But such a
Paramfitman is the true seer (drastfi) and the true hearer
(srotfi) 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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jivfitman (tattatkararia sfipeksatvdbhfive’pi svdbhfivika tattat
visaya sfiksfitkararjaj" )
Further, both the Kanva and Madhyandina recension

of Antaryfimi Brfihmarga, emphatically state that Paramfitman
indwells in fivfitman-‘l denoted by the synonymous terms
vijr'lfina and dtman, and that jivfitman is the sarira of
l’aramdtman in the technical sense, as explained by
Ramanuja, viz., that it is sustained (fidheya) and controlled
(niyfimya) by Him. The final statement ’sa te dtmai antaryami
amrtah’ also draws a clear distinction between the fivfitman
and Paramdtman. Hence the jivdtman cannot be the
Antaryfimin.

It may be still argued that the terms vijfidna and dtman,
though they may have the same meaning, may be taken in
the sense of buddhi or intellect in which Paramfitman dwells.
It is therefore not possible to advance the theory of body-
soul relation (s’arirfitmabhfiva) between fiva and Paramfitmd
on the basis of Antarydmi Brdhmana. In reply, Vedanta
Desika points out that this is a wrong interpretation
(apirtha). It is well established in all the Scriptural texts
and also in the ordinary empirical usage, that the terms
vijfifina and dtman are applicable to a sentient being and
not to an insentient object. For instance, in the Upanisadic
statement ’vijfiunan’z yajr'ian't tanute’, the term vijfifina does
not mean mind but the individual self. In the text of the
Katha Upanisad, ’fitmdnan’t rathinan'i viddhi’, the term fitmé
means jiva. There is no compelling reason to adopt a
secondary meaning to dtmd as buddhi. The final statement
’sa ta fitmd’, or He is your Self, stands well explained by
taking Paramfitman as the Antaryfimin of the individual self.
(3a ta ityfidibhih sfimarasyam)”.

Vedanta Desika therefore comes to the conclusion that
this adhikarana establishes that all entities in the universe
constitute the body (s’arira) of Brahman by virtue of its being
the Inner Controller (akhila tanuh”).
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V. Brahman as the ImperishableReality (Aksara)
This is the subject-matter of the adhikarana named Adrsya-
tvddi—gunakddhikarana,which discusses the issue whether
the metaphysical principle termed as aksara which is
described by the Mundaka Upanisad as adrsya or thatwhich
is not perceived, as agnihya or that which is not grasped
etc. refers to Brahman or some other entity either prakg‘ti or
fivfitman. This doubt arises since the relevant passage of the
Mundaka Upanisad on which the sfitra 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 sfitra
reads : Adrs’yatvfidi gunako dharmokteh“. It means: The
entity denotedby aksara in the Upanisad which is qualified
by the attributes such as imperceptibility (adrs’yatva) is
Brahman, since the characteristics (dharmas) mentioned in
the Upanisadic texts belong to Brahman. The fuller
implications of the sfltra 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 vidyfis
which are to be known for this purpose, Angiras makes
the following statement:

Atha parfi yayd tadaksaram adhigamyate, yat tad adresyam
agrfihyam agotram avarnam acaksuh s’rotran'i tad apfirzipfidan’:
nityan’t vibhun’t sarvagatan'i susfiksman'i tad avyayan'i yad
bhfitayonirr'l paripfisyanti dhirfih.”

’Now this parfividyfi 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 (avyayan'l) which, the wise perceive as the
source of beings (bhfltuyoni).”
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Later in the second section of the Upanisad, it states:
”divyo hi amfirtah purusah 5a bfihyfibhyantaro hy ajah, aprfino
hy amamih s’ubhro aksarfit paratah parah.”

’The Purusa is divine. He is formless (amfirtah), He is
pervadingwithin andwithout, unborn. He is without prfina
and mind (amamih) He is higher than aksara (aksarat paratah
parah).”36

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 fwa respectively or to Paramdtman. According
to the prima facie view, the qualities described in the
Upanisadic texts appropriately apply to the prakrtz' of the
Simkhya. 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 fiva
is higher than prakrti (aksarfit paratah parah).
Badarayana rejects this view and affirms that aksara

referred to in the beginning of the passage, which is also
regarded as bhfita-yoni or the source of the universe is
Brahman and not either pradhfina or fiva. The main reason
in support of it is that the aksara mentioned at the
commencement of the passage is described later on as
sarvajfia and sarvavit, the two important attributes which
are applicable only to Paramfitman. (sarvajr‘zatvfidi drsteh
prathama samuditam aksaram brahma s’uddham,37).

In the second statement, ’aksan'it paratah purah’, aksara
referslto the prakrti for the reason that there cannot be
anything greater than aksara taken as Brahman. In this
statement, aksarfit paratah parah, three principles are
referred to: prakrti, fiva and Paramfitman. Aksarfit parah
means greater than prakrti is firm; the words paratah parah
imply, greater than jiva is Brahman (para3‘). Hence, aksara
in the later statement denotes prakrti.
As'Ramanujahas explained, the entire passage teaches

about Brahman. A few importantpoints are mentioned in
the passage, which support this view. First, aksara is
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described as bhfitayoni 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.39 It is
also mentioned that the purusa is divine, formless and
pervadingwithin and without. The passage also states that
the heaven, moon, sun, the dik, vfiyu, prihivi and the entire
universe represent parts of His sarira and that Paramfitman
is antarfitma of all entities.40All these points unmistakably
reveal that aksara referred to in this passage of theMundaka
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.Brahmanconceived in its Cosmic form is the Ruler
of all Souls (Vaisvanara)
This is the subject-matter of Vais’vfinaradhikarana which
discusses whether vaiévanara fitma 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 fitmfi kirr'l

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:'
’x‘ltmfinameva vais’vfinaram sampraty-adhyesi tameva no
brflhi.’“

’You know at present that Vais’vanara Self. Tell us that’.
With a view to finding out how much the sages already
knew, Kaikeya asks each one of them to tellwhat they have
been presentlymeditating. In reply each one mentions that
he meditates on Vaiévfinara conceived as one of the
following entities respectively: divi (heaven), sin-ya (sun),
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véyu (air) fikfis’a (ether), up (water) and pfthivi (earth).
Realizing that this amounts to the meditation of Vaisvfinara
as limited by a part only and not its complete form, Kaikeya
makes the following statement:

Tan hovfica ete vai khalu yfiyam prthagivemam fitmzinam
vais’vdnaran‘: vidvfin'iso annam attha, yastu etarr'z evan’:
prfides’amfitram abhivimfinam dtmdnam vais’vdnaram upfisfite,
sa sarvesu lokesu sarvesu bhfitesu sarvesu filmasu mznam atti“2

”Then he (Aévapati) said to them: you meditate this
vais’vfinara fitmd 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 vais’vfinara fitman measuredby a span
or part (prddesa mfitra) as abhivimdna (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 Vaisvfinara, Badarayana introduces the
following sfitra: Vais’vfinamh sfidhdrana sabda vis’esfit”. The
word Vaisvdnara means Brahman. The reason for regarding
it as Brahman is contained in the next words of the sfitra
’sddhfimna sabda vis’esfit’. 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 thanone thing. It canmean either
the digestive fire (iatharfigni), or elemental fire (bhfltfigni),
or its presiding deity (tadabhimdni-devaffi) or even
Paramdtman. 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 vaisvfinara
employed in the Upanisad. As stated by Badarayana, this
term denotes only Brahman because it is qualified by
distinguished attributes (vis’esfit).

How does the common word (sdmfinya s’abda) become
distinguishable (visesa)? According to the explanation
offered by Ramanuja, the common word Vaisvfinara 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
fitmd and Brahma used in the opening statement ’kona fitmfi
kin'i brahmn’ are replaced later on in the passage by fitmd
and vaisvzinura respectively. The term Vais’vénam 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
vais’winara becomes free from all sins“ clearly confirms that
the term vais’vanara denotes Brahman.

Further, in this passage, Vais’vdnara is personified and
described for purposes ofmeditation as possessing different
parts of the universe viz., divi as its head, dditya as its eye,
vfiyu as its prfina, fikdsa as its body, water as its bladder
(vasti) and prthivi as its feet.45 Such a description is
appropriate only in respect of Vais’vdnara as Brahman and
not fivfitman, since the entire universe consisting of sentient
and non-sentiententities is the s’arira or body of Brahman,
as declared in the Antarydmi Brfihmana (paramfitmanah
praparica s’arirakatayd anyatra prasiddheh“).

An objection is raised against this conclusion. In one of
the Scriptural texts of the Vdjasaneya s’fikhfi, dealing with
Vais’vdnara-vidyfi, it is stated that agni is Vaisvdnara (5a eso
agnir vaisvfinarah), thus equating Vais’vzinara with agni or.
fire. In the present passage of Chandogya too, the upfisaka
on Vaisvzinara is required to regard one’s own heart as the
altar or basis forgfirhapatya sacrificialfire and offer oblations
to it (mentally) in the name of prfina. 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
Vaiévfinaramentioned in the passage is jdthardgni 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 Vais’vfinara is Paramfitman.
Badarayana himself has anticipated this objection and

given a suitable reply to it.47 As explained by Ramanuja,
the same Vais’vfinara who is Brahman in its universal form,
that is, as having the entire universe as its body, is to be
regardedas jfitharfigni or digestive fire, as inherently related
to Paramatman (jatharagm‘ —s’arzraka paramatma). The
contemplation on jatharagni or digestive fire inside the body
is not the mere physical aspect of agm' but that which
constitutes the body of Paramfitman. This explanation is
justified because the mere jfithardgni 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 presidingdeity.“3
One other explanation is that the term agni, according to
etymological meaning, denotes directly Brahman, (agrani
nayatiti agnih). This interpretation is also supported by
Jaimini. According to him, there is no objection in taking
the term Vaisvfinara to denote Brahman directly (Sdksdd api
avirodham jaiminih”). According to the grammatical rule,
the term vais’vdnam is formed out of the word Vaisfvdnam,
which means one who is the Ruler of all human beings or
souls (vis’vesfim nardmim netdra). Thus this adhikararia brings
out the fact that Brahman conceived as Vis’va-éariraka is
the Ruler of all souls (Vais’vfinara).

V_II. Brahman as'the Support of Heaven and Earth
(Ayatana)
This is the subjectmatter of the adhikarana named as
Dyubhvfidy—adhikarana which establishes another important
characteristic of Brahman viz. it is the Ayatana or Support
of the heaven (dyu), earth (bhfi), sky (antariksa) and other
entities such as mind (mums) and breath (pram), as stated
in the MundakaUpanisad. In a significant statementmade
about the fitman, the Upanisad says: Yasmin dyauh prthivi
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ca antariksam otam manah saha pranas’ca sarvaih; tamekam
janatha atmanam anya vaco vimuficatha, amrtasya esa setuhw.

’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: an? iva
ratha mibhau san'ihatti yatra nfidyah sa esa antah carate bahudha
jayamanah“—”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 fivatman. According to the
prima facie View, it is jivatman. The main argument in
support of it is thatmanas and other sense organs arewoven
in it and whereas Paramatman is devoid of sense organs
(aprano hi amanfih). Besides in the later statement it is said
that it is the main support (adhfira) for the midis, 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 thatwhat is referred to in the passage
is fivatman.

This view is rejected by Badarayana. Thus says the sfitra:
dyubhvadyatanarh sva s’abddt”. The compound Word
dyubhvau (dvyausca bhflsca dyubhvau) means heaven and
earth. The suffix adi implies other entities such as sky
(antariksa), mind (manas) and vital breath (prfina)mentioned
in the Upanisadic text. Ayatana means thatwhich provides
the support. The total meaning of the fourth part of the
sfitra is that Brahman is the support of the heaven, earth
and so on. The reason formaintaining this View is expressed
in the word sva s’abda 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 (fipnoti 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 fiyatana 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 prfipaka or the one who enables the person to
attain immortality (setuh amrtasya prfipakah) It can also be
understood,as explained by Ramanuja, to mean thatwhich
leads towards immortality that lies beyond the ocean of
sarr'zsfiru or bondage in the same way as a bridge leads to
the other side of the river bank. The characteristic of
fiyatanutva therefore belongs to Brahman only.

The above conclusion is further affirmed by Badarayana
himself with additional arguments on the basis of the
statements of theMundakaUpanisad. Firstly, the Upanisad
itself states that the released soul attains the state of moksa”.
The relevant text says: yadfi pasyah pas’yate rukmavarnan'i
kartdram is’an'1 purusam brahma yom'm; tadfi vidvfin punyq pdpe
vidhfiya nirar’ijanah paraman'z sdmyam upaiti.54
”When the knower of Brahman (jivfitman) sees the

Purusa (Paramdtman) who is of the golden colour, who is
the Ruler of the universe, the cause of the prakrti, then the
knower ofBrahman shaking off good and evil andbecoming
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 (tathfi vidvfin nfimarfipfid vimuktah
parfitparam purusam upaiti divyam55). Further, this Upanisad
also speaks of the difference between Brahman and fiva by
citing the analogy of two birds sitting on the same tree, one
abiding as the passive observer (anasfnan) 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 firm or prakrti
as the fiyatana or support of the heaven, earth etc. Hence it
is concluded that Brahman is fiyatana or the Support of the
entire universe.57
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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
Paramxitman is not subject to birth caused by karma, He can
assume many forms out of His will. As Antarydmin or one
who indwells in the body of an individual, He can be the
adhara or the support for the numerous midis, similar to the
hub of the chariot in which the spokes rest (ara iva ratha
mibhau sarhhata yatra naa’yah). The presence of Brahman in
the body as Antarat’ma is warranted by the Brhadaranyaka
and other Upanisads. The antascaraha or the movement of
Brahman in the body is to be understood in the sense of
Brahman being the supporterof everything in the universe
(adhisthana matram) by virtue of His svarfipa pervading
everywhere.58 It is in this sense that the Subala Upanisad
also uses the word antaécaraha (yah prthivim antare sancaran).

VIII. Brahmanas Infinitely Great (Bhfima)
This is the subject-matter of the Bhfimfidhikarana which
brings out the'characteristic of Brahman as bhfimd or
infinitely great On the basis of the passage of Chandogya
Upanisad .The term bhfima is derived from the root word
bahu (immense) but with the addition of the suffix imnic, it
becomes bhfima. 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 bhfimd in
the Upanisad?
According to Badarayana, the term bhfimfi refers to

Brahman. Based on the passage of the Chandogya
Upanisad, the sfitra says: Bhfimfi sarhprasadat adhyupadesat.”
Bhfima refers to Brahman. The reason for regarding it as
Brahman is given in the next compound word of the sfitra,
viz. Samprfisadat adhyupadeéat. Samprasada means,
according to the interpretationof Ramanuja,fivfitman, since
the Chandogya Upanisad elsewhere uses this word as
synonymous with jiva (esa samprasadah asmat s’arirat
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samutthfiyam). The word adhyupadesdt means that bhfiman
which is identified with satya or Brahman is taught in
addition to the jivfitman which is termed as prfina in the
passage.

The fuller implication of the sfitra can be understoodwith
reference to the passage of the Chandogya Upanisad. This
passage covers an interesting dialogue between
Sanatkumara and his pupil, Narada. It commences with
the request made by Narada to teach him fitma—vidyfi or
knowledge of Brahman, which is the means to overcome
bondage (tarati sokam fitmavit), To facilitate the realization
of fitman, Sanatkumara first suggests the meditation on a
series of the entities conceived as symbols of Brahman in
an ascending order beginning withmima,or name, followed
by vfik or speech, manas or mind, samkalpa or will, citta or
mental state, dhyfina‘ or contemplation, vijfzfina or
comprehension, bala or strength, anna or food, apa or water,
tejas or fire, dkfis’a or ether, smara or memory, dsfi or hope
and lastly prdzza or individual self (according to Ramanuja).
In enumerating these fifteen entities for the purpose of
meditationas the symbols of Brahman, Sanatkumara extols
each one of them as worthy object ofmeditation leading to
the acquisition of certain higher material benefits. In reply
to Narada’s query, he also states that each one, conunencing
with vfik, is higher than the preceding one. Butwith regard
to the meditation on prfina, no further query is made by
Narada as to whether there is anything higher than prfirja.
Nor does Sanatkumara suggest any other principle as
superior to it. On the other hand, he glorifiesthemeditation
on prfina to a greater extent than the others. He also says
that prfina is everything (prfino hy eva etdni sarvfini bhavanti).
He who knows prim is considered as ativadi or one who
can speak of its greatness (ativfidi bhavati“ ).

After extolling the meditation on prdna, 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 0d ativadatiyah satyena
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ativadati.‘52 It means: ”But in reality he is an ativfidi who
has become an ativfidi by the knowledge of satya."

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

This-view is rejected by Badarayana. The term bhftmd
does not refer to jivfitman denoted by the word pram: but to
Brahman. The reason given is that after culminating the
teaching with prfina, the Upanisadic passage proceeds to
extol satya with the words:

Esa tu vii ativadati yah satyena ativadati. ”But in reality
he is an ativddiwho has become an ativfidi by the knowledge
of the satya.”

The implication of this statement soon after extollingprfina
is that satya is greater than pnina and one who speaks of
the glory of this is a true ativfidi. As Ramanuja explains, in
the text ”esa tu vii ativadati” the word ’tu' implies that some
higher principle than prdna is going to be emphasized.
Though there was no query on the part of Narada as to
whether there is anything higher than prfiria, 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 ativfidi 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 vijijfidsitavyah“). He also instructs him the various
steps to be taken for realization of satya (Brahman). Further,
satya is identified with Bhflmfi. Satya therefore denotes
Brahman and on that basis it is concluded that Bhfiman is
Brahman and not fivfitman or prdna. Besides,Bhfiman is also
described as sukha or bliss (yo vai bhfimfi tat sukham“). This
implies that Brahman is essentially of the nature of infinite
bliss (niratisaya—sflkha-rupa).

Another reason for regardingBhfiman as Brahman is that
this Upanisadic passage ascribes several attributes to
Bhftman. These are besides sukha (bliss), satyatva, amrtatva
or immortality, ananyfidhfiratva or not being dependent on
anything else for its existence than its own greatness (sve
mahimni pratistitatva“) and sarvfitmakatva or that it is the
Self of all ( sa eva idarr'z sarvam“ ). All these dharmas, as stated
by Badarayana, are applicable only to Brahman and not to
fivfitman. It is therefore concluded that the passage dealing
with the theory of Bhfiman brings out the characteristic of
Brahman as infinitely great (anantabhflmd). As the Inner
Controller of all it is higher than all the fifteen entities
including prfina as stated in the Upanisad in an ascending
order. (prfinah satyah parfitmfi sakala niyamitd gamyate bhfima
vfikye”).

IX Brahmanconceived as Aksara is the Adhara of the
Universe (Visvédhira)
This is the subject—matter of the adhikarana named as
Aksarddhikarana which establishes that aksara referred to
in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad is Brahman by its being
the édhéra or main support of the entire universe by virtue
of its supreme commanding power (prasdsana). In an earlier
adhikarana titled Adrsyatvfidhikarazia, the same ontological
principle termed as aksara, which is described by the
Mundaka Upanisad as qualified with negative attributes
such as adrsyatva 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 adhikaraua, the same concept of aksara which
is described in the Brhadaranyaka with negative qualities
such as asthfila, ananu etc. is proved to be Brahman on a
different groundviz. It is adhara or supporterof the universe
by virtue of its supreme power to command everything in
the universe (prasasana). The purpose of taking up this issue
separately is to establish that aksara referred to in the
teaching of ‘I'ajfiavalkya to Gargi is neither prakrti nor
jzvat'man.

The relevant sfitras relating to this subject read : Aksaram
ambarfinta-dhrtehand sa ca prasasanatfs

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 Ekasa (sfiksma—bhfita akaéa). The second sfitra means
that aksara is the supporter of all that exists because of its
supreme command (pras’asamit). The fuller implication of the
sutras can be understood with reference to the passage of the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad dealing with the teaching of
Yajfiavalkya to Gargi on the nature of aksara.Gargi poses two
searching questions to Yajfiavalkya. The first question is:

Yad firdhvam, yfijfiavalkya, divah, yadarvak prthivyfih yad
antara dyava prthivi ime, yad bhfitam ca bhavacca
bhavisyaccety acaksate; kasmin tad otam ca protan’i ca iti.“

”O Yajfiavalkya, what is it in which woven like warp
andwoof thatwhich 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.”

Yajfiavalkya replies that it is the unmanifest ether (dkfis’a)
in which all these are woven like warp and woof (Ekasa
tadotam ca protam ca)

Gargi then poses (as her second question) ” In what is
dkfiéa woven like warp and woof?” In reply Yajfiavalkya
makes the following statement describing aksara in negative
terms:
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Sa hovfica, etad vai tad aksaram, Gfirgi, bréhmanfi
abhivadanti, asthfilam, anargu, ahrasvam, adirghan'i, alohitan'i,
asneham, accdyan'i, atamah, avfiyu, anfikfisam, asafigan'i,
avasarr'i, agandhan’l, acaksusam, as’rotrzm'l, avfik, amanah,
atejaskan'i, aprfinam, amukharr'l, amdtram, anantaran'i, abdhyan'i,
na tad asmiti kin'icana, ml tad asndti kas’canam

”He said: O Gargi, the knowers of Brahman call that
aksara the imperishable, it is neither gross not subtle, neither
shortnor 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, withoutmind, without radiance, without
breath, withoutmouth, withoutmeasure, havingno interior
or exterior, it does not eat anything, nor is it eaten by any
one.”

In the subsequentpassage, the same aksara is described
by Yéjfiavalkya in positive terms. Thus he says:

”etasyd vfi aksarasya prasfisane Gdrgi sflryfi candramasau
vidhrtau tisthatah; etasya mi aksarasya pras’fisane gfirgi
dyfivfiprtihvyau vidhrte tisthatah; etasy va aksarasya praédsane
gfirgi, nimesfi muhfirtfi ahorfitrdni, ardhamfisd mdsd rtavah
san‘watsarfi iti vidhrtal; 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,

Yajfiavalkya states: '

”Tadvfi etadaksaran'l, Gdrgi, adrstan’t drastr, asrutarr'l srotr,
amatarr'zmantr, avijfifitan’: vijfifitr, nfinyad ato’ sti drastr,minyad
ato’sti érotr, nfinyad ato’sti mantr, minyad ato’sti vijfifitr;
etasmin khalu aksare Gdrgi fikfiéu otas’ca protasca’”2

’Verily, that aksara, 0 Gargi, is unseen but is the seer, is
unheard but is the hearer, unthought but is the thinker,
unknownbut 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 (fikfis’a) woven like a warp and woof.’

In the above passage, it is not quite clear what the term
aksara denotes. It may be pradhfina or the primordialcosmic
matter from which the manifest universe evolves. Or it may
be the fivfitmnn which is the basis for prakrti or it may be
Paramfitman (Brahman). According to the prima facie View,
it is the pradhfina, since at the commencement of the passage
it is stated to be the basis for fikiis’a and its other
modifications. The description in terms of physical qualities
such as asthfila, anariu etc. is applicable to it. Besides the
word aksara is also used in the sense of pradhdna.

Alternatively, aksara can stand for fivfitman, since it is
the basis of everything which is non—sentient such as prthivi.
The term aksam is also employed in the Upanisad in the
sense of fivfitman (avyaktam aksare liyate).73

Badarayana rejects both these views and affirms that
aksara is Brahman because of the two characteristics
mentioned in the sfitras viz. Ambdranta-dhrtatva or the
capacity to sustain the entire universe and pras’zisanatva or
its power to command everything in the universe. These
characteristics do not apply either to the non-sentient
prakrti, or, to the jivfitman (anitaraniyata). The passage brings
out vividly how Brahman holds everything in the universe
in their respective places through its supremecommanding
power. Another important reason in support of this view
is that aksara is stated in the passage as drstd or seer, as
s’rotfi or hearer and as vijfifitr or the knower and that there
is no other seer, hearer or knower than this Aksara. This
point is also mentioned in the subsequent sfitrawhich reads:
Ananyabhfiva vyivrtteéca" , meaning that the very Upanisad
makes out the difference between aksara as Brahman and
the other two entities viz. prakrti and jivfitman
(drastrantarasya vyudfisanam iha tattulya tad drastrapohah)”.

The important point brought out in this adhikarazza, 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 ddhfira or supporter of all entities in the universe by
virtue of its command (niyamanena s’asanena sarva
kfiryddhdrah).76

X. Brahman as the Object of Enjoymentfor Muktas
This is the subject of a separate adhikarana named as
lksatikarmfidhikamna which establishes that Brahman is the
object of realization through meditation on the syllable
’Aum’ mentioned in the Pras’nopanisad. This is different
from the lksatyfidhikararia discussed earlier in which
pradhfina ofSir'nkhya is ruled out as the cause of the universe
on the ground that the function of iksana or will to create
the universe is not attributable to it. In the present
adhikararia, the subject of discussion relates to the question
whether the object realized through the upfisand on pranava
or the syllable ’Aum’ is Brahman or the celestial deity named
as Hiranyagarbha, also known as Caturmukha Brahma. The
relevance of bringingup 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
drustfi 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
upfisaka on pranava (purusam iksate), How can then such a
Purusa, who becomes the object of vision is regarded as
Brahman. To meet this objection Badarayana introduces
the following sfitra based on the passage of Prasnopanisad:
Iksati karma vyapades’fit salt”.
It means: ”The object of iksana or vision is Brahman only”,
because the Upanisadic statements directly convey this
fact.” The fuller implication of the sfitm can be understood
with reference to the relevant passage of the Pras’nopanisad.
The fifth section of the Prasnopanisad dealing with the
meditation on the syllable ’Aum’ with all the three letters
(tisromfitra) becomes free from sins and beholds Parama
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purusa as dwelling in one’s heart. The relevant passage reads
’ya punah etarn trimatrena aum iti etaineva aksarena parama
purusam abhidhyayita, sa tejasi surye sarnpannah yathfi
padodaras tvaca vinirmuktah sa samabhir unniyate brahma
lokam; sa etasmat jivaghanat paratparam purisayam purusam
iksate’.”

”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 Sfima (chants) to the Brahmaloka.He
beholds the Supreme Self (Purusa) who is higher than the
Iivaghana and who dwells in the body (purisfayam).

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 paran'i purusa). Besides the
Brahmaloka to which the person meditating on Parama
Purusa is first taken is the abode of caturmukha brahmfi.
According to the passage those who meditate on two
syllables of Aum attain higher heavenly felicity. Butone
whomeditates on the purusawith 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 iksana orwhat is visualized by the
upasaka, is Brahman. By way of explaining the reason
advanced in the sfltra in favour of this view, Ramanuja
points out that according to tatkratu nyfiya, 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 Samkara contends. Besides, the Upanisad
states that the updsaka 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 upfisaka attains through the path of Aun’tkzira, Brahman
which is described as tranquil (s’fintam), unaging (aiaram),
immortal (amrtam) and fearless (abhayam). The relevant
statement reads : Tani aunhkdrehaiva-fiyatanena anveti vidvfin
yat tat s’fintam ajaram amrtam abhayarh paran’t ca”. These
characteristics do not apply to Hiranyagarbha. All these
dharmas in their primary sense are applicable only to
Brahman. The statement ’jivaghamit parfit param purisayam
purusam iksate’, which bears the same meaning as the
Mundaka Upanisad text ’nfimarflpfid vimuktah parfit paran't
purusam upaiti divyam’, conveys clearly that what is
attainedby the liberated soul is Paramfitman (Brahman) and
not Hirarjyagarbha. Vedanta Desika therefore concludes that
the lksatikarmfidhikaranaestablishes that Brahman is the
object of attainment by the muktas (Muktabhogyasva-
bhfivah“).

XI. Brahman as the Subtle Space within the Heart
(Daharakasa)
This is the subject—matter of the Daharfidhikararga which
discusses the question whether the concept of Dahardkfisa
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 bhfltfikfisa (ethereal space) or fivfitman.

The Upanisadstates:
’Atha yad-idam asmin brahmapure daharan't pundarikarr'z
vesma, daharosmin antarfikfisah 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 fikfis’a;what is within
that small fikfisa, 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-
ves’ma or the abode of Brahman is the human heart which
is figuratively described as lotus—like abode (pundarika-
vesma); Within this heart of the body, there 'is a small or
subtle space known as dahara dkds’a (dahara meaning alpa
or small). The daharcikfis’a alongwithwhat it contains within
it (tasmin yadantah) is to be meditated upon.

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

”Yavdn v5 ayam dkfisah tdvzin eso antarhrdaya dkfis’ai}, ubhe
asmin dyfivdprthvi antareva samdhite; ubhau agnis’ca vfiyus’ca
sflryd candramasau ubhau, vidyun naksatrfini, yucca asti yucca
misti sarvan'i tad asmin samfihitam.”‘2

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,
lightningand the stars; and whatever there is in this world
andwhatever is not, all that is contained within it (the fikfisa
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:
”Nfisyd jarayfi jiryati, na vadhemisya hanyate etat satyam
brahmapuram, asmin kfimfih samfihitfih, esa fitmfi
apahatapdpmd vijaro vimrtyuh visoka vijighatso apipfisah
satyakfimah satyasmizkalpah.”“

”With old age of the body this (dahardkfis’a) 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 dtmfi 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 daharfikfis’a which is to be meditated

denote? There are three possible views. It can be the physical
space (bhfitfikfis’a), since the word Ekdsa is commonly
understood in that sense. It can also denote fivfitman 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 jivatrnan by the word ’esa fitmé'. The
description-of the dahanikfis’a as subtle entity also supports
the theory of jiva. The third alternative is that daharfikds’a
refers to Paramdtman.

‘

Badarayana rejects the first two alternatives and .upholds
that dahardkds’a enjoined for meditation is Paramdtman
(Brahman). The relevant sfltra reads : dahara uttarebhyah“.
The word dahara means the subtle space and it is regarded
as Brahman. The word uttarebhyah means on account of
the reasons provided in the later statements of theUpanisad
( uttarebhyo vfikyagatebhyo hetubhyah). The first important
reason in support of it is that the Upanisad states clearly
that this fitmfi (esa fitmd) is free from evil (apahata pfipmd),
free from old age, death, grief, hunger, whose needs are
always fulfilled (satyakdma) and whose desires are not
obstructed(satyasan’zkalpah). Atmfi in its primary sense refers
to Brahman. The attributes, particularly, the apahata
pfipmatva, satyakfimatva, satyasamkalpatva are applicable
only to Paramfitman and not to bhutdkfis’a.The second reason
in support of it is that the subtle dkfisfa within the heart is
stated to be of the same magnitude and excellence as the
fikfis’a outside and within it are contained the heaven and
earth, the agni and the vfiyu, the sun and the moon, the
stars and the lightning. Such a description does not fitwith
the bhfttfikfiéa. Further as Vedanta Desika points out, the
term fikfis’a, in Upanisadic parlance is well known to imply
Paramfitman (s’rauti ca syfit prasiddhih bhagavati). Thus in
the statementof the Taittiriya Upanisad ’yadesafikfis’afinando
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na sycit’as the word fikfisa clearly refers to Brahman.
Besides, the Brahmapura is regarded as satya (etat satyan'i

brahmapuram) and that it is also fitmfi (esa fitmfi). These
expressions are not applicable to bhfltfikfis’a. (satyxitmabrahma
sabda nabhasi kathamapi anvayam na prdpnuvanti).56 In the
same passage it is also stated in reply to the question, what
is there to be sought within daharfikfis’a (kim tadantah vidyate
yfld anvestavyah), the. Upanisad says that all desires are
contained in it (kfimfih samfihitfih), kfimfis here refer to the
auspicious attributes of Paramfitman (kdmyante iti kziméh).
What is thus enjoined in the passage is the meditation on
dahardkfisa as Brahman along with the eight attributes
mentioned in the Upanisadic statement (tadgurzah
cintyamfinah). The dahanikdsa cannot therefore be bhfitdkfisa.

If the dahardkds’a cannot be the bhfitfikds’a, it may be
possible to regard it as jivfitman. 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 fivdtman and its status after it
is liberated from bondage. Besides, the description of the
dkfis’a in terms of alpatva or smallness in magnitude also
favours the theory of fiva.
These arguments are untenable, contends Vedanta

Desika. It is true that fiva is also stated to be free from evil
(apahatapfipmfi), free from old age, death etc. and also it is
satyakfima and satyasan'tkalpa. But these eight gums are
ascribed to fiva only after it is totally liberated from bondage.
The author of the siitra states: Uttardt cet fivirbhitta
svarfipastu.” It means: If it is said that from the subsequent
passage fiva 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 (svfibhfivika) in respect of Paramfitman,
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 (Paramfitma prasfidena jivasya
satyasankalpatvédikam). The Chandogya also states: Evam
evaisa samprasddo asmét sarirdt samuthfiya paran’1 jyotir
upasan'ipadya svena rfipena abhinispadyate.“

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

Only in the state of moksa, fiva manifests itselfWitt these
eight qualities. The Mundaka also states that the fiva, when
it is free from bondage, attains an equal status with that of
Brahman”. Further, the dahardkfisa is stated to be the
support for the entire universe (visvaikadhdraka) and this
special feature is not applicable to fivfitman. The smallness
or the subtle nature (alpatva) of Paramdtman is due to the
limitation of the inner recess of the heart (aupfidhiki) and it
is assumed by Paramfitman by His will for the sake of
meditation by the upfisakas. It is not therefore His natural
form (svfibhfivika). Hence the possibility of dahardkfis’a being
fivdtman does not arise”.

The question is raised as to why in this Chandogya
passage dealing with the meditation on dahariz‘kfiéa as
Brahman, the theory of fivfitman comes up in the later part
of the passage in which Prajapati instructs Indra about
fivfitman. Are these two teachings about the meditation on
jivfitma 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 daharfikfisa. The purpose of bringing
up the teaching about fivétman in this context is to show
that meditation on dahardkfis’a as Brahman confers moksa
to the upfisaka“ and also to explain the nature of the goal
to be attained by the fiva (prfipya niskarsandrtham”). There
is no conflict or contradiction between the dahara vidyd
dealing with meditation on Paramfitma and Pratyagdtma-
vidyd 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 jivfitman is useful
and also serves as a subordinate means (ariga) for the
attainmentof Paramfitman, which is the Supreme Goal. The
Chandogya text also says ’yastam atmanam anuvidya
vijdmiti93 ’ - ”He who has known this fitman (livatman) and
meditates on it (vijdndti) attains all desires.”On the basis of
the foregoing discussion. Vedanta Desika comes, to the
conclusion that the Daharzidhikarana reveals that Brahman
which abides in the inner recess of the heart as subtle space
(dahanikfis’a) is the support of the entire universe (Dahara
svddhfira sarva lokah”).

XII. Brahman asAngusthamitraPurusa is Sarvaniyanti
This is the subject-matter of a separate adhikarana named
Pramitfidhikarana which discusses whether the purusa
abiding in one’s heart limited to the size of a thumb of a
human being (angustha-mdtra purusa), as described in the
Katha Upanisad refers to Brahman or fivfitman. There is a
particularreason for taking up this subject for consideration.
In the preceding section it was shown that dahara-fikfisa,
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, Bfidarayana introduces the
following sfitra based on the concerned statement of the
Katha Upanisad: Sabdddeva pramitah”. It means: ”The
Purusa of the siie of the human thumb is Paramfitman
(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; isano
bhfitabhavyasya 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 purusawho is said to be of the size of the thumb
could be Paramdtman. In the Svetasvatara Upanisad we
come across the following statement:

’Pnirjfidhipah samcarati svakarmabhih angusthamfitrah” ’-
"The ruler of the indriyas (sense organs) of the size of only
the thumb functions in accordancewith his karmas.” If this
statement is taken into consideration,it followsthat thepurusa
described as of the size of the thumb is fiviz'tman, 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-
mdtrah states that this purusa is the Ruler of all that exists in
the past, present and future. Such a purusa as isfina cannot
be jivfitman but only Paramfitman (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. Paramdtman, 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 Himout of His
free will for the sake of the upfisakas 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 updsami on Brahman. The
relevant sfltra reads: Hrdyapeksayfi tu manusyddhikfiratvdt.”
This rules out the possibility of the presence of Brahman as
of the size ofangusthain other living beings, such as animals,
reptiles, insects etc. since they do not have the capacity for
upfisami. Such a Brahman who resides in the heart of the
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upfisakas is regardedby the Upanisads as lsfina or Controller
of all beings (sarvaniyantfi).

XIII. Brahman as theObject ofMeditationforDevatas
As allied to the concept of Brahman as angusthamdtra purusa,
the question is raised whether the celestial deities (devatas),
who are regarded as higher category of beings, are eligible
for upfisami. Among the devatzis, there is a special category of
celestial deities known as vasus, rudras, (idityas, 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 s’fidras, are not
eligible for the study of the Vedas and Vedanta. The author
of Brahma-sfitra considers the question of the eligibility of all
these categories of individuals — the devatfis in general, the
special devatas such as vasus and the s’fidras - for the upfisana
on Brahman. There are three adhikaranas dealing with these
matters. These are named as:

1) Devatadhikarana
2) Madhvadhikarana
3) Apasfidradhikarana

The first topic has reference to the theory advanced by
Iaimini, the exponent of Pfirva-mimfin'isa, who does not
admit the possibility of upasana for the devatas 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 Iaimini and upholds that
'devatfis 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
Chand'ogya dealing withMadhuvidyfi.”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 Antarydmin. The relevant sfitra reads:
Bhfivarfitu Bfidarfiyarjo asti him"
Regarding the third topic, this has reference to the

Chandogya passage dealing with Sanivarga-vidyam or
meditation on viiyu as san’warga. In this passage containing
a dialogue between the sage Raikva and Janasruti a ksatriya,
who does not possess Brahman knowledge, Raikva
addresses Ianasruti as s’fidra in the sense of one who is
afflicted with grief due to lack of Brahman knowledge (asya
s’uk sficyate iti Sfidrah). In this connection the question is
raised whether the s’fidras, 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 s’fidras are not eligible
for Brahma-vidya. The relevant sutra reads:
Sravanddhyanfirtha pratisedhfitm- ”Because sfidras 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-sfitra, these are
incidental topics (prfisangika). We neednot therefore go into
the details of these-‘adhikaranas. We shall only take note of
the following conclusions drawn by Vedanta Deéika with
reference to these adhikaranas, as far as Brahman is
concerned: ‘

1) Brahman is the object of meditation for the
devatds (devddinam upfisyah)

2) The vasus and other deities meditate on
Brahman as their Antaryfimin (vasumukha—
vibudhaih svfitmabhfivena sevyah)

3) Sudras are not eligible for meditation on Brah-
man (sudradyopasty--anarhah )
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XIV. Brahmanas the nama-rfipaNirvahita
This is the subject-matter of the last adhikarana of the third
pfida of first adhyfiya named Arthfintaratvfidi-vyapadesfidhi-
kararja, which discusses the issue whether akas’a described
in the Chandogya as nfima-rfipa nirvahitfi or that which
performs the function of giving names and form to the
created objects, is muktfitmfi or Paramfitmfi.

This subject is also incidental to the theory of daharfikfis’a
as Brahman discussed earlier with reference to the
Chandogya passage dealing with the meditation on it.
Towards the end of the passage dealing with Daharavidyd,
the Upanisad states: fikfiso ha vai nfimarflpayoh nirvahitd, te
yadantarfi tad brahmfi tad amrtam sa fitmd’m‘.

”This very fikfisfa 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 Atmfi."

Preceding this text, the following statement is found:
As’va iva romfini vidhfiya pdparr’t candra iva rfihoh mukhfit

pramucya, dhfitvfi s’ariram akrtam krtfitmd brahma lokam
abisambhavfimim

”Shaking off evil as a horse shakes off its hairs, shaking
off the bodyas the moon frees itself from themouthof Rfihu,
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 fikfis’a described as mima—rfipanirvdhitfi
stand for? Does it refer to the muktdtmd (liberated self) or
Paramfitmfi?

The prima facie view is that the term dkfiéa here denotes
the muktfitma' since in the preceding statement it ismentioned
that the individualself attains brahma-loka after totally being
liberated from the shackles of bondage. It is but appropriate
to admit that the liberated self is fikfis’a which can be
regarded as mima-rfipa kartd. 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. fivfitman 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
boundfiva and liberated fiva. The relevant sfitra reads: Akas’o
arthantaratvadi vyapades’at.m5 It means that akfis’a is
Brahman, because of the indication that it is different from
fiva. That is, the expression ’nama-rapa nirvahakatva’ or the
function of giving names and forms to the different entities
in the universe cannot be ascribed either to the bound fiva
or the liberated fiva. The baddha fiva in its variety of forms
as devas, humans, animals etc. derives the names and
different forms from Paramatman 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 cosmicfunctions which exclusively
belong to Brahman. It therefore follows that only Brahman
is the nama-rfipa karta. The Upanisadic text supports this.
Thus says the Chandogya: ’anena fivena atmami anupravisya
nama rape vyakaravani’107- ”Brahman along with the jiva
enters into the created objects and provides names and
forms to them.” Hence, the akas’a referred to in the
Upanisadic statement as nama-rfipa 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 (brahmariah lokah) but it is interpreted as
Brahman itself (Brahma eva brahmalokah). It therefore
becomes the goal of attainment formuktdtma. The term akasa
used in the subsequent statement in the text refers to
Brahman which is attained (Abhisambhfivyah purokta eva
ayarr'z punar—apattahw‘). Since fiva even in the state of moksa
does not have the capacity to do the cosmicfunction of giving
names and forms to created objects, dkfisa in the subsequent
passage is to be admitted as Paramatman (Brahman).
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Further, the fikds’a as mima-rfipa kartii is described as
Brahma (etad brahma). The term brahma cannot be
understood as brahmfivasthti or the state of Brahman, since
fiva does not attain a new status of brahmfivasthfi after it is
liberated. If what is attained is a new form, then it cannot
be eternal. Hence brahmatva is not a new avasthfi
(brahmatvam avasthfi na hi). Akfis’a as Brahman eternally
exists as Brahman.
Another important reason in support of fikfis’a as mimu—

rfipa kartfi is that the Upanisad itself draws a clear distinction
between fiva and Brahman (s’rutisu yugapad jfifina ajr'uinatii
vibhaktahm). The Mundaka Upanisad110 says that Tsvara
is jfia or omniscient, whereas fiva is ajiia or ignorant one.
One is Ruler (isfa) and the other is the one ruled by fs’vara,
i.e. Anis’a. Hence it is not possible to regard muktfitmfi as
mima—rfipa kartfi. Vedanta Desika, therefore, concludes that
this adhikarana establishes that iikds’a as the mimarflpa kartfi
is Brahman (nfimarfipaika kartd).

VS I-2-1
Ch. Up. III-14—1
Ch. Up. III-14-1 and 2.
Mund. Up. Il-1—2
Kena. Up. I-2 prfinasya prfinuh
Ch. Up. 111-14-2.
[bid 111-14-3. esa ma fitmfi untarhrdaye arfiyfin vrihervfi yavddvd
sarsapfidvfi ....esa me fitmfi antarhrdaye jyfiyfin prthivyd jyfiyfin
antariksfit.
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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 pfidas of the
first adhyfiya 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 (iagatkfirana). Though in the Ianmfidhyadhikarana,
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, Svetas’vatara 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 Simkhya and Yoga, the two schools
of thought which were predominant during the time of
Badarayana. Badaréyana 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 pfida of first adhyfiya deal with
this matter.
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Anumfinikfidhikarana
Camasddhikam na
Sarr'lkhyopasar'lgrahddhikarar_1a
Kdrariatvfidhikaraua
Iagadvficitvfidhikarana
Vfikydnvayfidhikararja
Prakrtyfidhikaranu
Sarvavyfikhfiynfidhikamna

wsswewwe

The first two adhikaranas attempt to prove that the terms
avyakta and ajfi, employed in the Upanisad do not support
the Seimkhya theory ofpradhzinaas the cause of the universe.
The third topic explains that the mere enumeration of twenty
five principles (pafica-pafica-jandh) does not imply the
Simkhya theory of twenty five categories. The fourth one
points out that the concept of avyfikrta 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 fiva nor the [1th as muktfitmd can
be the cause of the universe. The seventh adhikarana is
devoted to refute the Simkhya theory of Bonn: as nimitta
kfirana or instrumental cause of the universe and establish
that Brahman is the upfidfina kfirarjla or the material cause
and also the nimittakdrmga or instrumental cause. The eighth
adhikararjia points out briefly that all other Upanisadic
statements whichrefer 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 adhikarazias.We shall deal with all these topics
except 7, in the present chapter. Regarding topic 7
(P'rakrtyddhikarana), 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 Simkhyas 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 Anumdnikfidhi-
karma. The word finuménika 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 Séritkhyas on the basis of inferential argu-
ment (anumfina). It is claimed by the SSmkhyas that the
following passage of the KathaUpanisad supportsthis view:

Indriyebhyah parfihy-arthfi arthebhyas’ca pararr'l manah;
manasastu parzi buddhih buddher fitmfi mahfin parah; mahatah
param avyaktfim, avyaktfit purusah parah; purusfinna pararr‘:
kificit sfi kfisthfi sfi pan? gatih1

”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 mahfin-fitmfi. Greater than the
mahfin-fitmfi 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 Samkhya 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 notdenote the samkhya
concept of pra'dhfina, but on the contrary it refers to the
physical body(s’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 (rathD and the chariot
(ratha). Thus it is stated:
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Atmfinan'i rathinam viddhi sarinm'i rathameva ca; buddhim
tu sfirathin'i viddhi manah pragrahameva ca; indriyfini
hayfinydhuh visayfimstesu gocarfin2

”Know the master of the chariot as the dtman (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 treadcd 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. (vividhfi vasikfirya
mukhyakramoktilfl). 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, themindbecomes attracted to them. Greater than
the mind is buddhi because in the absence of determined
will (adhyavasdya), mind does not remain controlled. More
important than buddhi is the mahfin-dtmfiwhichmeans acc.
to Ramanuja, the individual self which is the agent of all
actions (kartd). Greater than mahfin—fitmd 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
(Paramdtman) which is the goal to be attained, as stated in
the Upanisad (so adhvanah pdram dpnoti tadvisnoh paraman'l
padam“)

In view of these explanations, the avyakta referred to in
the passage does not denote the pradhfina of samkhya. On
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the contrary, it denotes the physical body. As stated by
Bédarayana, 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 form5. Further, the statement ’There is
nothing higher than the purusa and that it is the ultimate
Goal’ conveys the idea that Visnu (Brahman)as the ultimate
Goal is to be attained by thespiritualaspirant. This is evident
from the following text.

’80 adhvanah param fipnoti tadvisrjoh paraman'i padarfi"
Thus there is no room to interpret this passage in favour

of the Sir‘nkhya theory of pradhdna.
Vedanta Deéika points out that the passage taken as it

is even without reference to the analogy of ratha and rathi
cannot favour the Sir‘nkhya theory. According to Sirhkhya,
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 sarira or the physical body and not prakrtz’
(avyaktoktih s’arire’ ).

II. Ajé cOnceived as prakrti is not the cause of the uni-
verse.
This subject is discussed in a separate adhikarmga named
Camasfidhikaratza. In the preceding adhikararga it was shown
that the term avyakta used in the Katha Upanisad refers to
the physical body (s’arira) and not prakrti of SEr'nkhya. The
present adhikararia discusses whether the term ’Ajd’ em-
ployed in the Svetésvatara 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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Ajfim ekfin’z Iohitasuklakrsnfim bahvih prajfih srjamfimini
sarflpfih; ajo hy eko jusamfinonus’ete jahfity emirr'l bhukta
bhogyfim ajorzyaha

”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 enjoyment.”

This passage may be construed in favour of the samkhya
theory of prakrti and purusa since the word ajfi literally
means the ’she-goat’ and the second word ’ajfi’ as ’he—goat’
and the words red, white and black as the three stripes of
the she—goat. The first word ’ajfi’ can be taken as the prakrti
which is constitutedof three qualities sattva, rajas and tamas
and the second word aja as'the individualsoul respectively.
Both are unborn (aja) 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 ’srjamzimim’ or that which gives
birth to many creatures, conveys the idea of prakrti as the
independent cause of the variegated universe (svfitantryena
nikhila-janakatci), as conceived by the Sérhkhyas.

Badarayana rejects this view. Themain 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 (abrahmfitmakfi ajdgrahane
visesa apratiteh).

The relevant sutra reads ’Camasavat avis’esdt’.9 Avisesfit
means unqualified, that is, the term is not used with specific
qualifying description.To illustrate this point, theword camasa
employed in a Vedic statement, is cited. Camasa as a general
term means a scide or an article useful for consuming the
food used in the yaga. But the later part of theVedic 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 aja 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 Svetasvatara occurs in the
Taittiriya after mentioning the process of creation caused
by Brahman. In the Svetasvatara also, prakrti which is
designated as mfiya is stated to be the cause of the evolution
as controlled by mayin or Paramfitman (asmat mfiyi srjate
viévametat'“)

As regards the statement that aja gives birth to many
beings (bahvih prajah srjamfinam sarflpan'I) it does not imply
thatprakrticreates the universe independently. On the other
hand it means that prakrti is the cause of the universe being
impelled by Paramfitman. There are two ways in which
kartrtva or being the agent of creation is understood —

prayojya karta and prayojaka karta. 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 ’srjamfinatva’ by aja is to be understood. This
does not contradict Paramatman being the sole cause of the
creation of the universe (srjati-rapi para-preryatarr'l
no’parundhyfit“

III. The term Pafica-pafica-jani does not imply the
Siriikhya theory of Prakrti and its Evolutes.
This is the subject of Sarr'zkhyopasarfigrahfidhikarauawhich
discusses whether the term pafica—pafica-jana mentioned in
a passage of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad refers to the
samkh'ya 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 par'tca pafica jam? fikfis’as’ca pratisthitah;
tamevam anya fitmdnam vidvfin brahma amrto amrtam.12
”That in which the five into five categories including

dkfis’a is established, the man of wisdom who knows that
alone as dtman becomes immortal”.

The question which is raised in this connection iswhether
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-pfir‘lca jami, that is,
the five groups of fiveprinciples (paficfimirh janfmdm samfthah
pafica—jandh) correspond to the twenty five ontological
categories acknowledged by the Seirhkhyas. Thus says the
Sérhkhya Karika:

’mfila prakrtih avikrtih mahadddytihprakrti vikrtayah sapta;
sodas’akasca vikfiro na prakrtih na vikrtih purusa iti’. The mfila
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 BEdarayana this View is untenable. The
relevant sfitm reads: na sarfikhyopasafigrahfid—api nfinfibhfivfit
atirekficca.13

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 dkdsa are stated to be
established in Brahman, denoted by the words ’yasmin
pratisthitah’. samkhyas do not subscribe to such a theory.
Secondly the total number of principles comes to twenty
seven if we take due note of fikfis’a as distinct from twenty
five tattvas and also Brahman, denoted by the word yasmin,
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which is the ground (dd/1am) for all these. Hence the
expression pafica-pafica—janfih or five groups of five in each
do not imply the twenty five tattvas accepted by the
Sérhkhyas.
What then does the term ’par'zca—par'zca-jandh’ 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—saptarsayuh’ or seven Rsis. These five
entities are the five jfiénendriyas viz. prfina, caksus, s’rotrfi,
anna and manas as is evident from the Brhadaranyaka
Upanisadic text ’prfirjasya prdnam uta caksusah caksuh
srotrasya srotram annasya annam manaso mano ye vidulz’“.
It is not therefore possible to claim that the mere
enumeration of twenty five principles support 5aml<hya
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 adhikararja named
Kfiranatvfidhikarana which examines the passages dealing
with the causation of the universe (vis’vopadfina vaktr srutis)
and affirm that Brahman alone is the cause of the universe
even though the terms such as avyakta, ajd, sat, asat and
avyfikrta etc. used in these passages may reflect the Simkhya
theory of prakrti.

In the previous three adhikaranas it was shown how the
terms avyakta, ajd and pafica—par'ica-janfi employed in the
Upanisadsdo not favour the Se'uhkhya doctrine. Thepresent
a'dhikarazza discusses that the concepts of avyfikrta and asat
used in the Brhadaranyaka and Taittiriya Upanisads

~- reapectively, also do not support the Simkhya theory.
ET The BrhadaranyakaUpanisad states:

Mddhedan'i tarhy avyfikrtam fisit, tan-nfimarfipfibhydm eva
‘(Jyrfltriyata‘5

”At that time (prior to creation), this universe was
J flundlfferentiated and it became differentiated with names
End forms”
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Similarly, the Taittiriya Upanisad states:
’asad vti idamagm fisit’“
”This universe was asat prior to the creation.”
The term avyfikrta means that which is unmanifest. So

also the term asat denotes what is unmanifest. According
to the samkhyas, the prakrti existed in the unmanifestform
prior to its evolution into the manifest universe. If according
to these statements prakrti is the source of the universe, the
terms such as sat, fitmé etc employed in the passages dealing
with the causation of the universe are to be interpreted in
accordance with Sérhkhya 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, avyfikrta etc also point out that a
sentient Beingendowedwithomniscience and omnipotence
creates the universe through the operation of itswill". Thus
for instance, the Taittiriya text where the statement ’asadvfi
idamagra fisit’ is mentioned, it is stated in the earlier part of
this passage thatBrahman described as omniscient (vipascitfi
Brahmanfi), wills to become many (so akfimayata bahusyfin'i
prajfiyeyeti). 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 unmanifestuniverse.
(avyfikrta sabdena avyfikrta s’arirarh brahmaiva abhidhiyate).

Vedanta Desika explains how these terms ’asat’, ’avyfi-
krta’ etc do not denote prakrti but refer to Brahman as the
cause of the universe. The statement ’asadvfi idamagra fisit’
signifies only the state of the universe during the stage of
dissolution (vilayfivasthfitfimdtram uktam). It does not imply
that universe is mere consciousness (cinmfitrarfipa) as
Advaitinscontend. Nor does it mean absolute non-existence
of the universe (atyantfibhdvarfipatvam). It does not also
convey the idea of non-existent (atyanta asadrfipatva). Even
the text ’naiveha kificana agra fisit’ 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 ofpralaya is devoid of names and forms
(namarfipa vibhagabhava). In other words it exists in an
unmanifest form. Since Brahman is the antaratmfi or the
indwellingSelf of all entities even in the state of dissolution
(karanavastha) 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-avasthavisista tattat pradhanadi dravya-samfiha
antaratma parama purusa eva)18

V. Purusa as jiva is not the Cause of the Universe
This is the subject matter of the adhikararga named ’jagadva-
citvadhikararja’ 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 withBalakividyé
mentions that the purusa described as karta and also its karma
are to be known (purusfinam karta yasya vai etat karma sa
veditavyah). If purusa is taken as fivatman 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 sfitra 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
universewhich is created by it. The implications of the sfitra
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
Béléki, a Brahmin, who has only completed the study of
the Vedas andAjétasatru, a Ksatriya having full knowledge
of Brahman. Balakiwho proposes to tell about Brahman to
Ajatasatru (brahma te bravriijii) expresses his views about
Brahman as the purusa present in the following entities as
their presiding deities on whom he meditates — The dditya
(sun), candid (moon), vidyut (lightning), fikfis‘a (ether), vfiyu
(wind), agni (fire), ap(water), fidars’a (person seen in the
mirror), s’abda (sound which follows a person while
walking), chfiyfi (shadow of a person), dik (the person present
in thequarters), purusa (the soul in the body). ButAjataéatru
considers that the views of Balaki represent imcomplete
knowledge of Brahman since the purusapresiding over these
different entities is not Brahman.

He tells Balaki: ”yo vai Bfilfike, etesan’t puruszimin't kartfi
yasya vai emf-karma sa vai veditavyahzo”. ”You should know
the creator (kartfi) 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, Ajétaéatru took him inside his
residence where a person was fast asleep. He addressed
the sleeping personby the name of Somarajan which means
prfina 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 bdlfike puruso as’ayista? Kva vfi etad
abhflt? Kuta edad-figfit?) Baléki could not answer these
questions. In this connection, Ajatasatru explains in detail
the state of sleep (svapnfivasthfi) and also the state of
drearnless sleep (susupti). In the state of sleep, jiva rests in
the puritati midi which radiates from the centre of the heart
(hrdayfit puritatam abhipratisthanti. tdsu tadfi supto bhavati).
But in the state of susuptifiva rests with Paramfitman in the
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puritati midi when it does not experience any dreams since
all sense organs cease to function and the prana is united
with fiva (maria evaikadha bhavati). When he wakes up, all
the sense organs including mind andprana start functioning.
Finally he concludes with the statement that one who
knows this Brahmavidya becomes free from all sins and
attains the highest Lordship (svarajyam adhipatyam).

After considering all these factors, the question arises
whether the purusa referred to in this passage is fiva'tman or
Paramatman. According to the prima facie View, it is
jivatman for the following reasons. First, the statement ’yo
vai balake, etesam purusaruim karta yasya vai etat karma sa vai
veditavyah’ conveys the idea that it is thefiva 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 purusamim 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 fiva. It is also stated that prana, the vital
breath becomes one with fiva in the state of susupti. Pram
subsists on fiva.
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 bravam').But he tells Ajatasatru about the purusas
(fivas) presidingover the various entities commencing with
fiditya. Since the purusa presiding over these entities is not
Brahman proper, Ajatasatru realizes that Baléki lacks true
knowledge of Brahman. He therefore tells him specifically
that the karta or the creator of all these entities and the
karma,1n the sense ofwhat15 created by Brahman (kriyata
it‘i karma) should be known. If Ajatasatru were to teach
about purusa taken as szatman, there15 no useful purpose
In 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
fiva 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
sfitra: ’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 iévarapeksaya 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 prfina 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—prfirm.He also explains that hita midi in which the
purusa rests, is the svapnasthana and the fiva resting in puriti
midi with Paramfitman is susuptisthfina. 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-praaa as related
to Brahman is intended for the purpose of meditation on
prfirla as the s’arira of Paramfitman (tadvis’iste upasa bhavati” ).
In the BrhadaranyakaUpanisad, prfirm and fiva are both
regarded as s’arira of Paramatman, since they depend on
Paramfitman for their existence.

Thus it follows that this adhikarana does not support the
Simkhya 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. Atmanconceived asMukta-purusa is not the Cause
of the Universe.
This is the subject of the Vfikydnvayfidhikarauawhich
discusses whether the term’’Atman’employed in theMaitreyi
Brfihmahu of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, conceived as
the purusa being totally dissociated with prakrti could be
the cause of the universe. In the previous adhikaraw it was
shown that purusa referred to in the Kausitiki Upanisad,
which is regarded as jivfitman in bondage, cannot be the
cause of the universe. In the present adhikarana Badarayana
attempts to establish that 'z‘ltman’ conceived as the liberated
purusa or the fivfitmfi totally free from the association with
prakrti cannot also be the cause of the universe.

The cryptic sfitra which is based on an importantpassage
of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, enjoining the meditation
(nididhyfisana) leading to the realization of the self (fitma
dgrsana), reads: ’vdkyfinvaydtz“. Its general meaning is that
’Atman’ (which is to bemeditated upon) is Brahman because
the statements in the Upanisadic passage become well
connected. The fuller implications of the sfitra can be made
out with reference to the passage of Maitreyi Brdhmaha
teaching about Atman by Yajfiavalkya to Maitreyi.
Yajfiavalkya who wishes to renounce the life of a
householderand enter thatof anchorage proposes to divide
his wealth between Maitreyi and his other wife Katyayini.
On hearing this, Maitreyi wishes to know if she would be
able to attain immortality (amrtatva) with all this wealth.
In reply, Yéjfiavalkya makes it clear that there is no hope
of immortality through wealth (amrtasya tu m1 fisfi asti
vittena). Thereupon, Maitreyi, realizing the futility ofwealth,
seeks to know the means to immortality. In this background,
Yajfiavalkya teaches the following.

na :25 are patyuh kfimfiya patih priyo bhavati
fitmanastu kfimiiya patih priyo bhavati
na '05 are jfiydyai kfimdya jfiyfi priyfi bhavati
fitmanastu kfimdya jdyfi priyd 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 clear to the wife due
to the will of Paramfitman (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 Paramfitman."

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

Atma vfi are drastavyah s’rotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitav-
yah; maitreyi atmano 1213 are darsanena, s’ravanena matyfi
vijfianena idam sarvam viditam bhavati26

“O Maitreyi, it is atma that should be seen, to be heard,
to be reflected on andmeditated upon. Verily, by seeing of,
by the hearing of, by the thinking of, by understanding of
the fitman, all this is known.
The issue to be considered is whether the ’fitma’

mentioned at the commencement of the passage and also
in the concluding statement as that which is to be realized
(drastavyah) refers to fivfitman or Paramatman. According
to the prima facie view it denotes flvatman 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 kfimasiddhaye). It is the fiva that enjoys the fruits
of good or bad deeds, according to its past karma.
This view is untenable, contends Vedanta Desika,

because it contradicts the statements made both at the
commencement of the passage and conclusion (prakramfidi
pratipam). By way of explanation he points out that the
expression ’fitmanastu 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 clear to the wife
due to the sarhkalpa or will of Paramfitman (kamaya being
understood as sarhkalpfiya). That is, a wife is dear to a
husband not because the husband desires but because
Paramfitman wills that the wife should be clear to the
husband in accordance withhis karma. A person or an object
becoming dear to one is dependent on the samkalpa or the
will of Paramfitman (tattat priyatvam bhagavat-
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sanhkalpfiyattam").It is only when Paramfitman wills that
one’s wife should be clear 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). Theword ’fitman’ in the statement therefore refers
to Paramfitman. This meaning for ’dtman’ is also appropriate,
as Ramanuja points out, in the context of the teaching about
the way of reaching immortality. The mere dars’ana or
realization of jivdtman cannot confer moksa. All the
Upanisads affirm that only the attainment of Paramdtman
is moksa. Hence the statement ’fitmd vd are drastavyah’
signifies that the realization of Paramdtman leads to moksa.

Vedanta Desika justifies the meaning adopted for fitman
in favour of Paramfitman. There are three views in support
of this interpretation. The term ’dtman’ etymologically
means that which pervades everything (fipnoti iti dtmd).
Accordingly it primarily means Paramdtman (vyutpattyfi hi
fitmfi sabdah prathayati paraman'i Brahma). This is the first
view. The second view is that it can alsomean Paramfitman
according to the well accepted meaning of the term (yadvé
samfisfit svfirtho’yam). The third view is that the term fitman
which is generally regardedby laymen as fiva also denotes
Paramfitman in the sense that fivfitman is inherently related
to Paramfitman (dvdravrttyd paramarh vadati“).

Even during the time of Bédaréyana, differing views
about fitman’ were held by ancient Acdryas named
Asmarathya, Audulomi and Kasakrtsna as is evident by
the references made to them by name in the Vedanta
sfltras”.

According to Asmarathya, film andBrahman are essenti-
ally non-different (vyaktaik‘ya) and hence jiva can also denote
Paramfitman. Audulomi maintained the view that jan and
Brahman are different in the state of bondagedue to avidyfi
which is the limiting adjunct but in the state of moksa when
avidyd is eradicated the two are essentially one (advaita).
Hence it is appropriate to regard fiva as Brahman. The third
view is ascribed to Kasakrtsna, according to which
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Paramfitman indwells in fwdtman as its antaryfimz’n and hence
fivfitman can be regarded as Paramfitman in the sense of its
being inherently related to Paramdtman (jiva s’ariraka
paramétmfi).

Vedanta Desika points out that the views of Audulomi
that fiva 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 antahkarargas caused by avidya. When
avidyfi is removed the fiva becomes onewith Brahman. This
theory is untenable because according to the several
Scriptural texts, fivas 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 170115 and Brahman
are different by their very nature (nityam tad bheda drsteh).
Besides, the Upanisadic texts state that in the state of moksa
fiva attains equal status with Paramfitman (paraman'l sfimyam
upaiti), which clearly implies the difference between the
two even in the state ofmukti. Hence it is not possible to say
that jiva and Brahman are essentially the same
(svarfipaikya). 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 (mrtsvarfipa)
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 is’e tatsthatvdt). By virtue of
Paramfitman indwelling in the jiva, the term fiva denotes
Paramfitman. 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 fiva being inherently related to
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Paramatman. In the opinion of Vedanta Desika, this View
represents the vyasa siddhfinta (kasakrtsno yadiha niravahat
vyasa siddhfinta esah)30

VII. Isvara conceived by Yoga school cannot be the
Cause of the Universe.
This is the subject-matter of the adhikarmya named
Pmkriyadhi—karanu. 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 Salmkhya (yoga school
of thought) which admits Is’vara or God as the instrumen-
tal cause of the universe (nimitta karazla) 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
Is’vara is the cause of the universe. Thus says the
Svetasvatara: asmdt mfiyi srjate vis’vametat — ”The may?
(Is’vara) creates the universe through the media of prakrti
(named as mayd)”. Secondly Brahman is nirvikfira and if it
be regarded as the material cause, it would be subject to
transformation. Further in the illustration ofclay 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 upfidfina karazla of the
universe.

Bidarfiyana refutes this view and affirms that Brahman is
both the nimitta karma and the upfidfina kfirana with the
support of the Upanisadic texts and also logical arguments.
He also examines the several objections raised against this
conclusion by the SimkhyasandVaisesikas and shows that
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they are untenable. The adhikaranas of the first pdda of the
second adhyfiya 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, lsfvara is not only the nimitta
kfirmya as maintainedby the Sesvara Sérhkhya but it is also
the upddfma kfifarja.

VIII. Brahman as the Supreme Deity is the Cause of
theUniverse.
This is the subject-matter of the last adhikararia named
Sarvavyfikhyfinfidhikaranawhich covers the single conclusive
sfitra of the fourth pfida of the first adhyfiya. In the preceding
seven adhikarazzas, Badarayana has examined the selected
Upanisadic statements which convey the idea of either the
Pradhfina 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 ofNarayanaor Visnu, as is evident from
the statements of Subala, Katha, Taittiriya, 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 bhfitasya jiitah
patrireka dsit. ”Prior to creation, Hiranyagarbha existed and
that He became the ruler by creating all beings“”. The
Svetas’vatara says — yadd tamah tanna divfi m1 rfitrih na sat m1

ca asat siva eva kevalah”. ”At the time prior to creation when
it was only darkness which was neither daynornight, when
there was neither being nor non-being, only s’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, Badarayana states: etena
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sarve vyfikhydtdh. It means ”All such statements stand
explained by adopting the principles of interpretation and
logical arguments stated in the preceding adhikaranas of
the earlier pfidas (prdgukta nitibhedfit). 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 thatBrahman
is the only cause of the universe. The details of the
interpretationof the texts referring to Hiranyagarbha, Siva
etc are given in the Veddrtha Sarigraha of Ramanuja and
other theological treatises of Vedanta Desika. These are not
therefore discussed in the Adhikarana-saravali. He
mentions only one importantpoint to assert the Supremacy
of Visnu as Para Brahman. In the popular concept of tri-
mfirti 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 incamatedform ofBrahman
as a devatfi for the purpose of carrying out the function of
raksazla (protection). The Supreme Lord assumes the
incamated form of Matsya (fish), Kflrma (tortoise), Rama
andKrsna (as human forms) forSpecific purposes on specific
occasionswithoutabrogating His original essential nature33 .

Visnu as the incamated form of a devatfi 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. 1-3-10 and 11.
Katha Up. 1-3-3 and 4.
AS verse 132
Katha. Up. 1-3-9
See VS I-4-2. sfiksmam lu tad-arhatvdt - ”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. IV—S

VS [-4-8
Svet. Up. IV-9
AS verse 134
Br. Up—VI-4-17
VS-I-4-11.
Br. Up. VI-4-8
Br. Up. III-4-70
Tait. Up. I!

See Padayojané AS verse 138
V5 1-4-16.
Kau. Up. IV-18.
VS I-4-16.
Cintémani verse 139.
AS verse 140. prfinfikhyfinamna term ksatirihu ca tathfi tadvisisnz hy
upasa.
VS 1-4-19.
Br. Up. IV-4-5
See Br. Up.IV-4-6
AS verse 141. tattad—bhoga pradfituh prathayatihi vibhoh kfimatah
tatpriyatvam. See also Cintémani on verse 141 — tattad putradi
nimitta, bhoga prudfituh parama purususyaiva sarhkalpdt tesfim
putrfidina'n’z pitrfidin prati priyatvam bhagavat samkalpfiyattam
ityarthah.
See AS verse 142. See also Padayojané, éarira micakfimim suriri
paryantatva nyfiyena dvfirabhftta fiva aparityflgena tad-viéismtayfi
pratipzidayati.
See V.S. II-4-20, 21, and 22.
AS verse 143.
Kg Veda. X-121. See also Tattiriya Sar'nhité IV-1-8.
Svet. Up. IV-18.
AS verse 150. etat matsyfidibhfivesvivanija-vibhava anukriyfi nan/am
syfit. See R5m5yana,VI-104tatstvamapi durdarsah tasmfit bha‘vdt
sanitamit; raksartharr‘t sarva bhfitdmin't visuutvam upajagmivfin.



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 refutationpf the theory
of Sesvara samkhya (Yoga) which admits Isvara as the
nimitta kzirana of the universe, he has upheld the doctrine
of Vedanta that Brahman is the upfiddna kfirana of the
universe on the basis of the Upanisadic teachings. The
Prakrtyfidhikarana to which we have referred earlier, mainly
deals with this subject. Several objections are raised against
this theory by the Sérhkhyas. These are all dealt in the
adhikaranas of the first pfida of second adhydya. In this
context, the relation of Brahman to the universe comes up
for special consideration in theArambhanfidhikamna included
in the first pdda of the second adhyfiya and also in the
Ahikundalfidhikarana included in the second pfida of the third
adhyfiya.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 theMaterial Cause of the Universe.
This is an important subject in Vedanta. It is covered in a
separate adhikarana named Prakrtyfidhikamrga.The relevant
sfitra reads: Prakrtisca pratijfifi-drstfintfinuparodhfit'. The
word prakrti, as interpretedbothby Ramanuja and Samkara
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means upfidfina kzirariaz. The word ’ca’ added to it implies
that it is also the nimitta kzirarja. 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 sfltra ’Pratijfui drstfinta anuparodhfit’. 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 sfitra refers contains statements which point
out that by the knowledge of the one Reality everything
else becomes known (eka vijricinena ariyat sarvarr'i vijfidtam
bhavati). Thus says the Upanisad ’uta tam cidesam apniksyah
yena asrutarr'z s’rutarr'i bhavati, amatan’z matarr'i, avijridtan't
vijriiitam’3.

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

By way of elucidation of this statement, the Upanisad
cites three illustrations: yathd saumya ekena mrtpindena
sarvarr'l mmmayam vijfifitam syfitekena loha martini sarvarr'l
lohamayarr‘z vijridtan'i syfit; ekena nakha nikrntanena sarvarfl
kfirsndyasan‘z vijflfitam syfit‘....

”My clear, 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 substance) leads to the knowledge of everything else
(all the productsmadeof it) is named pratijr'uior declaration.
The illustrations offered by the Upanisad to elucidate this
are called drstfinta. If we take into consideration the
illustrations cited by the Upanisad, it is obvious that the
knowledgeof the material cause leads to the knowledgeof
the products made out of it. On the same analogy, it is
maintainedthat if Brahman is admittedas 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 upzidtina kfirana.

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, bahusyfin‘t prajfiyeya’ — ’It resolved, may I become
many’s. The Taittiriya Upanisad also says ’so'kfimayata,
bahusyzirr'z prajfiycya: ”It thus resolved, may I become many’.
The Taittiriya Upanisad also states: "tad-dtmdnarr‘t svayam
akuruta’° — “lt (Brahman) makes itself evolved into the form
of the universe”. On the basis of these Upanisadic texts
Badarayana states that Brahman itselfbecomes the universe
through modification. The relevant sfltras read: Atmakrteh,
parinfimfit’ . The word ’parinfimdt’ used in the sfitra means,
as explained by Ramanuja, parinfima-svdbhfivyfit, 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 svarflpa or intrinsic naturebeing subject
to change. This is possible because, according to
Visistadvaita Vedanta, Brahman is inseparably related to
the souls and the cosmic matter (cid—acid-vis’ista Brahma).
As explained by Ramanuja, Brahman is always (sarvadfi)
associatedwith cit and aci t 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 tarhf avyfikrtam fisit tan-ndmarfipfibhydm eva
zrydkriiflitafl’

— ”This universe consisting of souls and matter
existed prior to creafion in unmanifest form. It thenbecame
many with name and form”. All the changes apply to cit
and acit and not to Bralrunan. 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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attainingmanhood 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 fidhfira
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 svarfipa of Brahman, which is its fidhdra.
Brahman is regarded as upfidfina kziraria by virtueof its being
the substrate of acit which actually undergoes modification.
It is only in this sense that pariiuima of Brahman is to be
understood in order to maintain its nirvikfiratva.

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 drstfinta or illustration and darstrfintika or
the object to be explained. The analogy is to be made use of
to the extent it is plausible (yathfi yogyam sddharmyam).
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 firnanfibhih) creates
the web9. In the same way, it is to be understood that
Brahman as associated with cit and acit undergoes
modification without affecting its svarfipa.
Vedanta Desika further points out that there is no

inconsistency in respect of Brahman being both the upfiddna
and nimitta kfirarga as this is supported by the Scriptural
texts. The general principle (pratijfui) viz. the knowledge of
the causal substance leads to the knowledge of its effects is
sustainable ifkfirana or causal substance is not different from
kdrya or its effects. In order to substantiate that Brahman is
upfidfinakfimua the Upanisad has provided the illustration
of clay and its products (tadanuguna udfihari drstdntavargah).
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The statement that Brahman itself resolved to become many
conveys the idea that it is also nimitta kfirana. In the context
of the creation of the universe, a passage of the Rgveda
also speaks of Brahman as both upfidfinu and sahakfiri kfirarga
or accessory cause. Thus it states: ’kirr'isvid vanan’z ka u sa
vrksa asit, yato dyfivc'z prthivi nistataksuh, brahma vanan'i
brahma sa vrksa dsit, yato dyfivé 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 andwhat is the material
out of which it is made? The later part of the verse gives the
answer in terms of Brahman as the upfiddna denotedby the
words brahma variant and that Brahman itself is the material
denoted by the words brahma sa vrksa. On the basis of it,
the siltra says: ’sfiksficca ubhaya amnfitw’. That is, the
Scriptural text speaks of Brahman itself as both the upddfina
kfirana and the accessory cause (sahakfiri kdrana). 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 Tai'ttiriya also states that
Brahman itself becomes the universe by undergoing
modification (fitmakrteh parinfimfit) in the sense that prakjrti
which constitutes its body is made to evolve into the
manifest universe from its unmanifest state. Taking all these
facts, Vedanta Deéika contends that there is no
inconsistency in admitting Brahman as both the material
and instrumental cause of the universe12

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

' regarded as nimitta kfirana. In the same way, if something
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is regarded as nimitta kdrana, it cannot be upfidfina kfirana
(yadvfi Siddham nimittan’: m1 bhajati tadupfiddnatfim). 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 (dkfira bheddt mimitva vyavahfira yogitvarh
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 (sftksma cid-acid-visista
brahma) is the upfidfina kfirana, while the same Brahman,
when it manifests as the manifold universe by its will,
becomes the nimitta kdrmga. Hence there is no contradiction
involved in conceiving Brahman as both the upddfina and
nimitta kflrana.

One other objection is raised against the theory that
silksma-cid-acid—vis’ista-brahma is upddfina kararja. 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 (jivfitman), the aksara in turn is
dissolved in tamas and tamas finally becomes one with
Paramfitman. The Visnu-purana also states that both prakrti
and purusa are absorbed in Paramfitman (prakrti-purusaécfipi
ubahu etau liyete paramfitmani). According to these
statements, both prakrti and purusa are destroyed, the word
’laya’ being interpreted as vinfisa 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 (svévasthfi prahzirjena pfirvfivasthfi
prfiptirfipam). The statement ’prthivi apsu liyate’ means that
prthivi assumes the state of up orwater after losing the state
of pythivi. Laya is also understood in anotherway. It means
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merging of an entity into another without losing its nature
and assuming an undistinguished form (svfivasthé
prahdnamantarena vastvantardvirbhdva anarha sarr'lsarga
vis’esa prdpti). 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
destroyedbecause the Scriptural and Smrti texts speak that
they are anfidz’ 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
Paramfitman, prakrti is not totally lost but it remains in
Paramfitman in the state of undistinguishable form. Thus
the theory of Brahman as related to cit (souls) and acit
(cosmic matter) can become upfidfina kfirana. It is also the
nimitta kfirana since the universe is created through the
operation of His will (sanikalpds’rayfit nimitta kfirarga). This is
a sounder theory than that of Advaita which explains
upfidfina kfirazzatva by resorting to vivarta vfida or the theory
that Brahman illusorily appears as universe due to avidyfi.
It is also sounder than Simkhya theory which explains
causation of the universe by God as only nimitta kdrana (asau
bhoktr-bhogya-prabh_rti-kavacitfit vis’zia-srstih samici)13

II. The Relation of Brahman to the Universe.
Brahman and Iagat are non-distinct (ananya).
A major objection is put forward by the ancient Vaisesikas
whomaintain that cause and effect are absolutely different
and as such Brahman cannot be regarded as material and
instrumental cause of the universe. The Arambhanfi-
dhikarana discusses this important issue and explains the
causal relationship between Brahman and the universe in
terms of non-difference (ananyatvu).
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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 effect is known as cloth. By number (saiikhyfi), the two
are different. The threads are numerous, whereas the cloth
is a single entity. By function (vyavahfira), 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 (dkfira).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 sarvan’t tadabhimatadasfi 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—unanyatvam drambhana éabdfidibhyah”. It means, as
interpreted by Ramanuja, that the universe is non—distinct
from Brahman for the reason that the Upanisadic statement
beginningwith the word ’drambhana’ supports it. The fuller
implication of the Sfitra 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:
Yathfi saumya ekena mrtpindena sarvan'i mmmayan’t vijfifitam
syzit, vdcfirambhanan’: vikfiro nfimadhyeyam mrttiketyeva
satyam”

”My clear, as by the knowledge of one lump of clay, all
that is made of clay is known, the modification (the object
made of clay) being connected with speech”.
This statement is explained by Ramanuja in the

following way. The word firambhana is taken as a variant
of filambana on the basis of a grammatical rule. Alambana
means being touched (sprsyate). The word vdk means
speech. The combined word vacfi—fimmbhana means being
touched or being connected with speech. That is, the
modification (vikdra) 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 ofbringing
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 mbdified 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 sarfisthfindntam nfimadheydntara bhfik).
The other important implication of this explanation is that
the pot as a modification of clay, is not illusory (mithyfi), as
Samkara contends. It is as real as the clay. This is the
significance of the words: mrttikfi dravyam ity-eva satyam,
mentionedin the Upanisad. Cause and effects are therefore,
two different states (avasthfis) 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 (sarvadfi) 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 samkalpa. In its causal state (kfiraryivasthfi),
Brahman is associated with cit and acit in their unmanifest
form (sfiksma—cid-acid-vis’ista).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
(sthfila-cid-acid-visista—bmhma).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 ddhfira 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
ekamevfi’ implies that Brahman existed prior to creation
(agre) as integrally related to cit and acit in their subtle form.
This is the ekatvfi-vasthfi of Brahman, that is, Brahman as
associated with cit and acit in their unmanifest form as
different from bahutvfi-vasthfi 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-dhedarr’t tarhi avyfikrtam fisit, tan-nfima rfipfibhfiyn’i
vydkriyata”. The Subala Upanisad dealing with the
dissolution of the universe affirms in clean terms that tamas
which represents the unmanifest universe comprising of
both the prakrti and the fivas (aksara) becomes united with
Brahman (tamah pare deva eki bhavati”). The Chandogya
teaching sad-vidyfi also states; ’Sanmfildh somya imfih prajfih
sadfiyatanfih satpratisthfihw’. Considering all these
Upanisadic statements, it is obvious that Brahman as related
to sflksma 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 sfiksma cit and
acit becomes Brahman as associated with sthl'da 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 cit and acit in
their unmanifeststate, how could it be regarded as advitiya
orwithout a second as stated in the Upanisadic statements?

In reply, Vedanta Des’ika points out that even the schools
of Samkara, Bhaskara and Yadava Prakasa who also
subscribe to the theory ofBrahman as upddfina kfiram, admit
that Brahman as associated with mfiyfi, upfidh‘i and sakti
respectively is the cause of the universe. But they seek to
overcome the conflict with the concept of advitiya by
regarding mdyfi, upfidhi and s’akti as apradhfina or secondary
principle since it is a quality (visesarja), while Brahman which
is pradhfina 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
Antarydmin of prakrti and purusa (iiva) is the Principal
Reality, while the other two entities are the vis’esanas or
dependent realities. Epistemologically, the substance as
qualified by the viéesanas is one only. From the standpoint
of Brahman as inherently related to cit and acit, it is one
(visista vivaksayd ekatva). Philosophically and also logically,
this is a sounder theory of Brahmopfidfinatva than that of
Advaitinsand bhedfi-bheda vfidins, since this conforms better
to the Scriptural teachings (sarva érutg/aikarmya)20

III. 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 adhikararja included
in the second pfida of the third adhyfiya, Badarayana.
discusses specifically the question of the relation of the non-
sentient universe to Brahman in terms of vis’esazza and
vis’esya. 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 (sarira-sariri bhfiva). As this subject has a direct
bearingon the theory of the relationship betweenBrahman
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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-liriga), Badarayana
introduces three sfitras in which he refers to the different
views on the nature of the relation of Brahman to the
universe in terms of bhedfi—bhedu 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 (prfikasds’raya and praktis’a).

The sfitra containing the first illustration reads: Ubhaya
vyapades’dt-tu ahikundalavat“. It means, according to
Réménuja, 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 vyapadesdt). Thus the
Chandogya says: sarvam khalu idan'z brahma — ”All this is
Brahman". The Svetasvatara states: bhokta bhogyan':
preritfiran’t 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 (samsthfina vis’esa) 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 sutra containing the illustration of the light
and its luminous body reads: prakasasrayadva tejastvat”. It
means— ”Alternatively (va), it15 like light and its substrate,
both being luminous. Its implication is, according to
Réménuja, 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 sfitra which simply reads: ’pflrvavad—
va23’, is taken to present the view of Badarayana, as
admitted by both Samkara and Ramanuja The word
’purvavad’ literally means ’as stated previously. The word
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’vd’ implies that the views contained in the present sfitra is
different from the two prima facie theories mentioned in
the preceding two sfitras supporting the relation of non-
difference and difference-cum-non—difference respectively
between Brahman and the universe.
The earlier sittra to which Badarayana refers, as

interpreted by Ramanuja, is the one relating to the nature
of relation offiva to Brahman in terms of arr'ls’a or an integral
part of Brahman, which is mentioned in the third pfida of
the second adhyfiya. It reads: arhs’o nfinfivyapades’dt anyathfi
ca“- ”The self is an integral part of Brahman on account of
difference and otherwise (non-difference) also.” The fuller
implications of this sfitra will be explained in the chapter
on the Doctrine of Jiva. For the present it may be noted that
Badarayana has in mind this sfitra, when he says ’pflrvavad-
vfi’ to explain the relationship between the universe and
Brahman, since the principle adopted to determine the
relation of 17ch to Brahman is equally applicable to the
relation of universe to Brahman. As both 17ch 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 wish or an integral
part of Brahman since it does not have a separate existence
apart from Brahman as in the case of fiva (fivewat prthak-
siddhyanarha visesanatvena acid vastuno brahmfirhs’am”). This
is similar to the relation of body to the soul (s’arira sariri
bhfiva) 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 s’arira of Brahman in the technical sense
that these are necessarily and always supported and
controlled by Brahman which is their s’ariri or the Indwelling
Self“ . This theory accommodates both difference and non-
difference from different standpoints, difference as s’ariri
and s’arira and non-difference as sariri integrally related to
the sarira.
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IV. Refutation of the objectionsagainst the theory of
Brahman as upadina karana.
As pointed out earlier, a few objections are raised against
the Vedanta doctrine of Brahman as the updddna kfirana.
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 Simkhyas on the assumption that
there cannot be any causal relationship 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 fwas
would be applicable to Brahman. Further, if Brahman itself
as the material cause of the universe, undergoes
modification, itwould affect its nature as nirvikfira 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 Bad'arayana and set
aside in order to establish the causal relation of Brahman
to the universe. The following adhikaranas included in the
first pfida of the second adhydya discuss these issues and
bring out the relation of Brahman to the universe

i) Smrtyadhikarana
ii) Yoga-pratyukty--adhikarar_1a
iii) Vilaksargatvfidhikarana
iv) Bhoktrfipatty-adhikarana
v) Arambhanfidhikarana
vi) Itaravyapadesfidhikarana
vii) Upasamhfira-dar’sanddhikarana
viii) Krtsnaprasakty-adhikaram!
ix) Prayojanatvfidhikarana

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 Simkhya 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. Thismatter is covered
in two separate adhikararias named as Smrtyadhikarana and
yoga-pratyukty-adhikarana. The prima facie View advanced
in this connection is that Smrti texts are generally regarded
as upabrahmargas or that which elucidate the teachings
contained in the s’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 prasfitam kapilarr'l”). It 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 notBrahman
as claimed by the Vedanu’ns. .

This View is rejected by Badarayana. "The relevant sfitra
reads: Smrty-anavakfis’adosaprasafiga‘iti cet, nu anya-smrty-
anavakfiéadosa prasafigdt”. Its general meaning is: ”If it is
argued thatKapila Smrti wouldbe renderedunauthoritative
by notmaking use of it to determine the meaning ofVedanta
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 giftedwith 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 differentnature.
The Simkhyas 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 (kdrya) 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 Sirhkhyas, the universe is
constituted of three gums viz. sattva, rajas and tamas and
prakrtiwhich 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 asamdt).
Badarayana refutes this objection. This matter is

discussed in the vilaksazlfidhikarazla. 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 (sfimya) between the cause and the effect in every
respect or in respect of some aspect only (kenacit sfimya). Such
a similarity can be seen in respect of a mountain and
paramdrgu, in so far as the two have a common feature of
being paddrthas (substances).But it does not serve the purpose



--i.dLi;%lLE?'Jl;1;JLL‘-Z—J

H

‘

urn:

1

'.-:i'a.‘.-._‘._

‘:_'<':

‘
.

fl‘i‘fi-‘WIL—‘sil

The Doctrine of Universe and Brahman 139

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 argumentstands
defeated in respect of the cow dung and the scorpion born
out of it (gomayfit vrs’cikfidau 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 sflksma cit and acit is the cause of the manifest universe
in the sense that the same Brahman by its sarr'ikalpa assumes
the state of Brahman as associated with the sthfila cit and
acit (sthfilatvam yfiti).

As explained earlier, Brahman does not transform itself
into the universe in which case its nature wouldbe affected.
But on the contrary, the acit or the cosmic matter which
constitutes the s’arira or body of Brahman undergoes
modification. The change in the cosmic matter does not
affect Brahman which is its fidhéra, in the same way as the
changes taking place in the body of a person do not affect
the self within. The Antaryfimi Brfihmana states that all
entities in the universe including the fivfitman, constitute
the s’arira or the bodyof Brahman. The term s’arira employed
in the Upanisad is not to be taken in the ordinary sense as
the physical body. As explained by Ramanuja, s’afira or body
with reference to Brahman is that which is aIWays
supported and also wholly controlled by it. It is defined as
follows: yasya cetanasya yaddravyam sarvfitmanfi svfirthe
niyantum dhfirayitum ca sfakyam tachhesataika-svarfipamca
tat tasya s’ariram.

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 s’arira."29 On the basis of this definifion, Ramanuja
regards that all senfient and non-sentient beings constitute
the s’arira or body of Brahman, as declared in the Antaryfimi
Brfihmana.The universe is s’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 upédfina krirana of
the universe is logically tenable.

c) Brahman is not subject to the experience of pleasureand
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 duhkha?.
This is an objectionwhich is raised by the samkhyasagainst
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
(bhoktrfipattih). Consequently there would be no difference
between fiva and Brahman, since both are subject to the
experience of suffering (avibhagah). Thismatter is discussed
in the Bhoktrdpatty-adhz'karana.
Badarayana refutes this objection. The difference

between fiva 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 fiva. 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 fiva. 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 (samrfid—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



r4
3;.
1

'(fl'

'1 'he Doctrine of Universe and Brahman 141

not experience any suffering caused by punishmentto 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 ’Ioknzmt’, mentioned in the sufm which
reads ’bhuktzflpaitehuvibhugascet syfiu’ iokuvui'”. If it be said
that Brahman wouldbe 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 Arambhanfidhikarana dealing with the causal
relationship between Brahman and the universe, it was
established that the two as cause and effect (kfirya) 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 Upanisadjc texts
such as ’tat-tvamasi’, ’sarvarh khalu idarr': 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-
vyapadesddhikaratza. The relevant sfitra reads: [tara-
vyapadésdd hitfikarargfidi-dosaprasaktih“. It means - “Since
Brahman is stated to be non-different from the other (170a),

' there Would follow the defects of Brahman creating a
universe not beneficial to it.”

Bédarayana sets aside this objection on the ground that
it is well established in the scriptural texts that fiva and
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Brahman by virtue of their nature are absolutely different.
Thus says the sutra: ’adhikam tu bheda nirdes’fit”. By way of
elucidation, Vedanta Deéika points out that the
Vis’istadvaitin does not admit that the fiva and Brahman
are essentially one (svarfipaikyam). On the other hand, the
two are regarded as non-distinct (ananya) in the sense that
Brahman as inherently related to the fivas by virtue of its
abiding as Antaryfimin in the jivas (tatsthyena jivfitmani
antardtmatayd avasthfinena ananyatvasya uktatvfit”). The
Vedfinta-sfitra also states: ’Avasthiteh iti kfisakrtsnah-w- ”It
is one because Brahman abides in the 170a, as stated by sage
Kasakrtsna”. On the authority of Antaryfimi Brfihmana, fiva
is regarded as sarira and Brahman as its s’ariri or Self. Thus
Brahman as inherentlyrelated to fiva is one but by virtue of
their svarfipa, 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 (upddfina) and the person to produce
the object. Though Brahman may be admitted as having
the capacity to function as material and instrumentalcause,
it does not have any kind of accessories for the creation of
the variegateduniverse. 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
upasarfihdradars’anadhikarana. ,

Badarayana rejects this objection. The relevant sfitra
reads: upasan'thfiradarsfanfit nu iti cet m1 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 sakti
or power to create the universe without any accessories
out of its sarr'lkalpa. He cites several examples to substantiate
this point. Themilk changes itself to curds on its own accord.
Themagnetattracts the iron by its own presence. The spider
creates the web out of its saliva. The celestial deities create
the heavenly objectsby their will. A humanbeingcan make
his bodymove by his mere desire without any accessories.
Hence it is not inappropriatethat the all-powerful Brahman
creates the universe out of its samkalpa without the aid of
any accessory.

f) Brahman does not transform itselfinto the Universe.
One other serious objection is raised against Brahman as
the material cause of the universe. IfBrahman itself becomes
the universe, the question is raised whether Brahman as a
whole undergoes transformation into the universe or only
apart of it. In either case it affects the very natureofBrahman
whichbeing indivisible should notbe subject to any change.
Badaréyana discusses this issue and provides an
appropriate answer to it in the Krtsnaprasakty-adhikarana.
The relavant sfitra reads: krtsna prsaktih niravayava sabda
kopo 0535. Its general meaning is, according to Ramanuja,
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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Bédaréyana refutes this objection by taking recourse to
the s’ruti or the Revealed Scripture as the sole dependable
authority to determine these issues. The relevant sfitra reads:
srutestu s’abda-mfilatvat“. It means, according to Ramanuja,
that such criticisms are not valid because of the Scriptural
support (sruteh). That is, the Scriptural texts point out that
Brahman is niravaya and that it also creates a variegated
universe. Scripture 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 sfitra that Brahman possesses vicitra s’akti

or extraordinary powers to cause the universe through its
parimima without affecting its svarfipa. The Vedanta Sfitra
says: fitmani caivam vicitrfis’ca hi” - ”So also it is seen in the
case of Atman (Brahman) that it possesses variegated
power”. The Upanisad also says: parfisya s’aktih vividhaiva
s’rflyate svfibhfivikijfidna bala kriyfi 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
svarflpa. To overcome this problem, Samkara resorts to
vivarta vfida or the theory of illusory appearance of
Brahman on the basis of the doctrine of avidyfi.The universe
and its origination in Brahman are fabrication of mere
avidyfi or the cosmic principle of illusion, which conceals
the true nature of Brahman and projects its appearance as
the universe. What is caused by avidyfi does not affect the
true nature of Brahman. The universe is not really caused
or created by Brahman, but it is amere illusory appearance.
But there is no mention in the Vedanta sfitms aboutmfiyfi or
avidyfias conceivedby Sarhkara 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 parituima
stated by Vedfinta-sfitm 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 benefitof the
creator himself or for someone else. It cannot be for the
benefit of Brahman, since it is stated to be one whose desires
are ever-fulfilled (avapta samasfakfimah). 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 Bédarayana, the creation of the universe by ls’vara
(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, purelyout of pleasure. If God
creates the universe as a divine sport for His own pleasure,
how could He be regarded as ’avfiptasamastakfimah’?. In
reply Vedanta Desika points out that the concept of
avfiptasamastakamah does notmean thatGod 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 existswide
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 ls’vara is free from the defect of being cruel.
Karma, which is the cause ofbirth in different strata, is anadi
or beginningless, just as fiva 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 (bijafikuradikrama
visama bhava anadi karmaughabhajan'z”)

1. VS [-4-23
2. This is the meaning provided by the grammarian. See Patafijali

Mahabhasya 1-4-30 —jam'kartulg prakrtilz.Madhva does not admit
Brahman as upadana karazza. He interprets this word to mean
Visnu

3. Ch. Up. VI-1-3.
4. Ibid Ch. Up. Vl-1-4 to 6.
5 Ch. Up. Vl-2-3.See alsoTait. Up. ’so’kamayata bahusyan'z prajfiyeyeti'.

See also V.S. 1-4-24 ‘abhidhyopadésacca’
6. Tait. Up. “-7.
7. VS 1-4-26 and 27.
8. Br. Up. 1114-70.
9. See AS verse 144.
10. VS l-4-25.
11. VS I-4-28.
12. AS verse 146. tasmat kartapi devah prakrtirapi bhavet
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25. RB llI-2-28.
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26. See section III-(2) for fuller implication of s’arim.
27. See Svet. Up. V-2
28. VS—ll-l-l.
29. For further implications of the definition, see R.B. 11-1—9. Also,
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30. VS. 11-1-14
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THE THEORY OF COSMIC CREATION

In the first adhyéya of Brahma-551m: known as Samanvayfi-
dhyfiya, Badarayana establishes by a systematic and
methodical examination of the importantpassages dealing
with Brahman, that it is the sole cause of the universe
(jagatkfirana). In the second adhyfiya which is titled
Avirodhddhyfiya, 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 whichwere
prevalent during his time and which were opposed to the
central doctrine enunciated in the preceding adhyfiya. The
schools which come up for consideration in the order in
which it is stated in the Brahma-sfitra, are: samkhya,Yoga,
Vaiéesika, the four schools of Buddhism — Vaibhasika,
Sautrantika, Yogacara and Madhyamika, Jaina, Pésupata,
and Pancaratra. Of these, the schools of Siriikhya 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 Iévara (in the case of Yoga school) evolves
itself into the universe. The schools of Vaisesika, Buddhist
and Iaina trace the origin of the universe to the paramdrgus
or atoms which are infinitesimal and suprasensible reals.
The school of Pasupata upholds that Is’vara, named
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Pasupati, is only the nimitta kfirarga 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 (svapaksasthfipanfiya parapakéh
pratiksepa). The Pfificarfitm school, however, is taken up for
consideration for the purposeof clarifying that its teachings
are not opposed to Vedanta as claimed by some critics.

The following eight Adhikaranas of the second pdda of
the second adhyfiya are devoted for this purpose.

Racana-nupapatty-adhikarana
Mahad-dhirghédhikarana
Samudayadhikarana
Upalabdhy-adhikarana
Sarvathanupapatty-adhikarana
Ekasmin-asambhavadhikarana
Pasupatyadhikarana
Utpatty-asambhavadhikarana

The scope of the critical examination is confined to show
that the philosophical theories of these schools111 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 pfida, 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 Deéika in the Adhikarana sfirfivali.

WN9WFPNE

I. The Sirhkhya Theory of Cosmic 'Evolution
This is discussed in the Racaminupapatty-adhikarana.
According to the Simkhyas, the mfila-prakrti or the
primordialcosmicmatter is the cause of the universe. Prakrti
is constituted of three gums viz. sattva, rajas and tamas. It is
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non-sentient in character (acetana), one, omnipresent
(sarvagata) and constantly changing (satata—vikriyfi). 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 uhmizkfira. The altan’tkfira is also characterized by
the three gums and accordingly it is of three kinds: sfittvika,
rfijasa and tfimasa. From sfittvika ahan'Iktira, in which the
sattva element is predominant, the eleven sense organs
including the manas are evolved. From the tfimasa aharr'lkfira,
the five tanmdtras or subtle elements evolve. From the
tanmfitras arise the five gross elements — dkfis’a, vfiyu, 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 Isvara or
God as a separate Being.1

The origin of the universe is explained on the basis of
the evolution of the unmanifest prakrtz' 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 sfitra reads:
Racanfi-nupattes’ca na anumfinam pravrttescaz. 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 (pravrttesca).
‘The implication of the sfitra 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 knowledgeof the object. As Vedanta Des’ika
explains, we have seen in our ordinary experience that
objects such as a piece ofcloth andpots aremadeby persons
having knowledgeof 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 Siritkhyas cite a few illustrationsin 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 akhilan’: 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 Simkhyas 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 Sémkhya system is present eternally and it is notpossible
to account for the initiation of the evolutionary process at a
particular point of time on that basis.

There are other inconsistencies in the Simkhya theory
of cosmic creation. According to the Sir'nkhyas, the prakrti
comprising of the three gunas is the cause of the creation of
the universe, when the equilibrium of the guryzs is disturbed.
Dissolution of the universe takes placewhen 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 (tesfim nityam vibhutve sama—visama
dasfddi kidrg vadeyulfl).

The Simkhyas also account for bondage and release on
the basis of the superimposition of the pmkrti on the Purusa
(anyonyd—adhyfisa) 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 antahkararja which is a product of prakrti. When
purusa is dissociated with antahkarana and all its functions,
it becomes free. This is how bondage and liberation from
bondage are accounted for.

This is also an unsatisfactory theory, contends Vedanta
Des’ika, 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 admittedby the samkhyasas the subject of knowledge.
It is nirlepa or untouched by all mental qualities such as
jfifina, desire, capacity to function (prayatna). Howthen 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 Sirhkhyas, 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 Simkhya theory of Pradhdna as the
cause of the universe, is not sound,
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II.VaisesikaTheory of Cosmic Creation
This is examined in the Mahad-dirgfidhikarana. The
Vaiéesikas, unlike the samkhyas admit ls’vara but they
ascribe the origin of the universe to the paramdnus or the
atoms which are eternal, partless, infinitesimal and
suprasensuousreals. 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 knownas dvyarguka.
Like the primary atoms, it is infinitely small in size and is
therefore supersensuous. Three such binaries, suitably
adjusted produce a triad known as tryazzuka, 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 amountain
or the small size of an object such as a mustard seed is due
to the combination of a number of tryarjukas formed out of
the primary atoms. The existence of the atOms is deduced
from the known divisibility of perceivable material objects.
According to the Vais’esikas the divisibility must terminate
at some stage and cannot go on indefinitely. The terminal
stage in the process of this division represents paramfizlus
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 paramdljlus. The relevant sfitra reads:
Mahad-dhirghavad-vfihrsva parimandalfibhydw. The word
hrsva means dvymguka and parimandala means paramdnus.
Mahad-dhirgha implies tryarguka. The general meaning of
the sfitra is that the theory of the origination of the universe
from the atoms is unsound in the samewayas the formation
of the dvyanukas out of the paramfinus. By way of elucida-
tion, Vedanta Desika points out that the very formation of
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the dvyargukas by the combination of two primary atoms is
inconceivable. Since the atoms are partless (niravaya), the
question is asked: When two paramdrguscome 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 onlyin 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
paramdrgus cannot be explained satisfactorily, the theory of
paramfinus as the material cause of the universe cannot be
established.

The theory ofVaisesikasalso suffers from anotherserious
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 Vaisesikasposit 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 fitman
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 fs’vara as instrumental in bringing together the
atoms. That is, lsvara, throughHis samkalpa (will) can cause
the combination of atoms as dvyanukas and tryaztukas and
through them the formation of the universe. But the theory
of lévara which is formulated on the basis of anumfina or
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inference, is defective as stated in the Sfistra-yonitvfidhikaratla.
If ls’vara 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
sarfikalpa.But such a View is not acceptable to the Vaisesikas
and hence the theory of paramfizlus as the cause of the
universe is unsound (asamafijasa).

III. 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
paramdnus which are regarded as momentary in character
(ksanika). The Yogacfiras and the Madhyamikas offer
different views regarding the nature ofphysical 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) Samudfiyfidhikaranawhich discusses the theories
of Vaibhésikas and Sautréntikas.

_2) Upalabdhy-adhikarana dealing with Yogacara
theory.

3) Sarvathfi-anupapatty adhikarazza which examines
the Madhyamika theory.

a) Vaibhfisika Theory
The origin of the universe which is traced to the paramfirgus
is explained as follows. The four physical elements viz.
prthivi or earth, up or water, vfiyu or air and tejas or fire
which are evident to perceptual experience are regarded
as constituted of atoms. Each element possesses certain
qualifies. The atoms ofearth possess qualifies ofcolour, 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 vfiyu contain
the quality of touch only. When theSe atoms combine
together, they become the aggregates of four physical
elements (bhfita). 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 Vaibhasikas do not admit atman or soulas a
separate entity. Themind called citta and the series ofmental
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
(ksatzika) 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
paramfinus and the aggregates of physical andmental atoms
of the bodies and other objects .6 paramfinus, according to
the Vaibhasikas originate in the first moment and the same
in the next moment combine themselves into an aggregate
and in the thirdmoment these become the physical elements
such as prthivi out of which the formation of the universe
takes place. If the paramfinu 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
paramdnus are momentary in nature, physical elements
constituted of the paramdnus and the formation of the
universe out of such elements is inconceivable. Even the
cognition of the external objectsby the citta ormind through
sense contacts cannot also be explained if the objects and
the buddhi do not have a permanent existence.

b) Sautrintika 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. Sowhat 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 impressiorren thepercipient
mind before it disappears and it is from impression (fikfira)
that we infer the priorexistence of the corresponding object.

This theory is subjected to severe criticism by Vedafit'a
Des’ika in the Tattva-muktd—kalfipa. 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 jfidna. TheSautrintikaadopts 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 fikfira-samarparia or
transference of the image. Such an explanation does not
hold good in respect of knowledge and object. Jfiéna by its
nature is devoid of any form (nirdkfira).How could there be
a reflection of W! In the case of the mirror, reflection is
possible in the glass because it is tainted withmercury. There
is no such conditioning factor (upfidhi) in respect of jfifina.
Besides, jfifina as well as the object, according to the
Soutrantika are momentary. By the time the object transfers
its image to jfidna, 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 wouldnot hold in respect ofknowledge
and the object since there is no common feature between
the two (dvayamapi ekfikfiroparaktamm1). Only two entities
having physical form could be juxtaposed but for the
Sautrantikas both are formless (vyan'is’e naivfibhimukhyan'i).
Besides, all objects are momentary and at the time
knowledge arises, the particular momentary object ceases
to exist. Hence the dkxira of the object cannot be passed on
to knowledge.

c) The Theory of Yogicara
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 vijfifina 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 (vfisami) 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
(vijr'uina) 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 vijfifinavfidin, 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 importantpoints. 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 (m1 abhdva 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 (vaidharmyficca na svapnfidivaP).

In the Tattva-muktfi—kaldpaVedanta 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 importantpoints 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 neithercan appear
without the other. It is not therefore correct to assume that
they are distinct and they may well be regardedas different
phases of one and the same factor.
Vedanta Desika 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 onlywhen two separate entities exist (sahamziti-
niyamfidyanyathaivaatra siddhaml").
Another argument is advanced by the Yogacara based

on the analogy of the dream where experience 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 sfltra:
vaidhanhyficca na svapnfidivat“. 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 Bonn: 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 objectscannot 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
knowledgehas 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 Vijr'lfinavfidin tries to explain the diversity of

experience on the basis of the variegated visamis, which
are in the form of a confinuous series like the flowingriver
from a beginningless time. Vijfifina is also a series of
momentary mental processes, and the vdsanfis which are
associated with them influence vijr'uina and thereby cause
the diversityof experience.
Such an explanation does not hold good, contends

Vedanta Desika. Vfisanfi for a Buddhist is ksanika. That is,
it changes every moment. In the series of cognitions, when
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the earlier cognition ceases to exist, the vfisand 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 continuationof the vfisanfi and its influence on the
cognition. Alternatively reality of external objects is to be
admitted to account for diversity of experienceNeither is
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is therefore untenable.

d)MidhyamikaTheory
TheMadhyamika 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
svarfipa 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 possiblemodes ofpredication,
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 altemah'ves. Thus they
describe tattva as ’catuskotivinirmuktam’”.That is, it is s’fmya
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.

Bédarayana rejects this doctrine. The adhikarazia named
as Sarvathfi-nupapatty-adhikarana is devoted to this matter.
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The relevant sutra reads: sarvathfi—nnupapattesca”. It means
— ”The doctrine of Madhyamika, that everything in this
universe is indeterminable (sarvas’finya) is totally untenable”.
The implication of this, as explained by Vedanta Des’ika is
that it is purely a speculative theory without having any
support of the pramfinas (amfinatah svestfi vdda). He raises
two alternatives. Is this theory established on the basis of
admission of the generally accepted pram/"mas? Or is it
proved without any pramfinas. If pramfinas 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-prahdue
paramatam aksobhyam).That is, if the theory of sarvasfinyatva
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 samvrti, 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 éimya (asat samvrtih na
arthasiddhyai).

Vedanta Deéika points out that it is impossible to
conceive tattva as absolutely indeterminable (s’l'mya). The
words s’fmya (void) and tuccha (non-existent) which appear
to mean total negation (sarvas’finya) do not imply absolute
non—existence.Negation necessarily presupposesits 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 (sarvathd-s’flnyatva) 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
jfifina, jfifitfi etc on the basis of s’finya-vfida (nirupfidhika
nisedhah adrtfit 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 itsproduction
or after it is destroyed, ceases to exist. It does not also exist
during the middle period like the sky-flower (gagana
kusumavat syfinna mndhye). This argument is untenable,
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. 15 the effectproduced
from the cause that undergoes modification (vikfira)or from
one which does not (avikrtih)? If it be the former, then it is
asked whetheror not this modification is producedby 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
(sfimagryfi kfirya 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 kfirana.

In the absence of the admission of the valid pramfirgas, it
is not possible to prove the theory of the Madhyamikas viz.
everything is sfinya. If on the basis of the concept of samvrti,
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 samvrti,which corresponds to the Advaita
concept of mdyfi, the cosmic principle of illusion, it is not
possible to establish the theory of sarva-s’finyatva.
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Incidentally Vedanta Desika briefly enumerates the
various theories of error and truth. These are: Anyathfikhyfiti
of Naiyayikas or the theory of mis-apprehensionof shell
for silver, akhydti of Mimamsakas 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 (anadhisthfina dhih), held by some Buddhists,
bfihyfirthfikfirayogah - the transference of the fikdra of the
external object on the internal cognition (View of
Sautrantikas), error as different from sat and asat (sadasat
itara dhih) held by Advaifin, contentless cognition (sflnya-
dhih) of Madhyamikas, fitmadhih or the cognition itself
projecting in a different form held by Yogacara. These
theories advanced by other schools are wrong. The sound
and correct theory is that all that is perceptually seen is
real including the vision of silver in shell (yathfirthakhyfiti)
as this is in conformity with the Scriptural teaching and
the paficikarazla theory. But in a few exceptional caseswhere
paficikarazza is not applicable, it is satkhyfiti combined with
akhydti”

iv) Jaina Theory of universe
The Iainas also trace the origin of the'universe to the
paramfinus and they do not accept ls’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
Ekusmin-asambhavfidhikarazza.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 enfities in the universe developed by the Iainas.

According to the Jainas the universe comprises of fivas
and afivas but there is no fsvara. They admit six categories
(dravyas) viz. fiva, dharma, adharma, pudgala, kfila and fikfis’a.
The term pudgala refers to the substance possessing the
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qualities of rfipa, rasa, gandha and sparsfa. It is of two types,
one in the form of paramfinus and the other in the form of
the conglomerations of paramfinus. These are air, water, fire,
earth and all kinds of material bodies.16 The universe is
formed out of such conglomeration of paramfinus.

Regarding the nature of the objects in the universe, it is
not of one uniform character butmanifold (anekfinta).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 dkdsa. 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 syfidvfida, also named as saptabhafigi or
the seven-fold formula. Theword ’syfid’ 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 (syfid asti)
2. Maybe, is not (syfid-mistz')
3. Maybe, is and is not (syfid asti ca nfisti ca)
4 Maybe, is inexpressible (syfid avyaktavyam)
5 Maybe is and is inexpressible (syfid asti ca

avyaktavyam)
6. Maybe is not and is inexpressible (syfid misti ca

avyaktavyam)
7. Maybe is, and is not and is inexpressible. (syfid

asti ca nfisti ca avyaktavyam)
The Jainas apply the seven-fold formula even to the
substance and the qualities which are called paryfiyas or
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modes. The paryfiyas 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
object. 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-permanentand 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-asambhavfit"7. 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 (vydghfita) 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 (upfidhis) 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 upddhi and this is regarded as sopddhika upfidhi,
which is logically conceivable. But the affirmation of non-
existence in respect of an object without any reference to
upédhi (nirupfidhika asatvam) to the same one object and at
the same time, as Jainas do on the basis of saptabhar'lgitheory
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advanced by them, is logically untenable. This is the point
of criticism leveled by Vedanta Des’ika against the jaina
theory (na ca nirupfidhikah kvcipy asatvfidiyogah”).

Some of the philosophical doctrines of the jainas also
suffer from serious defects.

1) The jiva is of the size of the body'.
2) The jiva 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 fikfisa.
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 Pisupata
The Pasupatas, the followers of the ancient Saivite religious
sect, account for the origin of the_universe through the
media of prakrtipresided over by Isvara (Isvara adhisthita
prakrti). Though Isvara is admitted on the basis of inference
as an instrumental cause (nimitta kfirana) of the universe, it
does not, unlike the Sesvara Simkhyas accept the
Upanisadic teachings as a source of authority for proving
the existence of lsvara. Besides in matters of religious mode
of life and practices (ficfira) it follows its own customs which
are almost opposed to the accepted Vedicpractices19 . Hence
Bédaréyana deals with the Pas’upata theory separately and
refutes it after a critical examination. This subject is covered
in the adhikarana named Pas’upatyadhikarana.

The relevant sfitra states: patyuh asdmafijasydtz". 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 sfitra, 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 upfisanfi
(Veda viruddha tattvopfisanfi). As regards the philosophical
doctrines which are more important than the religious
customs, it is pointed out that the postulation of lsvara for
the purpose of accounting for the evolution of the prakrti
into the manifest universe suffers from serious defect. lsvara
is admitted on the basis of inference as the nimitta kdrana.
That is, lsvara, the Ruler of the prakrti, causes the evolution
of the universe. If févara is the nimitta kfimna similar to the
production of the pot by the potter, He should also possess
a body for creating the universe through the media ofprakrti.
If body is admitted, then he would be subject to the punyu
and pfipa similar to the jivfitman who, with a body,
experiences pleasure and pain. If lsvara is without a body,
He cannot function as the instrumentalcause by presiding
over prakrti. Hence the very theory of cosmic creation by
Pasupati as a presidingDeity over prakrti is defective.

vi) The Theory of Paficaritra
Along with the refutation of the rival schools of thought,
which are opposed to Vedanta, the theory of the Pfificarfitra
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 (prfimfinya).As indicated in the
Vedfinta-sfitm, there is a view expressed in the Pfificarfitra
literature that the 17ch is brought into existence (utpatti) and
such a theory is naturally opposed to the Upanisadic texts
which declare thatfiva is nitya or eternal. It therefore gives
room for the doubt whether or not Pdficardtra is
authoritative. Badarayana therefore seeks to clarify this
point and affirm that Pfificarfitra, unlike Paéupata and other
rival schools of thought, is not opposed to the Vedanta.
This matter is considered in a separate adhikarana named
Utpatty-asambhavfidhikarana.

The main objection which is raised against Pdficarfitra is
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that we come across a stray statement in the Pancaratra
Samhita which appears to speak of the origin (utpatti) of
jiva. Thus states the Parama-samhitfi: paramakfirandt
parabrahma-bhfltfit vfisudevfit samkarsano ndma jivo jfiyate,
sarizkarsanfit pradyumna—sarfijfidrfi mano jfiyate, tasmdt
aniruddha samjfio ahan’zkfiro jfiyate. It means: ”From
Vasudeva who is the Supreme Brahman and the primary
cause, originates the individual soul called Samkarsana.
From Samkarsana the internal organ called Pradyumnaand
from Pradyumna, the principle of ahan‘zkfira called
Aniruddha is born”.

I

Prima facie, this statement conveys the idea that fiva
originates from Brahman. But according to the Upanisads,
the jiva is nitya or eternal and it has neither an origin nor
end“. Hence Pdficardtra cannot be authoritative
(pdficardtram na pramfinam).
Badaréyana refutes this objection. The concerned

statement of the .Pfificardtra Samhitfi does not speak of the
origin of the fiva. On the contrary, it implies, as explained
by Ramanuja thatVasudeva, Samkarsana, Pradyumna and
Aniruddha referred to in the statement are manifestations
(vyflhas) of Parabrahma for the purpose of meditation by
the devotees seeking to attain Brahman. Samkarsana is not
the name for fiva. Nor is Pradyumna manas. In the same_
way, Aniruddha cannot be ahan'tkira. The association of
jiva with Sar'nkarsana, manas with Pradyumna and
ahamkara with Aniruddha convey the idea that these three
forms of Vasudeva are the presiding deities of these
principles respectively. The term jfiyate does not literally
mean ”originates” but on the other hand it implies
prfidurbhfiva or manifestation in the form of with: avatfira
out of the san'zkalpa of Vasudeva.

Further, the very Pancarétra Samhita denies the origin
of fiva. Thus it states that fiva is amidi and also ananta or
without end (fivo amidi anantah kathita iti tad-utpatti pakso
na histah”). All these points are fully explained by
Ramanuja by adequate references to the Pancaratra
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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 Goal23

VII. The Ontological Status of the Evolutes of Prakrti
In the preceding sections the theories of the rival schools of
thought regardingcosmic 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, vfiyu or air
and indriyas or sense organs are nitya or eternal and as
such Brahman cannot be the cause of them. Badarayana
takes up this subject for consideration in the Viyad—
adhikarana, Tejodhikarana and the Prfinotpatty—adhikarana
included in the second adhydya. 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 Ekfisa or
ether, the Vais’esikas maintain the view that it is nitya or
eternal and hence it cannot be regarded as kfirya or an entity
brought into existence by Brahman. The main argument in
support of this View is that fikfis’a 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 ’fitmanah fikfis’a

sambhfitah’ which speaks of the fikfis’a as being caused by
Atman - (Brahman) the Vais’esikas argue that such
statements are to be understood in a secondary sense
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(gauna) on the basis of the same explanation as offered in
respect of the origin of fiva in the Pancaratra literature.

Badarayana refutes this argument. He categorically states
that fikfis’a is caused by Brahman. The sfitra says ’asti tu’ ”It
(tikfisa) has an origin”. The basis of this categorical
affirmation is that several Scriptural texts clearly mention
that fikfisa 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 dkfiéa, In another text of Brhadaranyaka, it is
stated that both vfiyu (air) and antariksa (ether) are eternal
(amrta). Hence it is appropriate to adopt a secondary
meaning for the word ’utpatti’ (sambhfita) mentioned in
respect of fikfisa.

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 fikfis’a, is ensouled by Brahman (aitaddtmyam idam
sarvam). Besides, the general statement ’By the knowledge
of the one, all other things become known’ cannot be
justified if fikfis’a 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 fikfis’a, as stated in many other texts. The
description of vdyu and antariksa as amrta is to be understood
in the sense that they exist for a long duration (cirakfila
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 thatwhich exists
and is known by pramdnas. According to the satkfiryavfida,
both the cause and effect are dravyas, since effect is only a
modified state of the causal substance. What is called ’kfirya'
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
fikfisa 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 satkfiryavfida
according to which effects are the modifications of the
causal substance.

On the basis of the explanations offered in respect of
dkfis’a, the view that vziyu is eternal (nitya) is rejected. Vfiyu
too is a kfirya or productbrought 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 agm' or fire is caused by vfiyu (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

Tejodhikarazza, which deals with this issue, the implication
of these Upanisadic statements is explained. The text ’vayoh
agnih’ does not mean that vfiyu causes agni. On the other
hand it implies that Paramatman as the Antaryfimin of vfiyu
creates agni. This meaning is evident from other texts which
state that ’tejo aiksata’ or fire willed to create and ’tfi fipa
aiksata’ or water willed to create. Since the capacity to will
(iksana) cannot be attributed to a non-sentient entity, it
follows that all such statements are to be interpreted in the
sense thatBrahman 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. prfina, manas, indriyas,
kharr‘z (ether), viiyu, up, jyotis and prthivi originate from
Brahman24 . In this text, though the order of creation of the
evolutes is notmentioned, it states that Brahman is the cause
of all things. This point is to be taken note ofwherever the
order of evolution is mentioned. That is, the immediate
preceding evolute as inherently related to Paramétman as
its Antaryfimin is the cause of the succeeding evolute. It is
therefore relevant to regard Brahman as the cause of all
the evolutes.
Regarding the ontological statusof indriyas (sense

organs), the question is raised whether the indriyas
designated as prdnas in the Upanisad, are created by
Brahman. This doubt arises because the Scriptural text says
that prdrgas equated with rsis existed prior to the creation
of the universe. Thus states the Satapatha Brfihmana: Asadvfi
idam agra fisit tadfihuh, kirr'l taddsit iti, rsayo vd va te figre
dsan, taddhuh ke te rsayalz, prfina vd va rsayah”25— ”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 prdnas
indeed were those zsis.”

On the basis of this authority, it is contended that priz'nas
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 adhikararja of the
fourth pfidu named Prfizzotpatty-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 fisit. The Aitareya Upanisad also
says: fitmfi vd idam eka agra Esit. Besides, the Mundaka
Upanisad states that from Brahman originate pram, manas
and all indriyas (etasmdt jfiyate prdno manah sarvendriyfini
ca). There is no mention as in the case offlvatman that prfinas
(indriyas) are nitya. The term prim 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 vfiyu
(vdyukriyfi). On the strength of the Scriptural text,
Badarayana points out that pram? is not mere vfiyu present
in the body (1111 dehfintar-vdyumdtra). The Upanisadic text
clearly says: From this arises prrina, manas, all indriyas, ether,
vfiyu etc.27 As prfina and vfiyu are mentioned separately in
the same text, the two are not identical. Nor is it a function
(kriyfi) of miyu because it is mentioned along with dravyas.
Thus says Badarayana: m1 vfiyukriye prthag upndcs’a—t”. It is
not even an independent tattva (tattvfintara) similar to tejas
because in the enumeration of the twenty four tattvas, prfina
does not figure. It is therefore assumed that vfiyu itself
assumes different modifications and prdna—vdyu is one such
modified form of vdyu. The same prfina—vdyu assumes
different names such as prdna, apfina, samfina, vyfina, udfina.
Even this prdna-vdyu is monadic in character (anus’ca) since
it is stated in the Upanisad that it also moves along with
the 17sz when it exits from the body after death. Thus says
the Upanisad: tam utkrdmantan't prfino anutkrfimati”.
Incidentally Badarayana clarifies that prfirja 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 prfina as distinct from the eleven sense organs.
Thus says the Upanisad: etasmfit jdyate prfino manah
sarvendriyfini ca. In describing the exit of the jiva from the
body after death, the Upanisad mentions separately that
prfirga moves along with the fiva and that other indriyas
follow prfina (prdnam anutkrfimantan'i sarve prfinfi
anutkrfimanti). Besides, during the state of deep sleep, the
indriyas do not function, but prim: subsists. According to
the theory of evolution of prakrti, the ten sense organs and.
mind emanate from sdttvika ahan’tkfira and not prfina. In
fact indriya is defined as that which is the modification of
ahan'Ikfira (sfittvika ahan'ikdra vikrtitvam) and this definition
does not apply to prfina. Prfina 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
prfina (vital breath) is regulated by [ma who is the controller
of them (adhisthfitr). But this power is endowed to fiva by
Paramfitman. Similarly the celestialdeities 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 (Antaryfimin) of all entities as stated in the

.A -....:.‘..' n..:1.____._,Autmyumi orumnurtu.

VIII. The Processof 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 prfina in order
to establish that these are also caused by Brahman. As allied
to the subject of cosmic creation, another importantmatter
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 particularorder. 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 par‘tcikararja or
quintuplicationof the five elements.30

The Chandogya speaks of the admixture of only three
elements viz. up, tejas and prthivi. This is known as
trivrtkarana. As Vedanta Desika states, trivrtkarmga is not
different from paricikararja referred to in other Upanisadic
texts. It is illustrative of paficikararja. After completing the
paficikarana, the rest of the universe with all its diversity is
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created out of the five elements (paflca-bhfita) 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 (nfima-rfipa—vyfikarana)
is done by Brahman or by Hiranyagarbha, also known as
Caturmukha—brahmfi towhom the task of creation is specially
entrusted. This doubt arises because of two reasons. First,
the Smrti texts state that Caturmukha- brahmzi is the creator
of the aggregate universe (vyasti-nfi-mfidi srstfi). Secondly,
the following statement of the Chandogya Upanisad
referring to the anupraves’a and nfima-rfipa vyfikarana gives
the impression that fivfitman assigns the nfima and rfipa to
all entities at the time of creation: anena jivenfitmanfi
anupravisya nfimarfipe vyfikaravfirji“ . Badarayana therefore
discusses this matter in a separate adhikarana named as
smr'tjfifimfirti-klrpty-adhikarana.

The following sfitra clarifies the position: samjfifimfir-
tiklrptistu trivrtkurvata upadeéfit“. It means that the
assignment of names and forms to the created objects is
done by the same (Paramdtman) who did the trivrtkararja 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 itselfwhich 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 fivatman (fivenfitmanfi) 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
Paramfitman. The possibility of Caturmukha Brahmfi
performing the task of assignment of nfima and rfipa to the
created objects does not arise because prior to the creation
of the universe, he does not exist. According to the $ruti
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 Deéika points out that the expression ’anena

fivenfitmami’ is not to be taken as the identity of fiva and
Brahman, as Advaita assumes, because it is so well
established in the Upanisads that fiva and Brahman are
two separate ontological entities. Hence the statement ’anena
jivemitmami anupravis’ya’ is to be understood as Piahman
along with fiva with which it is inseparably related enters
into the created objects. The word 'pravis’ya’ with the prefix
’anu' implies that Paramdtman causes the 17sz to enter and
soon after, along with the fiva, He also enters”. In other
words both Paramfitman 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 Sir'nkhya theory.
VS 11—2-21.
AS verse 181.
See Simkhyakariké — samsarati badhyate mucyate ca nfinfiérayfi
prakrtih. Also, purusasya daréanfirtham kaivalyfirtham tathfi
prudhfinasya
VS II-2-20
See VS II-2-17. samudfiya ubhayahetuke'pi tad-aprfiptih.
See TMK—1V-27. svaccheparasmin chfiyfi nu bhavati, asau rfipdsfinye
mz ca syfit.

8. VS II-2-27.
9. VS 11-2-28.
10. TMK - 1V-27
11. VS II-2-28.
12. See TMK SSW-18.na sannfisanna sad-asanna cfipyanubhayfitmakam;

catuskoti vinirmuktarft tattvam mddhyumikd viduh. See also T.R.V
Murthy — Central Philosophy of Buddhism. P 228.5ee also AS
verse 198

13. VS 11-2-30.
14. AS verse 198
15. See AS verse 201. prfiyo buddhih 'yuthfirthfiérutivid-abhimatfi kvfipi
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bhedfigrnhfidr’. See also Cintémani: tathfi ca akhyfiti-san‘zvalite
yathfirthakhymhih frayyunta vidfin’r usmfikum abhimata-ityarthah.
For details of Jaina theory, see RB 11-2-31.
VS- 11—2-31.
AS verse 203.
See RB 11-2-35 for details.
VS 11-2—35
See Ka. Up. I—2-18. m1 jfiyate mryutemi kadficit. Also nityo nitydnfirr'l.
AS verse 214.
SF? Mahabharata Xll—348-6 — {dam mm'iopu‘nisudum cat'urvea'a
samanvitum. See alsoM.Bh. XII-348: idmr'r s’reyam idan': brahma idan'r
hilam anutlamam.
See Mund. Up 11-1—3. Etasmfitjdyate prfino manah sarvendriyfim' ca.
khan’r vfiyur fipuh prthivivisvusya dhfiritli.
Satapatha Bréhmana VI-1-1.
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VS. 11-4-8
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Ch. Up. VI-3-1
VS 11-4-17
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CHAPTER SEVEN

THE DOCTRINE OF IIVA
AND BRAHMAN

Though Brahma—sfltra is primarily concerned with the study
of Brahman, the ultimate metaphysical Reality of the
Upanisads, it also accords equal importance to the subject
of fivfitman. Badarayana acknowledges on the authority of
the Upanisads thatfivfitman is a separate ontological entity
as distinct from Brahman. As we have observed in the
chapters 2 to 4, several adhikaranas of the first adhyfiya
dealing with the nature and distinguishing characteristics
(dharmas) of Brahman refer to the fivfitman as a prima facie
theory and affirms that Brahman is distinct from fiva and
that the dharmas refered to in the Upanisadic texts are not
applicable to fivfitman. Badarayana in one of the sfitras
specifically states that Brahman is other than the jiva
because of the difference between the two (adhikarfi tu
bhedanirdes’fit)‘. In the second adhyfiya while discussing the
issue whether viyat and other evolutes of prakfti are eternal,
he brings up the theory of Atman. In this connection, five
adhikaranas are exclusively devoted to the discussion of the
nature of jivfitman and its relation to Brahman. Again in
the third adhyfiya dealing with the sddhana or the means of
attainment of Brahman, Badarayana discusses the theory
of transmigration of the fiva and also its condition in the
states of waking, dream, deep sleep (susupti) and swoon
(murchfi). Six adhikaranas of pfida 1 and four adhikarargas of
pada 2 of this adhyfiya cover these subjects. In the fourth
adhydya which deals mainly with the Supreme Goal to be
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attained by the fiva, he examines the status of the fiva in the
state of moksa in six adhikaranas. We shall discuss all these
matters except the status of fiva 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.]iva as Eternal (nitya).
This is the subject-matter of the titmfidhikarana which is
devoted to prove that fivdtman is eternal on the basis of the
Scriptural authority and also on rational ground. As
explained by Vedanta Desika, the need to affirm the
etemality of fivfitman arises because of the doubts arising
from a few Scriptural texts which convey the idea that fiva
is also subject to origin. The Chandogya Upanisad dealing
with sad-vidyfi, 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
(kfirya) of Brahman are also originated. Besides, a few
Scriptural texts explicitly state that fivas 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 fivas were not the products of
Brahman.

In order to refute these views, Badarayana introduces
the following sfitra which affirms that fiva is eternal: Na
dtmfi sruteh, nityatvficca tabhyah3. It means, according to
Ramanuja, that Atman (fivfitman) is not subject to origin
(utpattz') unlike viyat or ether (referred to in an earlier sfitra)
because the Scriptural texts deny the origin offiva and also
that very Scriptural texts declare that jiva is eternal
(nityavficca tfibhyah). Thus says the Katha Upanisad: ajo
nityah sdsvato’yan'i purfinah‘ - ”unborn, eternal, everlasting,
existing from time immemorial”. The Svetasvatara Upanisad
also mentions the etemality and pluralityof the jivas: nityo
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nityamin'i cetanah cctaminan'i eko bahfinam yo vidadhati kaman5
— ”One eternal sentient being (Brahman) fulfills the desires
of many eternal sentient beings (fivas)”.

As regards the statements which speak of the origin of
the fiva (jamma), these have to be understood in the sense
that fivas are associated with the physical body and sense
organs. As explained by Ramanuja, fivas exist in Brahman
in a subtle state at the time of dissolution 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 fiva is in
respect of its jfifina which is its essential attribute
(dharmabhflta-jfiana). That is, the attributive knowledge
which was dormant during the state of dissolution is
enabled to function by associating itwith the body and the
senses. This change effected in the jfiana does not amount
to change in the svarfipa of the fiva ( svarfipanyathabhava),
unlike in the case of non-sentient entities such as viyat.
fivdtman is therefore nitya as declared by the Scriptural texts.

There is also a rational justification for admitting the
nityatva of fiva. If fiva were not eternal, then the results of
the meritorious and sinful deeds performed in one’spresent
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 fivas.

In this connection, Vedanta Desika mentions briefly the
theories of fiva advanced by rival schools of thought viz.
Carvakas, Buddhists, Advaita, Bhaskara andYadava Prakasa
and rejects them on the ground that these are unsound and
also opposed to the teachings of the Scriptural texts.6
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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.

SomeBuddhists maintain that the series of thoughts (dhi-
santfina) itself is the self (fiva) 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.7

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

Even this theory is unsound. The persistence of jivahood
(iivabhfiva) until the state of total liberation from bondage
(fimoksa-sthfiy? jivabhdvah) cannot be regarded as eternal
(nitya). Such a state of jiva is also considered to be
apurusfirtha by some Advaitins. Besides, this theory of fiva
stands opposed to the Scriptural texts which explicitly state
that fivas are m'tya.

II. Jiva as Jfiéta
This is the subject-matter of the Ififidhikamna which
establishes that fivn is not merely of the nature of knowledge
but also the knowing subject (jfifitfi). The relevant sfitra reads:
jfio ata evas. It means, as interpreted by Ramanuja, that this
fitman (referred to in the earlier sfttra) is of the nature of jfifitr
(knoWing subject) because it is stated so in the Sruti texts.°’
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By way of explaining the fuller implication of the sfitra,
Ramanuja points out that according to the Advaitins the
jivfitman is essentially constituted of knowledge (jfifina-
svarfipa eva).The Brhadaranyaka Upanisad employs the
term vijfifina for Atman (yo vijfiime tislthan).‘O The Taittiriya
also uses the word vijr‘uina for fitman (vijfirinan'i yajfiam
tanute).“ The Visuu Purdmz also explicitly states that atman
is jfidnasvarflpa.”On the basis of these Scriptural and Smrti
texts, it is contended that dtman 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 jfifitfi or knower. Ififitrtva is therefore an
adventious dharma of dtman superimposed on it due to
avidyd.

There is another view held by the Vaisesikas, according
to which fiva 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 (sarvadfi sarvatra upalabdhiprasar‘zgah).
Besides, in the state of deep sleep, knowledge is not found
to be present. It is therefore contended thatjfifina 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
(upddhija jfifitrtva).

The Vedfinta-sfltra, as interpreted by Ramanuja, rejects
both these views as these are defective and not supported
by the Scriptural texts. fiva is stated to be ’jfiah’ which implies
that dtman is only jfifitr—svarfipa or of the nature of knowing
subject. It is neither mere jfifina—svarfipa, as Buddhists and
Advaitins believe nor jada—svarfipa or non-sentient in
character, as Vais’esikas believe. On the other hand,flvdtman
which is of the nature ofjfidna is also of the nature ofjfifitrtva.
Both these aspects of fivfitman are fully supported by the
Upanisadic texts.

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

statement affirm both the jfidtrtva and jfidnatva of fivfitman.
On the authority of these texts, it is admitted that fivfitman
is of the nature of knowledge and also possesses jr'uina as a
dharma (ififinatvavat jfifitrtvamapi svfibhdvikam)
Vedanta Desika explains the significance of the

Scriptural text: ’jfinfity-eva ayarh purusah’ quoted by
Ramanuja. Thewordeva added to jdmiti implies that fivfitman
is never ajfifitfi, that is, devoid of knowledge (fitmd kadficidapi
ujfifitfi na bhavati). It implies that jfidtrtva is a permanent
dharma (nitya). In other words, its knowledge is nitya, as is
evidenced by the statement of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad
’na vijfifituh vijfifiteh viparilopo vidyate'5’ - ”The knowledge
(vijfifiteh) of dtmanwijfidtuh) is not subject to destruction”.16
The description of fiva as vijfifina only implies that it is not
non-sentient (jada).

Thus it is affirmed that the fitman which is nitya and of
jfifina-svarfipa also possesses jfifitrtvu 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 mahfin fitmfi or great self
also implies its vibhutva character. If fitmfi which is vibhu is
of the nature of jfifina 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 jivfitman is not vibhu. On the contrary, it is monadic
in character (anu), as is evident from the Upanisads. Thus
says the Mundaka Upanisad: ’Eso anurfitmfi cetasd
veditavyah’” — ”This dtman which is anu is to be known



The Doctrine offiva and Brahman 18.7

throughmind”. BesidesScriptural support, Badarayana has
advanced several arguments to establish the theory that
fiva is arm by answering the possible objections against it.
Several sfitras are devoted to discuss the issue related to the
size (parimfina) offiva and affirm that 170a is anu. One of the
arguments in support of it is that the exit of the soul from
the body after death (utkrfinti) and its movement to the
higher realms and also its return to this world, as stated in
the Upanisads”, would not be possible if jlva were vibhu
(utkrdnti gati figatinfim).19 The Upanisads also speak of the
fivfitman in terms ofmeasurement (unmdna) by the selection
of comparative instances. Thus says the Svetasvatara
Upanisad: ”The individual self is to be known as part of
the hundredth part of the tip of a hair divided a hundred
times".20 Being arm and located in one’s body, it cannot
experience everything and at all places. Though it is am, it
can experience the objects nearby and also far off through
its jfifina, just as a lamp can illuminate much larger area
around it.

fiva located in the body manifests itself as aham or ”I”
(ahan’r iti svenaiva siddhyati“). It is self-luminous (svayarfi
pmkfisa) 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 objectsto be experienced (dhi-safikocfit).

The description of fwa as ’mahfin fitmfi’ does not mean
thatfiva is vibhu. On the other hand, as stated in the Vedanta-
sfitra, this statement in the Brhadaranyaka contextually
refers to Paramfitman or Brahman who is to be meditated
upon by jivdtman. Similarly in the statement of the
Svetaévatara ’sa ca dnantydya kalpatc', the term ananta or
infinite with reference to fiva means that jr'uina which is the
essential attribute of fiva (dharma-bhfitajfidna) becomes
infinite in the state of mukti. Then the fivfitman becomes an
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omniscient being totally free from karma. The term
’sarvagata’ used in respect of jiva implies that fiva as a
spiritual monad is capable ofentering into all sentient beings
(sarvacetana antahpraves’a sfimarthyamn).

III. Jiva as Karta
This is the subjectmatterofKartraa'hikarazlawhich discusses
whether or notfiva is kartfi or the agent of action. This issue
arises because a few Scriptural and Smrti texts appear to
deny kartrtva for fiva. The Kathopanisad mentions that the
self (fivdtman) is not the killer (mi'yam hanti23) 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 110a as free from
it.24 The Gitfi also describes that jiva is not subject to any
modification and as such it cannot have the kartrtvawhich
involves change (vikrti virahatah).’-"
Keeping in mind such possible objections which are

untenable, Badarayana introduces the following sfitra
which affirms that fwd is kartfi: Kartfi sistrfirtha-vattvdtz‘. It
means: ”fwd is the agent of action on account of Scripture
becoming meaningful”. By way of elucidating the
implication of this sfitra, Ramanuja points out that there
are several Scriptural injunctions in the form of
commanding an individual to perform good deeds for
attainingheavenandprohibiting him from doingevil deeds.
All these sastraic injunctions would be rendered
meaningless if an individual soul were not the agent of
acfion. The Vedic commands have no significance in respect
of a non-sentiententity such as the gums of prakfti or even
the buddhi (internal organ). They are intendedonly for those
who can understand and follow them. In view of this, it is
maintained that fiva is kartfi.

This view has the support of the Scriptural texts. The
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad states that flvfitman moves freely
Within the body by using the sense organs?7 The Taittiriya
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text says that jivdtman designated as vijfiiz'na, performs
yziga.28 The Prasna Upanisad categorically states that the
self (fivfitman) is kartzi. Kartrtva is therefore admitted as the
intrinsic dharma of‘fiva, like jfifitrtva.

According to some schools of thought, kartrtva belongs to
buddhi or the internal organ and that the self is regarded as
kartd 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 kartfi
because of its proximity to buddhi, then buddhibeing 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
activitieson the self is alsodefectivebecause superimposition
cannot takeplacedue to the absenceofany similaritybetween
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 (rfipa)
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 bhoktfi 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 jivfitman is bhoktd, as maintained by the
Simkhyas and the Visistadvaitin. If fivfitmd is not bhoktfi,
then the teachings ofVedanta about bondage and liberafion
from it would be of no value (bandha moksfidi sfistram
vitathameva). fivdtman is therefore to be admitted as both
the kartd and bhoktd.

Vedanta Desika also points out that the admission of
jfifitrtva, 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-blzfttajfldna) which is distinct
from the self and the latter (jiva) remains unaffected by
them. jiva is regarded as jfidtfi or the knower in the sense
that it is the fis’raya or substrate for jfidna, which is its
essential attribute. All experiences offiva take place through
this knowledge. By being fis’raya to jfifina which is subject to
modification, the svarfipa of the fiva is not subjected to any
change..In the same way, kartrtva and bhoktrtva admitted
in respect offiva do not involve change in it. fiva is the kartfi
in the sense that it is the fis’raya or the substrate for krti or
effort. Effort is caused by a desire (icchfi) to do an act. It is
therefore a mental modification or an avasthfi of jr‘nina. It is
not to be confused with the actual physical activity which
follows subsequent to the desire to do an act. By being an
fiéraya for krti caused by a desire, which is a particularstate
of knowledge, 17ch as kartd is not affected by the change.

Likewise, jiva is bhoktzi by being the cisraya for bhoga or
the experience of pleasure and pain (sukha-duhkhfinubha-
vfisraya)”. Pleasure and pain are different states (avasthds)
of jfifina. Pleasure is an agreeable disposition of the mind
(anukfila-jfifina) and pain is the disagreeable disposition of
themind (pratikflla—jfifina). Asfiva is the Esraya 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-bhfltajfifina)
and not to the fiva. Such an explanation is logically tenable
since in theVis’istadvaita system, jfidna as a dharma is distinct
from fivdtman and the modifications taking place in the
dharma do not affect the svarfipa of the dharmi.30

In view of these explanations it is not correct to say that
the physical activities related to kartrtva, the mental
functions related to jfifitrtva, the desire to enjoy the fruits of
the deeds (vfincchfi), the capacity to do an act (pras’akana)
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 Sistm or
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Sacred texts. The dictates of the Sfistra are intended for the
good of an individual. The physical body and the sense
organs including the intellect are provided as accessories
to the fiva for the purpose of observing the commands of
the Sfistra. Even the capacity to obey the dictates of the
Sfistm is conferred to an individual in accordance with his
past karma (s’fistm yogyé das’fi niyati niyamité). Vedanta
Des’ikaconcludes that the jivfitman is to be admittedas jfidtfi,
kartfi and also bhoktd as these are well established by all the
pramfinas (sarvaih pramfinaih jr'uitd kartd bhoktfi ca bhfiti).32

IV The Dependence of Jivatman on Paramitman.
This is the subject-matter of a separate adhikarazla named
Pardyattddhikarana. In the preceding sections, it is seen that
according to Badarayana 17ch is jfidtd, kartd and bhoktfi. In
this connection the question arises whetherfiva acts on its
own independently or its activity is dependent on
Paramfitman. This is an important issue related to the theory
of free will and determinism. If the fiva is not free to act
(svatantra) and is dependent on Paramfitman, it cannot be
regarded as kartfi. AcCording to Panini also, kartfi is one
who is free (svatantrahkartfi). In the absence of freedom for
the fwas, 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 sfitra: panittu tat s’ruteh”. It means, as interpreted
by Ramanuja, that the activity of the fiva takes place on
account of Paramfitman (kartrtvam asya fivasya paramfitmana
eva hetoh bhavati), because it is stated so in the Scripture
(sruteh). The Antaryfimi Brdhmaua explicitly states that
Paramfitman abides in the fivfitman and controls it from
within. The Taittiriya Aranyaka states specifically that
Paramdtman enters into all beings and controls them (antah
pravistah édstd janfindn't samitmfi)?‘ The Bhagavadgita also
reiterates that the Lord (lévara) resides in the heart of all
beings and thereby controls them.35 Lord Krsna also states
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in the Gita: sarvasya ca ’ham hrdi sannivistah mattah smrti
jnanam apohanam ca“—”I am seatedin 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 fiva is also caused by
Paramdtman. The question is raised: If Paramatman controls
the activity offiva, can it be kartri? In reply, Vedanta Desika
explains that this dependence of fiva 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, kfila
(time), prakrti (nature), niyati (unseen potency). But none
of these is considered to affect the kartrtva of the jiva. In the
same way, if lsvarawho is the controller of all, as stated in
the Scriptural texts, prompts fiva to act, the kartrtva of jiva
should not be affected. There are two types of kartrtva:
prayojaka kartrtva, thatIS, Paramatman impells the }_1va to
act and prayojya kartrtvaor lea acts being impelled by Isvara
170a is karta as impelled by Paramatman. This does not affect
the capacity of fwa 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.37 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 (sadhararga karazla)
which is common to all and the second is the special cause
(vis’esa kfirazla). 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, ls’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 papa accruing from the deeds of the past is the special
cause for one’s action leading to happiness or suffering.
Hence lsvara being the common cause is not responsible
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for sukha or duhkha of an individual. In the Gitd,Lord Himself
says that He is equal to all (samo’ham sarva bhutesu)38 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. 39 These statements are applicable only to
special individuals. That is, for tuose who are specially
devoted to God and worship Him as the sole refuge, for
them God showers His grace and helpsthem 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 thatGod is cruel or partial inHis dispensation
of the results of one’s good or bad action.

A serious objection is raised against the theory of firm as
kartd. If Emma is the main kartfi and fiva is reduced to the
position of a lump of clay solely dependent on the former,
how can jiva be regarded as kartfi? If it is not kartd, then it is
not also bhokta. This objection is not tenable, contends
Vedanta Desika. As pointed out earlier Iévarais also karta
as He impels pm to do an act (prayojaka karta) and so also
110a is karta as being impelled by Isvara (tat prayojyatvena
kartfi). That fiva is kartfi 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 (cinmdtra), nor is it internal organ (ahan'ikara),
since it is non-sentient and as such it cannot have the
function of knowing. It is the fivfitman, which as a sentient
spiritual entity, is the kartfi even though it is dependent on
Isvara. The fiva is capable of acting as the agent of action
since it is endowed with knowledge and it is therefore
distinct from non-sentient uharr'tkfira (svecchfipfirva pravrtteh
ayam acid-adhikah).4° Even though lsvara functions as kartfi
outofHis will (iccha),He'15 capable ofcontrolling everything
in the universe other than Himself. The kartrtva of Iévara



194 The Philosophyof L’is‘islddvaita Vedzinta

however is of a different nature than that of fivfitman. Both
the sentient 17ch and non-sentient beings are dependent on
Is’vara for their very svarfipa, existence (sthiti) and activities
(pravrtti). Nevertheless thefiva is kartfi. The kartrtvaof lsvara,
firm and non-sentient entity are comparable to the charioteer
(srirathi), 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 fivfitman 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 (sfirathyfidi
kramena pratiniyatagatih syfit traydndm pravrttih“).

Vedanta Des’ika further points out that it is not correct
to assume that fiva is totally dependent on ls’vara for its
action, similar to a non-sentient entity. It has some freedom
to act on its own. As Ramanuja explains in his cement
on the Vedanta-Sana“, a distinction is drawn between the
initial action of the individualand 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 ls’vara. By according such an approval,
ls’vara prompts the individual to proceed further (Paramdtmd
tadanumatidfinena pravartayati).‘3 If it were not so,
injunctions in this regardwould become futile. Even though
ls’vara gives His approval to the activity initiated by an
individual, He does not become the kartzi. The actual kartfi
is the individual himself. To this extent fiva possesses the
freedom and Evan: also remains as the controller of all
human action. Thus the fiva’s freedom is reconciled with
the power of ls’vam as the controller of all actions.

It may be asked whether lsvara, 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 (Sfistra) 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 (sadhararia-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 (vis’esa 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 individualwho 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 An'is’ddhikarana. The issue
involved is whether1an 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
nature. Thus the Katha Upanisad states: jfia jfiau dvau ajau
isa 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 1an and Brahman are non-different. Thus says
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the Chandogya: tnt—tvamasi — ”Thou art that". The Brhada-
ranyaka states: ayamfitmfi Brahma? — ”This Atman is
Brahman”“5. In view of these apparently conflicting
statements the relation of jivdtman 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 Arambharifidhikaruna, it
is pointed out that the universe which comprises both non-
sentient prakrti and the sentient fivas, is non-distinct from
Brahman (ananya), Badarayana takes up separately the
subject of fiva’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)!‘6

Badarayana explains the relation of firm to Brahman in
terms of ’an'is’a’. The relevant sfltra reads: Amso mind
vyapadesfit anyathfi Cd Pi dfisakitavfiditvam adhiyata eke." It
means: ”firm is the wish 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 ’arr'zsu’ used in the sfitra is intended to
explain the nature of the relation of fiva to Brahman and'
uphold the validity of the texts speaking of both difference
and non-difference between fiva and Brahman, its fuller
implication has become a subject of controversy among the
commentators. Anis’a literally means ”part” but Brahman
being niravaya or partless, it is difficult to conceive howfilm
can be a part of Brahman. The Scriptural and Smrti texts
also employ the terms such as pfida, amsa, éakti, tanu or body
to describe jiva’s relation to Brahman. It is therefore
necessary to clarify in what sense the term arr'lsa is used by
Badarayana. The following are the theories advanced by
the other schools of Vedanta to explain how_ the fivu is an
amsa of Brahman. Vedanta Desika examines them critically
and proves that they are defective.

It may be possible
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to say that fiva is an amsa of Brahman in the same way
as the incamated divine beings like Rama, Krsna etc. are
the amsas of Paravasudeva. But this explanation is not
applicable to fiva since Brahman being niravaya, does not
admit in it any arr'zsa. To overcome this difficulty Brahman
may be conceived as an aggregate of numerous fivas (cit
samastih) similar to the jungle of numerous trees, and that
each 1722:: 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 fivas cannotbe one
unitary entity which can become many.

According to another theory, 1an is an anisa of Brahman
being conditioned by limiting adjuncts such as the bodies
and the antahkaranas in the same way as the one all-
pervasive ether becomesmany when conditioned by several
receptacles such as pots. That is, the very Brahman assumes
the form of fivas when conditioned by the physical bodies.
With the removal of the limiting condition (upfidhi), fiva
becomes Brahman. This theory known as upfidhibrahmavfida
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, itwould not like to assume the
form ofjlva since it would resultin its own destruction. It
cannot be said that BrahmanlS 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 ls’vara. This theory also
suffers from other limitations. Does Brahman as associated
with upfidhis experience pleasure and pain everywhere in
the form of fiva? Or the same Brahman as different from
jivas associated with upfidhisexperiences pleasureand pain?
Or Brahman as undifferentiated, experiences pleasure and
pain whenever it is conditioned? Or the very limiting
condition (upfidhi) 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 upfidhi at all the time.
Regarding the second, Brahman which is undividedwould
be SUbjected to divisibility. If Brahman experiences sukha
and duhkhn as and when associated with upfidhi, there
would be, at every moment, liberation and bondage. The
last Option would end up with the admission of Cfirvfika
theory of physical body itself as170a. Further the Upanisadic
teXtS teaching the attainment of the status of similarity by
the 171211with Brahman in the state of mukti, would become
meaningless.

SOme Advaitins maintain that jivas are reflections of
Brahman in the internal organs caused by mfiyfi, similar to
the reflections of the moon in waves of water (chfiyfin'zéa
fivah). As reflections of Brahman in the internal organs,
17048 are regarded as arr'Is’as of Brahman. Vedanta Des’ika
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 fivas as reflections
0f Brahman, who is the seer (drastfi)? Is it Brahman itself?
Or is it some other non-sentient entity other thanBrahman?
15 it the very fiva? 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, fiva itself cannot be the seer because prior to
the existence of fiva as reflection of Brahman, fiva does not
exist (klrpteh prfik svfitma hdneh). That is, unless Brahman is
reflected in the antahkarazza,fiva does not come into existence
and how can fiva cognize itself? The last alternative is also
“Of tenable since other than Brahman, jiva and avidyfi,
Homing else is admitted by the Advaitins.“
Yédava Prakasa advances a different theory of fiva as a

part of Brahman. According to him, Brahman which is
sanmfitra or of the nature of consciousness, is associated
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with three-fold sakti viz. ls’vara—sfakti, 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 Antaryfimin 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, )7ch is considered as an an'téa of Brahman in
respect of certain common characteristics such as jr'uina and
finanda, in the same wayas the crown of the Meru mountain
which is an an‘15’a of Meru (meroh an'ls’ah kirita prabhrtih)”.
This view is also considered defective because the crown
(kirita) cannot be the arhsa or part of the svarfipa of meru
mountain in the proper sense of the term. The fivas and
Paramfitman are absolutely different and remain so always.
In view of it, jivas cannot be regarded as an‘téa of
Paramatmanon the limited basis of some similarity between
the two.

What then is the meaning of the term anhs’a? 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 arits’a of
Paramdtman on the analogy of the moon and its reflections
in the waves. Nor can it be an arhs’a in the sense of ether
being conditioned by upfidhi. Nor is it part of sanmfitra
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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des’atva). To be more specific, it means, as Ramanuja explains
that amsa is an essential attribute (vis’esana) of a qualified
substance (visistasya ekavastunah viéesanfin’zs’am amsa am)”.
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 wrist: of that substance. Such a
relationsl‘iipbetween the two is known as an’isa-ams’i bhfiva
or vis’esatla—viéesya bhdva. In the ontological sense it is called
sarira-s’ariri bhfiva or the relation of the body to the soul. In
the same way fiva is related to Brahman as an'13’a is to amsi
(Brahman). It is in this sense that Bfidarayana employs the
term wrist: in explaining the relation of jiva to Brahman.
This is evident from the fact that amsatva understood in
this sense viz.fiva as inseperably related to Brahman, accords
validity to the Scriptural texts 'speaking of both difference
(mind vyapades’a) and non-difference (anyathfi ca) between
fiva 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 (vis’z’sta ldravya). The Antaryfimi Brfihmana
fully supports the view that fivdtman in which Paramfitman
abides as Antaryfimin, is its sarira or body in the technical
sense that it is always supported and controlled by
Paramfitman. This View is also expressed in the Vedanta-
sfltra ’Avasthiteh iti kdsakrtsnah’, which means that
Paramfitman abides in fiva. Hence jiva can be taken as an'zsa
of Brahman (tasmdt jivo visiste bhagavati gunavat
tatpmkfirfin'is’a uktah)“.

One possible objection that can be raised against this
conclusion is that flvas being part of Brahman, the defects
found in the jivas particularly the experience of happiness
and suffering would also be applicable to Paramfitman. This
possibility is ruled out on the ground that jivas and
Paramfitman being different in nature, the defects found in
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the fivas do not apply to Paramatman, just as the changes
taking place in the physical body do not affect the fiva. This
is also logically justified. According to the epistemology of
Viéistadvaita, the substance and attribute are different and
the changes of the attribute do not affect the substance
which is only the aéraya or substrate for the attributes.
Nor is there any possibility of all fivas having the same

kind of experience on account of arr'lsatva or the
characteristic of being a part of Brahman being common to
all. This is due to the fact that jivas aremany and also abide
in each body and are different from one another. Besides it
is monadic (arm) 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, sincefiva in respect of its intrinsic nature (svarflpa)
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 ease of Bhaskara
and Yadava Prakasa. Hence the theory of jiva as arr'lsa of
Brahman, as explained by Raménuja on the basis of the
Scriptural authority and the relevant Vedanta-sfitra, is
sound.

VI. The Theory of Transmigration of Jiva
After discussing the natureoffiva as nitya,jfifitd, karta', bhokta
and arr'tsa of Brahman, Badaréyana deals with another
important aspect of fiva entangled with bondage (baddha
fiva). The subjects which come up for consideration are :

movement of thefiva after the deathof a person to the higher
realms to enjoy the fruits of karma (deeds), manner of its
rebirth, the conditions of fiva during the states of waking,
dream, deep sleep (susupti) and swoon (marcha). The main
purpose of considering this matter is to make an individual



202 The Philosophyof Vis’istddvaila Vedfinta

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
(vairfigya) and consequently a craving for the attainment
of the eternal Spiritual Goal. This is the reason for including
this subject in the first pfida of the third adhydya, though it
is mainly concerned with the sfidhana or the ways and
means of attainingBrahman. We shall however discuss this
matter in the present chapter as it has a direct bearing on
the doctrine of fiva.

The theory of the fiva 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 (istfidhikfiri) , after it departs from the
body, move on to the realm of the moon (candra-loka) along
with its subtle body (bhfita—sfiksma) which comprises five
subtle elements, indriyas and prfina? The question is relevant
because the passage of Chandogya Upanisad dealing with
the Paficfigni-vidyfi describes the process of rebirth of the
soul by adopting the metaphors of five fires into which the
fiva, conceived as up or water is offered as oblation. It is not
clear from the passage whetheror not the jiva departs from
the body along with the bhfita-sfiksma 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 it goes due to the influence of
the merit acquired by it in the past life. As it is monadic in
size (am), it is possible for the jiva tomove into another realm
even without a subtle body (fivasya anor—gatih). lévara can
also cause the movement for it as in the case of prfina which
is made to move upward at the time of death. It is therefore
unnecessary to postulate that the fiva, when it moves to a
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higher realm after death, carries with it the bhfita—sfiksma.
Badarayana does not accept this theory and affirms on

the basis of the proper interpretation of the concerned
Upanisadic passage that the fivdtman moves to the higher
realm along with the subtle elements in order to assume a
different body in the other region. The relevant sfltra reads:
Tadantara pratipattau mn'lhati sum—parisvaktah pras’nanirfie
pandbhydmfl. It means: jiva moves, fully envelope-d 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 sfltm can be understoodwith
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 Iabali
(king of Paficala), 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

(Devaydna) and the path leading to the fathers
(Pitryfina)?

5. After which round of offering of the libation,
the jiva conceived as water (up), attains the name
of purusa (vettha yathfi pzszaficamydm fihutyau fipah
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 (paficfigni).

At the first stage, the disembodied soul, designated as
sraddhd, 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 andbeautiful
body (amrtamayam deham) 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 agizi, 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 agm', through the sexual
intercourse. It then assumes the designation of purusa or
human body (purusa vacaso bhavanti).54

Thus, according to this passage, the soul described as up
or water and also as sraddhd 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 oblafion 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: par'zcamydrr'l fihutau fipah
purusa vacaso bhavanti. This is the direct reply to the fifth
question viz. ’vettha yatha pancamydn’: fipah purusa-vacaso
bhavanti’“.

Taking into consideration this question and the reply
given to it in the passage, it is obvious that according to the
Upani'sad, the fiva designated as fipah and also sraddhd
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, parjanyu—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 fiva, implies that
fiva is associatedwith all five subtle elements and also indriyas
including prfina. According to the Paficikararza 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 [ma exits
from the body at the time of death, the prfina along with
the indriyas follow it (prfinam anutkrfimantan'i sarve pram}
anutkrfimanti).56 The term s’raddhd employed in the
Upanisad in place of dpa as oblation to be offered to the fire
(designated as parjanya), also denotes fiva along with its
subtle elements. Hence Badarayana affirms that fiva when
it leaves the body moves into the realm of the moon along
with the bhflta-sfaksma (rarizhati samparisvaktah).57

In connection with the movement of the fivu 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 fiva 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?

2) 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 dkfisa or ether,
does it assume the form of fikfis’a or mere
semblance of it?

4) How long do the souls remain in dkfisa?
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
transmigrationof the soul, Badarayana attempts to clarify
them in the following four adhikaranas. 1. Krtfityddhikarana
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2. Anistadikaryadhikararla 3. Tatsvabhavyapattyadhikararla
4. Naticirady—adhikararla. 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.SEI It is also pointedout that after having enjoyed
them completely (yavat sampfitam usitva), they return to the
earth through the same path as they traversed to the higher
realm. Thus says the Upanisad: Tasmin yavat sampatam
usitvfi athaitam-eva adhvanam punah nivartante59 - ”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 fiva 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 karmarlah tasya yatkificit iha karoti ayam; tasmat
lokat punar-etyasmai lokaya karmarte“). This is the-prima
facie view.

‘ Badarayana does not accept this view. The relevantsfitra
reads: Krtatyaye anusayavan—drsta-smrtibhyam yathfi etam-
anevam ca 6'.

Itmeans: ”After having experienced the fruits of the good
deeds, fiva 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 sfitra, 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 individualswith good or bad life and higher
or lower status cannot be explained. The Scriptural text
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also says: tadya iha ramauiya carana abhyfiéo ha yatte
ramaniyam yonin‘r dpadyeran brfihmana yonin‘t ksatriya yom'rr'l
vaisya yonin‘1 mi atha ya iha kapi'zya carana abhyfiéo ha yatte
kapfiyam yonin’r fipadyeran svayonirr'l vd sflkara yonin’z mi
candfila yonin’r vii.“

”Those whose conduct has been good here will soon get
birth such as a. Bnihmazia,Ksatriya or Vais’ya. 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 sfitra clarifies by quoting Badari’s view
that the term carana used in the Upanisad does not merely
mean ficfira or conduct but it also implies both punya or
merit and papa or evil (sukrta duskrte eva iti tu Btidari).63

ii) Regarding the second question - whether the
individualswho 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
asmfit lokfit praydnti candramasameva te sarve gacchanti“ -
”All those who depart from this world after death go only
to the realm of the moon”. The word ’surve’ 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.

Badaréyana does not accept this view. The Upanisads
have laid down two separate paths viz arcirfidi mfirga and
dhl‘tmra—mfirga 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
(anistddhikfirz‘), 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
(vidyfi) 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 throu~h the process of five
stages, as pointed out in the Pufzcfigni-vidyd. 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: Tesfin'I khalu esfim
bhfitfinfin’z trinyeva bijam bhavanti andajam fivajarr'z udbhijjam‘;5
”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
Paficdgni—vidyfi. It is only the individuals who have
performed the meritorious deeds (istddhikfiri) 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)Wenow come to the third question. During the descent
of the soul from the realm of the moon, the soul is stated to
go to fikfis’a (ether). From fikfis’a to vfiyu, then it becomes dhfima
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 andwhenever he ejects it through his semen into
the generative organ of the woman.

The relevant passage reads:
Tasmin ydvat san'Ipfitam usitvfi athaitam eva adhvfinarfi

punar-nivartante, yathaitam dkfisam, fikzis’fid vfiyun'i, vfiyur-
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bhfitvii dhumo bhavati, dhumo bhfitva abhrarh bhavati.66
Abhram bhfltvé megho bhavati megho bhfitvd pravarsati,

tai ha vrihi yavfi osadhi—vanaspatayah tila mfisa iti jdyante; ato
vai khalu durnisprapataram, yo yo hy—annam atto yo retah
sir'zcati tad bhilya eva bhavati.67

With reference to this passage, third question is asked:
When the firm on its descent to earth enters fikfis’a does it
become dkfis’a or does it become similar to it? The answer
given by Badarayana is that it assumes similarity to dkdéa
(sfidrs’ya). That is, it gets united with fikfiéa and hence it is
regarded as similar to fikfisa (tat-sarfisarga—krta tad-
sfidrsyfipatty abhiprfiyam).

The next question is: How long the fiva stays in fikfis’a?
The answer is that it does not stay there for too long
(ndticirerja) 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
humanbody in the form of retas (semen), Badarayana states
that it becomes stuck to (associated with) the jiva which is
already inherent in the grain (anyfidhisthitefa, in the same
way as it becomes closely associated with (samsthita) dkfis’a,
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 firm 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 firm 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 pfida of the third adhydya deal with this
subjectzl. Sandhyfidhikarana 2. Tadabhfivddhikarana 3.
Karmfinusmrtyfidhikamna 4. Mugdlifidhikaraua. As pointed
out earlier, the objective of taking up this matter in the
Sfidhana pdda is to bring to light how the fiva during the
state of bondage is subject to various afflictions, whereas
Paramfitman is free from all such defects (nirdosa). This
knowledge would be useful to the aspirant for moksa, for
cultivating vairfigya or non-attachment to worldly life and
develop a deep craving (trsrjfi) for the attainment of
Paramfitman who is the Supreme Goal.69 As will be seen
presently, in all these states Paramdtman causes for the jiva
the experience of the dream objects, the sound sleep and
the unconscious condition respectively because fiva, though
it is kartfi and bhoktd, is dependent on Paramdtman. This
awareness offwa’s dependence on Paramfitman is also useful
to realize the greatness (mfihfitmya) of Brahman who is the
sole object of upfisanfi.This is the justification for discussing
the different conditions (avasthfis) of jiva in the second pfida
of Sfidhanfidhyfiya 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 kalyfina guna vis’istah).

a) State of dream

This subject is considered in the Sandhyfidhikarana.Theword
sandhyfi 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 fiva or Paramfitman.
The prima facie view is that these are created by the fiva
because it is so stated in the Upanisad. The Brhadaranyaka
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Upanisad states: na tatra rathayogfih na panthfino
bhavati...atha ratha rathayogani panthfih srjate...sa hi kartfi7°
”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 fiva since it experiences the dream objects. Since fiva is
stated to possess the power to create objects at its will
(sntyasafitkalpa), as in the case of Is’vara, it is possible to
explain the creation of dream objects by jiva. The
Kathopanisad mentions that purusa (170a) can create objects
in accordance with its desire.71

Bédarayana does not accept this view. jiva does not have
the capacity to create dream objects by its will. Though
satya-sarhkalpatva is the intrinsic nature of fiva, 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 fiva cannot
create the dream objects. Only Paramfitmun, 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 mfiyfi (mfiyfimfitra) in the sense that these
are wondrous creations (fis’caryarfipa srsti) of Paramfitman.
Mfiyfi does not imply, as Advaitins claim, the illusory
appearance. If fiva did possess this capacity then it wOuld
not have created for itself undesirable objects or events
(anabhimate samutpddanddeh ayogfit). Besides, it is believed
on the strength of Scriptural texts that the dreams are
portenders (sflcaka) of auspicious and inauspicious events
for a person. Hence it is appropriate to admit that the dream
experiences of firm are- caused by Paramfitman.

b) State of susupti
Susupti is a state of deep sleep inwhich there is no experience
of dream (svapnénubhavah). In other words, it is dreamless
deep sleep. According to the Upanisads, this occurs when
the jiva is resting in the subtle arteries named hitd midi
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radiating from the heart and also in the midi called the
puritat. It also happens when jiva is resting in Paramfitman
who abides in the heart (hardam brahma). The Upanisadic
texts refer to three places as the resting ground for the fiva
during the state of susupti. Thus says the Chandogya: Tad
yatraitat suptah samastah samprasannal} svapnam na vijfindti,
fisu tadd midisu srpto bhavati. ...tejaszi hi tadfi san’ipanno
bhaval‘i72 ”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
yadzi susupto bhavati yadzi nu kasyacana veda, hitfi mima midyo
dvfisaptati-sahasrfinihfdayfit puritat abhipratisthante; tfibhih
pratyavasrpya puritati s’ete.73

”When the jiva is in deep sleep and is not aware of
anything, there are 72000 midis called hitd which radiate
from the heart towards the puritat. Through them it moves
forth and rests in the purita midi". The Chandogya
elsewhere states that when a person goes to deep sleep, the
fiva is united with sat (Brahman) (yatra etat purusah svapiti
mima, satd somya tadfi sampanno bhavati."
Thus three different places are mentioned in the

Upanisads. The question arises: Where does the fiva rest
during the state of susupti? According to the prima facie
view it has to be one of the three sincefiva cannot repose in
all three places at the same time. Badaréyana clarifies the
position. If any one of the three places is accepted as the
reposing ground, then the other two mentioned in the
Upanisadstand rejected. This is not appropriateas 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 (prfisfida
khatva paryarika-nyfiya). The midis and the puritat
correspond to the mansion and the cot respectively, whereas
the bed corresponds to the Paramdtman. 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 17w. That
is, during deep sleep, fiva reposes in Brahman abiding in
the heart and it does not therefore experience any dream
at this time (ato brahmaiva sfiksdt susupti sthdnam). 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 (satfi
dgamya na viduh sate? figacchfimahe”). This fact that the jiva
returns to its normal state reveals that the state of susupti is
a transitory state forfiva when it is temporarily unitedwith
Brahman and it does not imply that jiva becomes identical
with Brahman, as Advaitins claim.

Further the samefiva which enjoyed the sounddreamless
sleep comes back to its normal waking state (yak 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 pfipa 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 sfidhana for attaining liberation
would be rendered futile. The statement that fiva is united
with Brahman is only intended to convey that jivawhich is
subjected to afflictions duringwaking state gets fully rested
in susupti for a while.

c) State of swoon
This is also a state to which fiva is subjected. It is described
in the Vedfinta-sfitra as ’ardha santpatti' 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 mfircchfi can also be caused by a
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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 prfina. Hence it is regarded as
a state of half-death (mugdhfivasthfi) to which a jiva is
sometimes liable.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

THE DOCTRINE OF sADHANA

The Vedanta is regarded as moksa—s’fistra since its main
objective is to teach the ways and means of attainment of
Brahman which is the Supreme Goal (Parama-purusfirtha).
Thus says the Taittiriya Upanisad: ”Theknowerof Brahman
(brahmavit) attains the highest Goal (fipnoti Param).
Bédariyana, therefore, accords special attention to this
subject. The entire third adhyfiya of Brahma—sfitra, which is
titled Sfidhanddhydya, is devoted to the discussion of the
sfidhana. Nearly fifty-five adhikaranas included in the four
pfidas of this adhyfiya and also six adhikaranas of the first
pfida of the fourth adhydya deal with different aspects of
sddhana viz., 1) Brahman as theworthyobject of meditation,
2) the nature of sfidhana, 3) different types of vidyfi or
updsanfi, 4) karma as subordinate means to vidyd, 5) the
components and other pre-requisites of upfisami.We shall
discuss all these matters in the presentchapter as presented
in the Adhikarana-sfirfivali.

I. Brahman as the Object ofMeditation
a. Brahman as Ubhayalinga

According to Badaréyana, vidyfi, also named as updsami or
unceasing meditation on Brahman, is the direct means for
the attainment of the Supreme Goal. Thus it is stated in the
sfitra: Purusfirtho atah s’abdfit iti dearfiyarjah‘. It means that
in the opinion of Badaréyana, the Supreme Goal is attained
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only by means of vidyti (the word atah in the sfltra being
read as vidyfitah in the context of the earlier pfida dealing
with vidyfi), because it is so declared by the Scriptural texts
(sabdfit). The fuller implications of the sfitra as well as the
nature and other details about vidyfi are discussed later.
Prior to it, Badarayana takes up an important subject
dealing with the two-fold character of Brahman described
as ubhayaliiiga, that is, Brahman as totally free from all
defects (nirasla-nikhila dosatva) and Brahman as endowed
with numerous auspicious attributes (samasta-kalyfirja-
guhfikarat'va). Though he has presented in the first adhyfiya,
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 Sfidhanfidhyéya for two reasons. First, it
was pointed out in the preceding adhikaranas of pfida 1 and
2 thatfiva abiding in the physical body is subject to various
afflictions. In'this connection, the question arises: whether
Paramdtman who also abides in the bodies of individuals
and also in the non-sentient material entities as their
Antaryfimin wouldbe affected by the defects found in them?
If He is affected, would such a Paramfitman be the worthy
objectofmeditation for the attainment of the Supreme Goal?
In order to remove this doubt and establish that Parumfitman
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 endowedwith numerous auspicious attributes
(kalyfina gunas). This knowledge about Brahman as
ubhayalifiga is essential for meditation since it generates in
the updsaka a craving to attain it (prfipya trsmi).

The second importantreason for bringing up this subject
of Brahman as ubhayalifiga, 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
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Brahman cannot be the object of meditation for attaining
the puruszirthaz.

Keeping all these points in mind, Badarayana introduces
the following sfitra' in the dehanfidhyfiya: Na sthfinato'pi
parasya ubhayalirigam sarvatra hi3.

The word sthfinatah along with the negative particle m1

means, in the context of preceding adhikaranas dealingwith
the different states of fiva, that Paramfitmaiz (Para) is not
touched by the defects found in the bodies offivas in spite
of its immanence in the jivas and other entities as
Antaryfimin. The reason for this is provided in the next two
words of the sfitra ”ubhayalifigam sarvatra hi” which mean
that in all Scriptural and Smrti texts (sarvatra), Brahman is
described as possessing two-fold character (ubhayalifigam),
that'is, as essentially free from all defects (nirasta-nikhila-
dosah) and also endowed with auspicious attributes
(kalydrta-gunfitmaka). Thus says the Chfindogya Upanisad:
Esa fitmd apahatapdpmd vijaro vimrtyuh visoko vijighatso
apipfisah satyakdmah satyasan'ikalpah‘ - ”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, andwhose 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 sfitras of
this adhikararza. The Visnupurdria also reiterates the
same truths.

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 fiva. Hence )7ch during
the state of its bondage is subjected to afflictions. In the
case of Paramfitman, He is free from karma and hence in
spite of His immanence in fivas, He remains unaffected by
the afflictions. The description of Brahman as apahatapfipmfi
implies that it is free from both punya andpapa. TheMundaka
Upanisad 5 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 fiva experiences the
fruit of karma,whereasParamatman remains passive without
experiencing the effects of karma. More importantly the
Antaryami Brahmana, while describing how Paramatman
abides in non-sentiententities such as prthivi, up, etc., and
also in the jivatman, states that He is your Self, the
Antaryamz'n (Inner controller) and also amrta (sa ta fitmr'z

antaryamyamrtah). The word amrta which is repeated in
each statement implies that Paramfitman, 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 apahatapfipma is not
affected by the afflictions of the physical bodies in which
He is immanent, how then fiva, which is also described as
apahatapapmfi by the Chandogya Upanisad becomes affected
by afflictions by abiding in the physical body? The answer
to this is that thoughfiva in respect of its essential nature is
free from evil (apahatapapma), this quality of fiva 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 fivatman 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 fivas and other material objects.

A major objection is raised against the theory of
Brahman as ubhayalir’iga. 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
mutuallyopposed,Brahman cannot be conceived as devoid
of qualities and also possessing qualifies. To overcome this
conflict, Brahman is to be admitted as nirvisesa or devoid of
all characteristics (samasta-visesarahitamnirvikalpakameva
brahma pral.‘z'pattavyam).7 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
Apacchcda-nyfiya” or the principle of what is later being of
greater force than the earlier, nirgurja s’rutis are more valid
than the snguua s’rutis. 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 sagurga s’rutis and
nirgurza s’rutis. But it is possible to reconcile this apparent
conflict by adopting the Mimdn'isfi principle known as
utsarga—apavfzda nyéya. 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 shouldnot
be injured, while another statement points out that a
particular animal named chciga 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, niskriyan'z, sdntan'1
niravadyarfi and nirafijanan'fi, the latter (nirguna s’rutis)
should be understood to mean the denial of the qualities
other than those mentioned in the saguna srutis. (vihita
vyatirikta gurga nisedhah). In other words, the implication of
the negative texts is that Brahman is devoid of such
inauspicious attributes as vikdra (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 nyfiya is
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applicable where the two texts which are not always
opposed to each other follow as the earlier and later (aniyata
virodha paurvfiparyehy-apaccheda nyfiyah)."° In the case of
saguria and nirguzia s’rutis, these are always opposed to each
other (nitya virodha). Hence it is not appropriateto 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 upakmma adhikararia ofMimdn'isd, 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 saguria vfikyas and nirguzia
vfikyas can be easily resolved without according lesser
validity to the saguna s’rutis, it is not appropriate to maintain
that the nirguna s’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 (jfifina-svarflpa). Thus states
the Taittiriya: “Satyarr'i jfifinan‘l anantarr't brahma”- ”Brahman
is truth, knowledge and infinite”. Brahman as jfifina-svarfipa
cannot also be the substrate for jfifina as its dharma. In view
of it, the description of Brahman as qualified with attributes
such as sarvajr'latva, satyasarr‘zkalpatva etc., is not valid.

This argument is also untenable, contends Vedanta
Desika. Just as the statement which describes Brahman as
jr'zfina is valid, the texts which speak of the guuas of Brahman
are also equally valid. The fact that Brahman is jfifina-svarfipa
does not rule out that Brahman is also endowed with
sarvajflatva 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 (parfisya saktih vividhaiva s’rflyate, svfibhfiviki
jfifina-bala-kriyd ca).12 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 sfitra
to defend the theory of Brahman remaining unaffected by
the defects. Alaiéa or ether is one and is also all-pervasive. It
is found to be present in several receptacles such as pots of
different sizes. The defects caused to the fikfisa due to its
being conditioned by the pots of small or large sizes do not
affect in any way the all—pervasive dkfisa. In this example,
unlike the sun and its reflection in the waves, fikfis’a 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 ubhayalifiga. According to an important
passage of Brhadfirargyaka13 describing Brahman as having
two forms, viz., mfirta and amfirta or gross and subtle, and
the negation of the same by the words ’neti neti; or ’not this
not this’, implies that Brahman is nirvis’esa, that is, devoid
of all forms. How then Bralunan be regarded as qualified
with attributes? This is the view advanced by Samkara in
interpreting the Vedanta sfltra which reads:
prakrtaitdvattvan’: hi pratisedhati tato braviti ca bhfiyah“. 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 sfltra relating to this matter is regardedas a separate
adhikarazla by Samkara named Prakrtaitdvattvfidhikarana.
But according to Ramanuja, it is part of the
Ubhayaliflgfidhikarana since it supports the theory of
Brahman as ubhayalifiga. The argument advanced by
Sarhkara is refuted by Ramanuja. Thewording of the sfitm,
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as properly understood, does not deny the distinctive
characteristics of the two modes (mflrta and amflrta 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 prakrtaitiivattvam 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

, so), therefore, means that Brahman is not to be
distinguishedonly by the previously stated modes (m1 iti na
iti - naivum naivam, ukta prakfira mfitram m1 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
etasmfit iti nety—anyat param asti: atha mimadheyam, satyasya
satyarh‘S. 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 ismore glorious both in respect
of svarfipa and gums, ever exists. This is indicated by the
designation (mimadheya) of Brahman as satyasya satyan'z,
which means the Reality of the reals. Satya, according to
the Upanisad, is prfina which denotes the fiva. Brahman is
more real than the jivas since the former is never subject to
any change, while thefiva becomes subject to change during
the state of bondage to the extent that its jfifina 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 sfitra
’tato braviti bhfiyah’”. Thus it follows that this particular
sfitm does not prove that Brahman is nirvis’esa but on the
contrary, it affirms that it is saviéesa or endowed with
characteristics. Vedanta Desika concludes that Brahman
is ubhayaliriga 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 ofVedanta. (tasmfit brahma
dvilifigam dvividhfi vibhavam ityeva Vedanta paksah)”.
Brahman is therefore the worthy object of meditation or
vidydwhich is the direct means to attain the Supreme Goal,
as stated by Badarayana in the Veddnta-sfltra (vidyfitah
purusdrthah).

b) Brahman as the Supreme Reality

Badaréyana provides two additional reasons for
establishing that Brahman is the worthy object of
meditationand attainment (prfipya).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 desiredgoals (purusfirtha) including moksa to those who
worshipHim. Both these points are important to justify the
need of seeking Brahman only as the objectmeditation. Two
separate adhikaranas named Parddhikarana and
Phalddhikarana 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 Badaréyana named Vyomfitita-vfida,
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 unmfina or having dimension, saritbandha or
connection to something else to be attained and bheda or
existence of a. different higher entity. Badaréyana mentions
these points, as prima facic view, in the following sfitra:
Param atah setu unmdna sanibandha bheda vyapadesebhyah“.

The word setu generally means bridge intended to cross
from one side to the other side of the river (kulfintara prfipti
hetuh). Thus says the Chfindogya: atha ya fitmd sa setuh
vidhrtih esfim lokfimim asan'tbhedfiya”. 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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thanBrahman to be attained. Theword unmana means that
which is limited by dimension. The Chandogya describes
Brahman as having four parts (catuspfid-brahma)?" Such a
description of Brahman implies that there exists a higher
Reality devoid of all limitations. Sarr'lbandha means
connection or relationship. The description of Brahman by
the Mundaka that it is the bridge to immortality (amrtasya
esa setuh)21 indicates that Brahman serves as the means to
attain something higher. Theword bheda mentioned in the
sfitra 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 paran'i
purusam upaz'ti“. The Svetas’vatara also says: tato
yaduttarataran'i tad arfipam anamayan'i“. 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 (badhmiti svasmin sarvarr'z Cid-acid-
vastujfitam asamkirrtam).“ The same Upanisadic text
describing Brahman as setu uses the expression ’esdrr'l lokanan't
asarr'ibhedaya’z‘ which means that Brahman as setu prevents
the various entities of the universe getfing mixed up.

The description of Brahman as catuspfit 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).26 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
(upfisamirtham). '
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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 prfipaka or means and also prfipya or goal
to be attained (upapattes’ca).27 The Mundakopanisad states
that whomsoever He (Paramdtma) chooses, only that
individual can attain Paramfitmfi (yamaiva esa vmute tena
labhyah). This statement, as we have explained earlier,
conveys the idea that Paramcitman serves as the means
(upfiyn) for‘attainjng Him. Even though meditation (updsami)
is laid down as the sfidhana to attain Paramfitman, moksa is
conferred on the individual by the grace of God in response
to the observance of devoted meditation upon Him.
Paramfitman is therefore regarded as Siddhopfiya; that is,
the ever—existing God is Himself the principal cause for
attaining Him out of His grace. Bhakti-yoga or upfisanfi is
the dehyopfiya, 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 (tathfi
anyapratisedhfit)”. Since everything is pervaded by
Brahman, the question of the existence of a Reality other
than Brahman does not arise. The Svetfiévatara says:
Tenedarr'z pflrnarfi purusena sarvarr'z29 - ”All this is fully
pervaded by that purusa (Brahman). The Mundaka states:
nityan'i vibhun‘z sarvagatarr'i susfiksman’: yat bhittayonin‘t
paripasyanti dhirfiha" - ”It is eternal, all-pervasive,
onmipresent, 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.

c) 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 upfisanfi (phala)
which in the context of the Brahma—vidyfi stands for moksa.
Thus states the sfitra: phalam atah upapatteb“. 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
Paramfitman (Brahman)who is to bemeditatedupon should
be capable of conferring the desired fruit. That is, purusdrtha
or the Supreme Goal for which vidyd or meditation is
enjoined in the Upanisad is to be bestowed directly by
Paramdtman. If some one else or some other principle were
to confer the fruit, there would be no justification for
meditating on Brahman.

There is a view which is advanced by Jairnini that karma
or the deeds such as ydga performed by an individual for
the attainment of heaven etc., confer the fruits. According
to the Mimamsaka though the ydga 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
apfirva in the form of punya or merit secured by the
performance of the yfiga.

Badarayana rejects this theory. Neither the yfiga nor this
apfirva generated by it can directly confer the fruit, since
these are non-sentient in character. It is therefore
appropriate to admit that Paramfitman Himself who is
worshipped through the sacrifice and who is meditated
upon with devotion by the updsaka for attainmentof 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 desiredfruit is
Paramfitman who is the indwelling Self (antarfitmfi) of these
deities. The Scriptural texts explicitly state that Paramfitman
is the bestower of the desired fruit. The Taittiriya text says:
esa eva dnandayfiti. This very Anandamaya dtmfi (Brahman)
confers bliss (finandu) to the seekers of moksa. Thus, it is
concluded that Brahman being the Supreme Reality and
also the sole benefactor (phaluprada) isworthyofmeditation.

II. The Theory of Brahma-vidyd
As pointed out earlier, vidyfi is the direct sfidhana for the
attainmentof the Supreme Goal (vidydtah purusfirthah). The
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term vidyci employed in the Upanisads and the Brahmasfitra,
stands for upfisana or unceasing meditation on Brahman.
The Upanisads refer to several vldyfis as the sfidhana for the
attainmentof Brahman. These are described differently, that
is,with different names and different attributes (gums) with
which Brahman is to be meditated upon. Thus for instance,
the meditalion on Sat (Brahman) conceived as the source
of the universe, which is imparted by Uddalaka to
Svetaketu in the ChfindogyaUpanisad, is named sad-vidyfi.
The meditation on Brahman as daharfikfis’a or the subtle
space abiding within the heart of an individual along with
the eight attributes viz., apahatapdpmfi, vijarah, vimrtyuh,
viéokah, vijighatsah, apipfisah, satyakdmah, satyasarikalpah,
is titled Dahara—vidyfi. The meditation on Brahman as
infinitely great (bhflmfi) is known as Bhfimfi-vidyd. The
meditation on Brahman conceived as the cause of the
creation, sustenance and dissolution of the universe (tajjalfin)
which is taught by sage Sandilya in the Chfindogya
Upanisad, is named Sandilya-vidyd.Brahman as dnandamaya
or infinitely blissful,which is to be meditated upon, is known
by the name of Anandamaya vidyfi. The commentators on
the Brahma-sfztras have acknowledged thirty-two such
vidydswhich are taught in different Upanisads for attaining
Brahman. Hence these are called Brahma-vidyfis. A list of
these as acknowledged by Vedanta Des’ika in theAdhikar'ana-
sfirdvali is given in the appendix 11 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 vidyfis.
However the sfitras imply the Upanisadic texts dealing with
them, as is evident from the visaya—vfikyasor the Upanisadic
texts concerned with the subject-matter of the sfitras. He,
however, discusses certain issues relating to the different
vidyfis. The following are some of the importantissues which
are related to the vidyds:

1) Are these various vidyris different (mind) or non-
different?
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)
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If they are different, do the vidyfis taken together
are to be observed as sfidhana for attaining
Brahman? Or do they serve as alternative means
to attain the same Goal?
If the same vidyd is mentioned in two different
Upanisads such as Dahara—vidyd and Vais’vfinara-
vidyii with varying description in terms of the
gunas with which Brahman is to be meditated,
do they constitute different vidyfis?
If Brahman which is qualified with numerous
gunas is to be meditated upon along with its
gunas, which are the gunas to be included
(upasamhfirya) and which are the gunas to be
excluded (anupasan'ihfirya) for the purpose of
meditation?
If only limited number of gunas are to be
contemplated alongwithBrahman, as laid down
in the Upanisadic passages dealing with a
particular vidyfi, would Brahman which is the
object of attainment be realized in its complete
form?
In respect of some vidyfis certain religious
Observances such as sirovrta, udgithopfisanfi etc.,
are also prescribed as part of the observance of
upfisami. Are these religious Observances to be
followed in respect of all the Brahma-vidyfis?

Badarayana attempts to clarify these questions since it is
necessary to know precisely the nature (svarfipa) of the
vidyds to be pursued for the attainment of the spiritual Goal.
The entire third pfida of the dehanfidhyfiya,which is titled
Gunopasan'lhfirapfida, comprising asmany 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 vidyfis are not in vogue. We shall therefore leave
out the details and take note of the importantpointswhich
are relevant for understanding the nature of the sfidhana.
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The first and most importantquestion to be considered
is whether the vidyfis such as Sadvidyfi, Dahara-vidyfi,
UpakosaIa-vidyfi, Sfirzdilya—vidyd etc., are different (minfi)?
Badarayana states that they are different.”

According to the prima facie View, the vidyfis are not
different because they are all intended to attain the same
Brahman as the goal and they are all designated as Brahma-
vidyfi. Even the terms used for enjoining the meditation such
as dhydyita, uprisita, etc., have the same import.

This view is not accepted by Bédarayana. Thus it is stated
in the sfitra: Nfinfi s’abdddibhedfit.33 The various vidyiis
enjoined in the Upanisads are different (mind) because the
s’abda or the Scriptural statements in the form of injunctions
and rfipa or description of each vidyd in terms of the gunas
with which Brahman is to bemeditated upon vary. The
word fidi in the sfitra implies, rfipa or description, fikhyfi or
designation and other factors. The Mimamsakas have
adopted four principles to determine the difference or non-
difference between ritualistic deeds mentioned in the
different sfikhcis of the Vedas. These are: a) codami or the
injunctive statement enjoining the performance of a
sacrifice; b) samyoga or the connection of the sacrificewith
the goal to be attained; c) rflpa or the detailed description
of the sacrifice and d) fikhyfi or the name adopted for the
sacrifice.34On the basis of these principles, Bédarayana also
maintains the view that the various vidyfis enjoined in the
Upanisadsare different (mind). The reason for adopting this
view is contained in the words ’s’abdfidi bhedfit' in the sfitm.
Sabdabheda means Scriptural statements in the form of
injunctions (codanfi) such as vidyfit, dhyfiyita, updsita etc.
which are different. The names adopted for the vidyfis
(dkhyzi) such as Dahara-vidyfi, Sadvidyfi are different. Rfipa
or description of these vidyfis in terms of the guzzas with
which Brahman is to,be meditated also differs. The subdu-
bheda along with rfipa-bheda mainly differentiate one vidyfi
from the other.

As Vedanta Des’ika explains, though Badarayana has
mentioned sfabda-bheda as the main criterion for regarding
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the vidyds as different, rfipa—blleda is to be accorded greater
importance (Snbdasya bhedastu ayam upacarito rfipa-bheda
drfidhamne).35 Another reason for mentioning s’abda-bheda
in the sfitm is to emphasise that vidyfi or updsami is enjoined
as the means to attain Brahman and thereby refute the
wrong view of Advaitin, that jfifina or direct realization of
Brahman as means to moksa is not enjoined (avidheya jfifina).

If all vidyfis are different, the next question ariseswhether
these vidyfis 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 vidyris together to
enjoy the bliss of Brahman in greater measure.
(Brahmanubhave-bhfiyastvfipeksayfi samuccayopi sambhavati).

Bédarayana does not accept this view. The relevant sfitra
reads: vikalpa nvis’ista phalatvfit.-‘6The.different vidyds are
regarded as the alternative means to attain Brahman
(vikalpah) because the nature of the attainment is the same
for all the vidyfis (avisista phalatvfit). That is, the enjoyment
of the infinite bliss of Brahman (atisaya brahmfinand—
finubhava) is the Supreme Goal of the vidyds.The Upanisadic
texts support it. The Tnittiriya says: sa eko brahmaua financial:
s’rotriyasya ca akfimahatasya) - ”The liberated jiva who is
steadfast in Brahman enjoys that infinite finanda of
Brahman.” Mundaka says: nirafzjanah paraman‘z sfimyam
upaiti. - ”The fiva, soon after it is liberated from bondage
attains equal status with Brahman.” The sfimyatva or
equality is in respect of enjoyment of bliss both by Brahman
and fiva, as stated by Badarayana (bhogamzitra sfimyfit).
Hence it is justified to regard these vidyfis as alternative
means to attain Brahman.

The third question to be considered is: whether the same
vidyd mentioned in different sfikhds of the Upanisadswith
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—vidyfi, for instance, ismentionedboth
in the Chdndogya and Taittiriya Upanisad. In the Chdndogya,
it is enjoined that the meditation on Brahman is to- be
observed along with eight attributes such as apahata
pfipmatva, satyakfimatva, satyusarr’xkalpatva etc. The same
vidyfi is also mentioned in a general way in the Taittiriyaby
briefly stating that the dahara-fikfisa or the subtle space
(denoting Brahman) is to be meditated upon along with
what it contains (tasmin yadantah tad-updsitavyam). The
Taittiriya text does not mention the eight gunas referred to
in the Chfindogya. In the same way, the Vaisvdnara vidyfi is
referred to in two Upanisads belonging to different s’dkhas.
In both these places, meditation on Vaisvfinam as Brahman
is enjoined for attaining the same goal. The question arises
whether the vidyzi referred to in more than one place is the
same or different. Badarayana replies that they constitute
the same upfisanfiThe relevant sfitra reads; sarva veddnta
pratyayam codanadyavisescit.37 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 codami or
the words enjoining it (vidhdyaka-vfikya). The word fidi
implies that there is also no difference in respect of the
designation of the vidyfi (nfimadheya), the nature of the goal
to be attained (phala) and the description of the object of
meditation (rflpa). 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 vidyd enjoined in another Upanisad, ifboth the vidyfis
are the same. Taking the example of Dahara-vidyd, the eight
gunas mentioned in the Chfindogya in respect of Dahara-
vidyfi are also to be included in respect of the Dahara-vidyfi
mentioned in the Taittiriya Upanisad. This principle holds
good in respect of other vidyds such as Vais’vfinara—vidyd
which is referred to in more than one Upanisad. The
inclusion of the gunas enumerated at one place in respect
of a vidyfi stated in another Upanisad, where these are not
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mentioned, is called gunopasamhfira. In the third pfida of
Sfidhanfidhyfiya, Badarayana discusses a few other vidyds
such as Prfina-vidyfi, Purusa-vidyfz, Sandilya—vidyfi,
Usastikahola-vidyfi and Udgitha-vidyfi. These are some of
the vidyfis 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 vidyfis, the gunas with which Brahman is to be
meditatedhave to be included in respect of the same vidyfi
enjoined elsewhere (upasarfihfira).

The next important question which is considered by
Badarayana in the Gunopasamhdra pfida is: Which are the
gums 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 upfisaka to contemplate on all
of them. It is only practicable to meditate on Brahman as
qualified with a limited number of gums. If only a limited
number of gunas are to be contemplated along with
Brahman, wouldBrahman which is the object of attainment
be realized in its complete form? According to the tatkratu
nyfiya”, in whatever form an individual observes
meditation, the objectof 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
(prciptih ams’atd}; syfit).
Vedanta Desika does not accept this argument. He

contends that the tatkratu-nyfiya 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 withattributes as stated
in the passage dealing with Brahma-vidyfi, attains a status
equal to that of Brahman soon after he is liberated from
bondage. Thus says the Mundaka: Nirafijanah paramarr'z
sfimyam 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 thosewhich are not contemplated
during the meditation. Whatever be the mode ofmeditation
(vidyd), the attainmentof the goal by means of it is the same
for all the vidyfis enjoined in the Upanisads. The tatkratu-
nyfiya is to be understood in this restricted sense in respect
of vidyfi”.
Regarding the gunas with which Brahman is to be

meditated upon, Badarayana states that the distinguishing
gums of Brahman such as finanda 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 vidyds. These are
finanda, satya, jfifina and ananta. As will be pointed out
presently, amalatva is also to be added to these four attributes.
The relevant sfitra reads: Anandfidayah prmflzfinasya.40 Its
meaning, as interpretedby Ramanuja, is that the gunas such
as dnanda is non-different (inseparable) from the pradhfina,
that is, Brahman which is the gun? and hence these are to
be contemplated along with Brahman in all the vidyfis.

By way of elucidation; Vedanta Desika points out that
there are two types of dharmas or attributes belonging to
an object. One is called svarfipa—nirfipaka dharma or essential
attributes by means of which alone the nature of an object
is comprehended. The second type of dharmas is known as
nirfipita svarfipa viéesanas, that is, the secondary qualities
which become evident only after the svarfipa 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 throughwhichwe come
to know more about the cow. In the same way, Brahma-
svarfipa can only be comprehended through its
distinguishing characteristics such as sa‘tyatva, jfidnatva,
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



236 The Philosophyof Visisttidvaita Vedfinta

after Brahma-svarflpa 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 vidyzi are to
be contemplaled. Thus, for instance, while observing the
Daharavidyfi, which is enjoined in the Taittiriya Upanisad,
Brahman is to be meditated upon as qualified with eight
gunas such as apahatapfipmd, satyasarhkalpa, etc. In addition
to it, the five essential attributes such as dmmda 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, modal; or happiness, pramoda or enjoyment etc.,
which are metaphorically stated as siras 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 purviewof the meditation.

We come across two vidyfis taught in the Brhaddranyaka
and Mundakopanisad which are designated as thi-
aksaravidyfi and Aksara—paravidyfi respectively. Both these
vid'yfis enjoin the meditation on aksara as Brahman. Aksara
is described in negative terms. Thus says the Brhaddranyaka:
”It is neithergross 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”.“1 The
Mundaka Upanisaddescribes aksara as follows: ”That which
is imperceivable, ungraspable, withouthands 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 (bhfitayoni).42 The question to be
considered is: Whether the meditation on Brahman as aksara
(Aksara-vidyd) requires the contemplation of these negative
qualities (nisedha gunas), along with four essential attributes
referred to in the Anandfidyadhikarana? Badar ayana
categorically states that the negative qualities such as
asthfilutva attributed to aksara should be necessarily
included among the other essential attributes such as dnanda
withwhich Brahman is to be meditated upon. The relevant
sfitra reads: aksara dhiyfim tu avarodhah sfimfmya
tadbhfivfibhyfim aupasadavat taduktam.“3 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 vidyfis and so also these negative qualities
which are useful to know its nature exist in it. (sarvesu
upésanesu upfzsyasya aksarasya brahmanah samfinatvfit
asthfllatvddinfin't tatsvarflpa pratitau bhfimicca).44 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 qualifies as found inmaterial objectsin respect
of Brahman establishes thatBrahman is absolutely free from
all defilements (heyapratyunika). Heyapratyanikatva itself
therefore constitutes the essential nature of Brahman similar
to satyatva, jfidnatva and anantatva. Hence Badarayana takes
the View thatBrahman is to be meditated upon in all vidyfis
as qualified by amalatva, which is synonymous with
heyapratyanikatva, along with other four essential attributes
viz., satyatva, jfidnatva, anantatva and finandatva. 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 Gunopasan’thfira pfida. One of them is whether the
meditation on Brahman also involves the contemplation of
fivfitman. If so, in what form fivfitman is to be meditated
upon? Is fivdtman to be meditated in its embodied state as
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kartd, bhoktd, etc., or in its true form as qualified with its
essential attributes such as apalmtapfipmd, satyasafii ”Lpa etc.
Badarayana states that the meditation on fivfitman which
is part of the meditation on Brahman is to be contemplated
in its true form. The relevant sfltra reads: vyatirekas—
tadbhfiva—bhfivifvfit rm tu upalabdhivat.“ Iiwitman is to be
meditated in that form as different from that form in the
state of bondage (vyuiirckull), since the attainment is in
accordanCewith 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 vidyfi.

The question arises whether these constitute the
subsidiary means to main updsami and if so, would it have
to be observed in respect of the practice of all the upfisands
for moksa. Badarayana clarifies that these requirements are
not the ariga or subsidiary means to the upfisanfi and hence
they need not be observed in respect of any Brahma—vidyd.

111. Karma as SubsidiaryMeans to Vidyfi
In the preceding section we have discussed the general
issues relating to the Brahma-vidyfi or the meditation on
Brahman. As the Upanisads mention several vidyfis each
with varying description of the gunas to be associated with
Brahman, it became necessary for Badaréyana to discuss
these issues and establish that all vidyds enjoined in the
Upanisads,_ though they are different (nfinfi), serve as
alternative sfidhanas for attaining the same Goal viz.,
Brahman.

Before explaining the nature of vidya (vidyd-svarfipa),
Badarayana takes up another importantmatter concerning
the role of karma or the observance of the prescribed deeds
in relation to the vidyd or upasami. This subject has assumed
special importance in Vedanta since according to Iaimini,
the exponent of Pfirva-mimamsa, vidyfi is subordinate aid
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(afiga) 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 Sfidhanadhyaya which is called Afigapada is devoted to
this matter. It establishes after criticallyexamining the views
of the Pfirva-mimamsaka, that the performance of the
prescribed deeds is a necessary aid (ariga) to vidya.

The Purusrirthadhikararm mainly deals with this subject.
The main siitra reads: Purusartho atah sabdat iti
Badardyaaah“. The word atah in the sfitra in the context of
the earlier pada dealing with the vidyas, is to be read as
vidydtah, that is, through vidyd. The total meaning of the
sfitra 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 (s’abdat). As is evident
from the subsequent sfitrasof this adhikararla, the implication
of the sfitra 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.” TheMu adaka states: ”He who knows Brahman
becomes (similar to) Brahman.”47 The Svetas’vatara says:
”There is no other means than knowing Brahman to
overcome bondage.”‘l3 In all such statements, vedana which
denotes vidya, is the direct means to moksa. The fact that
Badarayana mentions his own name in the sfitra confirms
that this is the correct theory according to Vedanta.

The Mimarnsakas 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 1712!? is karta or the agent ofkarma and it is therefore
more important to know about the nature of fivfitman. The
Upanisadic texts which speak of the knowledge of Brahman
as the means to attain the Supreme Goal are intended to
provide the knowledge offivfitman. Such a knowledge serves
as a purificatory act (samskara) for the fivfi which is actually
the kartfi of the rites. (kratusu kartuh fivfitma). According to
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this View, jiva and Brahman are non-different and the
references made to Brahman in the Upanisads imply
fivfitman. The texts which speak about jfiana as the means
to purusartha are to be treated as arthavadas or the
glorificatory statements about the goal to be attained. Hence
vidya is ariga or subsidiary aid to karma.

Badarayana rejects this theory because vidyd referred lo
in the Upanisads is not concerned with fivatman, in which
case its knowledge would have been useful to karma. But
on the other hand, it relates to Brahman which is different
from fiva, as stated in several Upanisadic texts and also
Vedanta-siltras. 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 ar‘tga to karma. In the ls’avasya Upanisad,
it is stated that one should live for hundred years (till the
end of life) by performing karma.49 This is taken to imply
that performance of karma is of greater significance and
that vidyd 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 Brhadararlyaka Upanisad it is stated that both
vidya and karma follow the upasaka. (Vidya-karmarfi
samanvdrabhete‘”). 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 thatkarma
is the principal means (arigi) whereas vidyd is subordinate
means (ariga). Ifwe 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: tametam vedanuvacanena brahmana vividisanti
yajfiena dfinena tapasa amisfakena51 - ”Brahmins desire to know
Brahman by means of recitation ofVedas, yajr'ia, dana, tapas,
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fasting etc.” Another text says: kasaye karmabhih pakve tato
jr'uinam pmvartate52 - ”Brahmajfiana arises only after the
afflictions which cause bondage are eradicated by the
performance of karma”. The Gita also points out that even
jfianis such as Janaka attained perfection through the
performance of deeds (karmarzaiva hi samsiddhim asthitah
janakadayab).“ Considering all these statements, it is
concluded that BrahIria-vidyacannot serve as an aid to karma
(vidya makhadeti arigam 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
yajr'la, 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 brahmacdrins 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
life55. All of them are stated to observe strict celibacy
(firdhvaretas). Of these the sannyfisins and brahmacdrins are
not eligible for the performance of the rites which need the
lighting of the sacrificial fire (agnindhana). In respect of these
individualskarma cannot be the afiga to vidya. In the absence
of karma as afiga, 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 (brahmasan’tstho amrtatvameti). Thosewhopursue
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)56.However, they are required to do
only such karmas as are laid down for that particular as’rama;
as subsidiary aid to vidya (kevala svfis’rama vihita karmdpeksd).
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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
yajfia, ddna, tapas etc., as aid to vidyfi. The relevant sfitra
reads: sarvfipeksd ca yajfifidz' s’ruteh asvavat.57 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 sfltra is the Brhadfirargyaka text which states: Tametarr'z
vedfinuvacanena brfihmami vividisanti yajfiena ddnemz tapasfi
amisakemz.53 ”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. Yajr'la, ddna, 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 vidyfi or upfisami (unceasing
meditation on Brahman culminating in clear vision of
Brahman). Karma such as yajfia, ddna, tapas etc., prescribed
by the Upanisads serve as aid to vidyd and these have to be
necessarily observed by the upfisaka 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 vidyci 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 vidyfi. These are in the form of
development of virtues such as sama or tranquility, dama or
control of senses, upamti or inner satisfaction, titiksu or
patience and samfihitatva or equanimity. The relevant sfltm
reads: Samadamfidy-upetas-syfit—tathfipi tu tadvidheh
tadafigataya tesfim-api avasyfinustheyatvfit.” It means: A
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householder should be equipped with s’ama, dama etc.,
because they are enjoined and that they should be practised
as auxiliaries to vidyd. It is not correct to argue that the
observance of the yajfia 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 upfisanfi.
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 Paramfitman (paramapurusa
firfidhand). It therefore helps to acquire s’ama, dama etc., by
the upfisaka.

Incidentally, Badarayana points out that the control of
the food (fihfira niyama) is also equally important for the
upfisaka. He is not required to accept all kinds of food except
in special circumstance such as at the time of losing one’s
prdm1 (prfinfityaye).This is evident from the episode ofUsasti
in the Chdndogya Upanisad, who is stated to have accepted
the cooked beans meant for the horses offered by the
horseman for the sake of sustaining his prim.“

In addition to the development of virtues such as s’ama,
dama etc., Badarayana prescribes other mental qualities such
as pdnditya, mauna, bdlya, as accessories to vidyfi on the
authority of the Brhaddrargyaka Upanisad. Thus it states:
tasmfit brahmanah pdndityan't nirvidya bfilyena tisthfiset.
bdlyarr'l ca pdndityan'i ca nirvidya atha munih.61 This subject is
discussed in two separate adhikamrjas: Sahakfiryantaravidh-
yadhikararia and Andviskdrddhikarana. The important point
to be noted is the implication of the terms pdnditya, mauna
and bfilyatva.Mauna signifies the acquisition of the capacity
to reflect repeatedly the object of meditation (upfisanfi
filambanasya punah punah sarr'lsilanam). Bfilyatva refers to
childlike innocence without manifesting externally his
greatness as a Brahma-jfuini (andviskurvan). Pfinditya means
deep knowledge about Brahman.

It was pointed out earlier that the performance of karma
such as yajfia, dfina, etc., is an aid to Brahma—vidyd. That is,
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these have to be observedby those who undertake meditation
on Brahman. The question arises whether these have also
to be observed by others such as the grhasthaswho are not
the seekers of moksa? Badarayana replies that these have to
be observed even by the persons belonging to the
grhasthfisrama or the stage of householders, since these
karmas are also enjoined for them. The relevant sfitra reads:
vihitatvficca fis’rama karmapi.62 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, yajfia, 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 dsframa 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
nirfisrami or one not belonging to any of the four stages of
life. They are not eligible, according to the Dharmasdstra,
for the performance of rituals prescribed for the four
fisframas. The question arises whether these persons are
permitted to observe Brahma-vidya. Badarayana states that
such persons are also eligible for Brahma-vidyd as this is
evident from the episodes ofVedic and purdru'c personalities
such as Raikva, Bhisma,Sarhvartaka, etc. However, persons
who have thrown out of a particular ds’rama for having
committed sinful acts are forbidden from pursuing Brahma-
vidyfi since the observance of vidyfi by such persons is
prohibited by the éfistra.

Before concluding the discussion about the nature of
karma as ariga or subsidiary means to upfisand and also other
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accessories needed for it, Badarayana considers the question
whetheror not upasamiobserved either for achieving desired
goals such as heavenly bliss ormoksa, leads to the attainment
of it. Two separate adhikaranas named Aihikfidhikarana and
Muktiphalfidhikararja are devoted for this purpose. There are
two types of Brahmopasana - one observed for the purpose
of attainingbenefits other than moksa such as heavenly bliss,
wealth etc., and the other done purely for attainingmnksa.
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 Vidyfi (Upfzsam'z)

In the SfidhanadhyayaBadarayana has discussed the
following three importantmatters relating to the Brahma-
vidya or upasami 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 vidyas along with five essential
attributes viz., satya, jr'uina, ananta, finanda and amala. 3)
The upasana as aided by karma or the performance of the
prescribed rituals according to one’s as’rama is mandatory.
After having dealt with all these matters in the adhikaranas
of third and fourth pada of Sfidhanadhyfiya, Badarayana
proceeds to discuss the svarfipa or the nature of vidya. This
topic is covered in the first pfida of the fourth adhyfiya,which
is titled Phaladhyaya. In the earlier adhikarana named
Purusarthadhikarana Badarayana merely mentions that the
Supreme Goal is attained only by means of vidyfi (vidyatah
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purusdrthah). But the nature of the vidyfi was not fully
explained. The details about the nature of the vidyfi are
therefore presented in the first pfida of Phalédhydya. Another
reason for presenting this matter in the Phalfidhyfiya is that
the vidyé or upfisanfi as enunciated in the Upanisad is
invariably connected with the goal to be attained.
(Brahmopdsamiyn mukty-avinfibhfitam). As will be explained
presently, the observance of upésanfi or the unceasing
meditation on Brahman as the direct scidhana to moksa till
the end of own’s life (yfivadfiyusam) is sure to culminate in
the attainment of Brahman.

The first question to be considered iswhether vidyfi stands
for mere knowledge (jr'uina) of Brahman, that is, the direct
realization of Brahman (sfiksdtkdra), as Samkara interprets,
or does it refer to upfisanfi or unceasing meditation
culminating in the clear vision of Brahman (u‘pfisandtmaka
jfifina), 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 fipnoti paran'i—
”Theknowerof Brahman attains the highest”. TheMundaka
states: ’Brahmaveda brahmaiva bhavati’ - ”He who knows
Brahman becomes (similar to) Brahman”. The Upanisads
also mention dhyfimz, upfisand, nididhydsana and dhruvfismrti
as the means to attain Brahman. These terms convey the
idea that upfisand or unceasing meditation on Brahman is
the direct means to moksa. If vidyfi stands for jr'uina as the
sddhana formoksa, it does not have to be repeatedly practised.
There is also no mention in the Upanisad that it is to be
observed repeatedly. When oncejiuina arises,fiva is liberated
from bondage. If on the other hand, vidydmeans upfisami it
is to be repeatedly practised until the goal is attained.
Badarayana therefore first discusses this issue before

enu‘nciating the nature of the sfidhana in the
flvrtyadhikarana. The relevant sfitra reads: fivrttih asakrt
upadesfit.“ Avrttih means repeated observance and asakrt
means more than once. From this it follows that whatever
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be the sfidhana for moksa, it is to be observed repeatedly and
continuously until the goal is achieved.
Now comes the main question whether vedana and

upfisanfi mean the same or do they refer to different
disciplines? The answer is that the two terms are synonyms
and refer to the same sddhana as this is evident from the
Upanisadic teachings. This is what is meant by the word
’upades’fit’ in the sfitra.

By way of elucidating this point, Ramanuja points out
that the Upanisads employ the terms vedana and upfisami
as interchangeable words. In the Chfindogya Upanisad
discussing the manner of doing upfisami on Brahman, the
passage commences with the statement ’mano brahmeti
upfisita’ using the expression updsita. While concluding this
passage it is stated: ’ya want ve'da’ 64. The term veda is used
here in place of updsita mentioned at the commencement.
Taking into consideration the context of the passage, veda
mentioned in the concluding statement means the same as
upfisita used at the beginning. In another passage of the
Chfindog'ya 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 devatfi you meditate
upon (tvan'z upfisate)65, 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 upfisita is
employed. If we take into consideration both the passages
it is obvious that according to the Upanisads, vedana and
updsami bear the same meaningfi"Veda or vedana employed
in the Upanisad therefore denotes upfisand.

The Upanisads also employ the terms dhyfina and
nididhyfisana as means to moksa. Thus says the Mundaka:
tatastu tam pasyati niskalan't dhyfiyamfinah 67- ”He who
engages himself in meditation sees Him (Paramfitman) who
is free from parts". The Brhadfiranyaka states: ’dtmd va are
drastavyah srotavyo mantavyo nididhydsitayah’ -”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 dhyfina and
nididhyfisana 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 dhyfina is derived from the root word
’dhyai cintéyfirfi’.Cintana rneans 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 (tailadhfirfivat avicchinna smrti—santati). This idea
is conveyed in the expression ’dhruvdnusmrti or unceasing
meditation which is mentioned in the same Chfindogya, as
the means to moksa. Thus says the Upanisad: Sattva suddhau
dhruvfismrtih, smrti lambhe sarvagranthinfin‘z vipramoksah.‘58
The Upanisad also uses the expression darsana or sdksdtkfira
as the means to moksa. The term daréana bears the same
meaning as vedana. Thus it is stated in the Kathopanisad.
‘Nicfiyya tan’t mrtyumukhfid pramucyate’.“ The term nicfiyya
derived from the root word cfiyr dars’ane means darsana or
sfiksfitkfim. Thus it follows that the terms vedana, dhyfina,
upfisami, dhruvfismrti and dars’ana are synonymous.

Ramanuja furtherpoints out that the term bhakti or bhakti-
yoga employed in the Gitd is also synonymous with updsami.
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-gitfi. Thus says the
Mundaka: Nfiyam fitmfi pravacanena labhyo na medhayfi na
bahumi s’rutena; yamaiva esa vmute tena labhyah tasyaisa dtmd
vivmute tam-mi svdm70- ”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 (Paramfitman) chooses. To such a person,
the Self (Paramfitman) revealsHis fine 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
vararflyo bhavati). Who is the dearest to God? The Bhagavad-
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gitfi provides the answer as to who is regarded as the dearest.
Thus says the Gitd: ”To those who crave for eternal union
with Me and meditate on Me, I bestow to them with love,
that clear vision (of Paramfitman) by which they attain
Me.”71 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:
"Nahum vedair na tapasfi na ddnena na ce’jyayd...bhakty§ tu
ananyayci s’akya aham evam vidho Arjuna: jr'uitun'i drastun'i ca
tattvena pravestun‘l ca parantapa.72 The term bhakti is derived
from the root word bhaj which means semi or meditation
(bhaj sevfiyfim). In common usage, it is understood in the
sense of love towards the reSpected or elderly person
(mahaniya visaye pritih). Pritz' or love is a state of knowledge,
amental disposition. Bhaktiwith reference to God, therefore
means unceasing meditation with intense love for the
Supreme Being (snehapfirvam anudhyfinam bhaktiritya-
bhidhiyate)?3According to Nighantu (glossary of Vedic
terms), the terms sevfi, bhakti and upfisti bear the same
meaning." Bhakti is therefore synonymous with upfisanfi,
dhyfina and dhruvfismrti. 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 sfidhanas.Nididhyfisanawhich denotes upfisami
or the steadfast meditation is a rigorous discipline, whereas
jiuinu or dars’ana 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 regardingsfidhana 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 chfigu and pasu. Pasfu 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 chdga
or goat, which is a specific term. Accordingly, in the present
context, jizfum, vedana, darsana, dhyfina, upfisanfi and
dhruvdsmrtiare treated as general terms and they all denote
Bhakti or Bhakti-yogn which is a specific term. Ramanuja
therefore comes to the conclusion that upfisami or bhakti as
denoted by the word vidyzi used in the Vedfinta-sfitra is the
direct means to moksn. The vedana implied in the sfltrawhich
is the same as upfisanfi in the Upanisad and bhakti-yoga in
the Gift? is to be observed repeatedly and continuously until
the goal is achieved, as stated in the sfitra ’asakrt fivrttih’.

This view is also supported by the Smrti texts as stated
in the subsequent sfitra reading ’Lifigficca'”. Lifiga denotes
Smrti texts. It means that even Smrti texts support the view
that vedana or updsami is to be repeatedly and continuously
practised. While commenting on this sfltra, Ramanuja
quotes the. following verse from Visnupurfma.
Tadrfipapratyuyc caikfi santatis’ca anyanisprhfi; tad-dhyfinan'i
prathamaih sadbhih angaih nispfidyate tathd." It means that
dhyima on Paramfitman is the concentrated and
uninterruptedseries of recollectionof the object ofmeditation
and it is to be accomplished with the aid of first six yogdfigas.
That is, before embarking on dhyfina, dhfirana or
concentration on the object of contemplation is needed. This
is the sixth limb of Yoga discipline laid down by Patafijali.
thrazza invariably presupposes the mental purity by way
of cultivation of ethical virtues (yama) and observance of
religious duties (niyamas); a steady posture (fisana), control
of breath (prfinfiyfzma) and control of sense organs
(pratyfihfira). Thus according to the Vedfinta-sfitra, as
interpreted by Ramanuja, dhyfina or upfisand on Brahman
involves the observance of the yogdfigas.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 updsami, but when
bhakti is adopted as sddhana to moksa, it involves the eight-
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fold psycho-religious discipline. Though Badarayana does
not employ the term astdr'lga-yoga, some of the components
of the yoga-discipline are mentioned by him in the sfitras.
The sfitra ’dhyiimicca’77 implies that unceasing meditation
requires the concentration of mind. Badarayana also
specifically states that steadiness of mind and body
(acalatvam ca)7B and the selection of suitable place and
proper environment79 are very important for the practice
of dhyfina-yoga. The sutra reading: ’Smaranti ca’” refers to
the other details about the yogfirigas mentioned in the
Bhagavad-gita“.

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

More important than the compliance with the yoga-
discipline, the updsami is to be practised until the end of
one’5 life. Thus says the sfitra: dprayfindt tatrdpi hi drstam. “2
This confirms that ve'dana or vidya'15 not merely the direct
knowledge of Brahman, as A‘dvaitin maintains, but, on the
contrary, it denotes upasana as a rigorous discipline to be
practised continuously until one attains the Supreme Goal.

Badarayana also discusses another important issue
relating to the upfisami viz., the manner in which the
individualwho is the updsaka should meditate on Brahman,
which is the upfisya or the object ofmeditation. The question
to be considered is whether the upfisaka shouldmeditateon
Brahman as different from him or as non-different from
him, that is, as hisAtman (Inner Self). This issue is examined
in a separate adhikararja- named Atmatvopfisanfidhikarana.
The relevant sfitra reads: ’Atmeti-tu--upagacchanti grihayanti
ca "3 .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 111m of
updsaka stands as the self for the body, in the same way,
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Brahman is the Atman for his fiva. 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 Antaryfimin of fiva. Thus says the Upanisad: ’tvan'i mi
ahamasmi bhagavo devate ahan'l vai tvamasi’ - ”O worshipful
Deity, I am indeed Thou and Thou art indeed I”. The term
”I” 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
adhydyas it is specifically stated that jiva is absolutely
different from Brahman (atyanta bhinnah) and thatBrahman
is vibhu or all-pervasive whereas flu: is arm or monodic in
nature. It would not therefore be appropriate to meditate
on Brahman as non-different from Brahman. Besides the
upfisané is intended for the attainment of moksa and
meditation on 1an as Brahman in a wrong manner would
not help to achieve the desired goal.

In reply to this objection Vedanta Des’ikapoints out that
Badarayana does not advocate that fiva and Brahman are
essentially identical (svarfipaikya). Nor does he suggest that
fiva is to bemeditatedupon (conceived as Brahman), similar
to the upfisanfi on udgitha or the syllable ’aum’ conceived as
Brahman. If he accepted either of these views, the objection
raised abovewouldbe valid. But it is not so.What is actually
required for the purpose of meditation on Brahman is that
upfisaka should contemplate during upfisanfi that Brahman
is his Antaryfimin in the form ’Ahan'i brahmfismi’ - ”I am
Brahman". The primary import of the term ’ahan’i’ is
Paramfitman who is the antarfitmd of fiva (svdtmfintarfitmani
ahan'i-iti vacaso’pi atra mukhya pravrtteh).“ This
interpretationis justified both logically and philosophically.
In the judgements ’I am manusya (humanbeing), I am deva
(celestial being), the terms munusyatva, devatva, etc., refer
to the physical body (dehavfici) and yet they are applicable
in the primary sense to the fivdtman to which the body
actually belongs. In the same way, the term ahan’z denoting
the fiva is applicable to Paramfitman, who is its antarfitmfi.
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Hence it is not inappropriate to meditate on Brahman in
the form ’Ahan'i brahmfismi’, that is: ’I’ as fivfitman is having
Brahman as my Antaryfimin (ahan‘t brahmdtmakosmi). This
does not amount to the contemplation of Brahman as
identical withfiva, as contended by Advaitin, for the reason
that fiva and Brahman by virtue of their intrinsic nature
are of different character, as evidenced by numerous
Scriptural texts and also the Vedanta—sfitras. The Scriptural
texts also declare that Brahman is immanent in the fivas as
Antaryfimin. Thus says the Brhaddranyaka: ya dtmani tisthan,
fitmano antaro yam fitmfi m1 veda, yasyfitmfi s’ariram, ya
fitmdnam antaro yamayati, sa ta dtmzi antaryfimy amrtah.a5 The
Chfindogya states: Sanmfllfih somya, imfih survfih prajfih
sadfiyatanfih sat-pratisthitdh, aitadatmyam idam sarvan'z.“ All‘
these texts convey that Brahman is the fltman of all entities
in the universe including the jivas. It is therefore fully
justified to say, as the Upanisad states, that I (fiva) am Thou
(Paramzitman) and that Thou art I (fiva).

In all such statements where two terms are expressed in
the same vibhakti (samfina adhikarana) by equating two
entities such as Brahman and fiva, as in the texts ’tat-tvam-
asi’ ’ahan'z-brahmdsmi’, these have to be taken in the sense
that Brahman is the Antaryfimin of 170:: 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
sfimfinfidhikarargyaadopted by the grarnmarian.B7
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CHAPTER NINE

THE DOCTRINE. OF
PARAMA PURUSARTHA

The fourth adhydya of the Brahma—Siam which is titled
Phalfidhydya is devoted to the discussion of the nature of
the Supreme Goal (Parama Purusfirtha) which is to be
attained by the aspirant for moksa after duly observing the
prescribed upfisanfi or meditation on Brahman. In the
previous chapter, we have discussed in detail, all aspects
of the sfidhana as enunciated by Badaréyana 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
upfisami. This will comprise the following four theories,
which have a bearing on moksa, the Supreme Goal. i) The
liberation offiva from bondage caused by karma in the form
of punya and papa. ii) Utkninti or the exit of the jiva from
the body after liberation. iii) Arcirfidi—mfirga 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 to ics which are covered in the last five
adhikaranas of first pfida named Avrttipfida, eleven
adhikarargas of second pfida named Utkrfintipfidu, the five
adhikaranas of third pfida named Gatipfida and six adhikaraztas
of the fourth pdda named Muktipfida. As moksa is attained
only after the death of the upfisaka, it is considered relevant
to discuss these subjects in the Phalfidhyfiya.

I. The Nature of Liberationof the Jiva frombondage
As will be explained later, moksa or liberation of the jiva
from bondage leading to the attaimnent 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 upasana 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 avidya is beginningless (amidi).
Normaiiy 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 ksiyate karma kalpakoti s’atairapi‘). If this is the
case, how is it possible to get rid of it by the mere observance
of upasami.

Badaréyana states that the Brahma-vidyd has the power
to put an end to all the sins (papa) committed prior to the
embarkation on upasand and also the sins committed
subsequent to the commencement of the upasana. The
relevant sfitra reads: Tad—adhigame uttara-pfirvdghayor as’lesa
vinas’au; tadvyapadeéatz. The word tad-adhigame means
according to Raménuja, after the upfisaka has reached a
state of perfection in the practice of upasand, resulting in a
clearer vision of Brahman (dars’ana-samanakara jfiana).
Uttaragha means the sins committed after the
commencement of the updsana. Purvdgha refers to the sins
committed prior to the commencement of the meditation.
As’lesa means non-attachment, that is, not being affected
(This applies to uttaragha). Vimiéa means destruction (This
applies to purvagha). The total meaning of the sfltra 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-palfisa fipo na slisyante evam vidi papam
karma na s’Iisyate3—”]ust 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
tfilam agnau protan'i pradflyeta evan'i hasya sarve pfipmanah
pradfiyante “ — ”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 Brahmopasami 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 prfiyaécitta or expiatory rites for the removal
of all the sins committed by the updsaka (tfidrg vidyaiva
tanniskrtibs). The devoted meditation on Brahman is
prescribed as a prayas’citta in order to overcome all karmas
(prayas’citta-krameria parabhajanan'i coditam karma-santyai").
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 prfiyas’citta for all sins. The Gitfi also says that
self-knowledge in the form of fire (ifidnagni) bums all the
karmas (jfiandgnih sarvakarmam' 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 Brahmopasanfi are not therefore to be taken as
glorifactory statements, as the critic observes.

The Upanisadic text says that Brahma—vidyd takes away
all sins (sarve pfipmdnah pradfiyante’). 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 pfipma, 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 ’11:: sukrtam
mi duskrtam sarve pfi'pmfinait’. Therefore Brahma-vidyfi
destroys not only all the sins but all the punyas too
accumulated by the upfisaka. On the basis of this text, the
author of the sfitra says: itarasyfipi evam asan'iélesah pdte tug.
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-vinfis’a 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 (mi virato duscarit§t9 ). If punya
and pfipa do not affect the Brahma-jfiani, why should he get
rid of them totally for attaining moksa? In reply, it is pointed
out that pfipa 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 unintentionallydoes not affect the Brahma-jfifini
because his updsami on Brahman is capable of counteracting
it. The Katha Upanisad refers to the need of overcoming
the sins committed intentionally.10 In the same way it is to
be understood that only punya acquired by a Brahma-jfifini
unintentionally,will not bear any result for him. This is the
significance of the statement that Brahma-jfifini is not
affected by punya and papa.

As regards the agha as’lesa or the non-clinging of the sins
committed after the commencement of the updsanfi,Vedanta
Desika clarifies that the power of the karma to bear its fruit
is arrested by Paramdtman (karmas’akteh anudaya aélesah). If
it gives the result, it is prevented from doing so (uadaye
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tannivrttih vinas’ah). This explanation is justified because
according to the Visistadvaita, the pleasure and displeasure
of the Supreme Lord stand for punya and papa respectively
(s’aktih sa ca praaetuh taducita phalakrt nigraha
anugrahatma)“.

Vedanta Desika also points out that a Brahma-vit does
not generally commit any sins intentionally since he is
always cautious in his actions and avoids sinful acts (sarvaa'a
savadhana brahmavid—dhipfirvam 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 upfisaka. 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 tavadeva ciram yavan na vimoksye atha sampatsyen—
”For him, there is delay only so long as he is not released
from the body. Thereafter he attains moksa”.As long as the
fiva 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 upasaka attains moksa
soon after he is freed from the association of the bodycaused
by the karma. This may take place either at the end of the
present life or in a subsequent life as andwhen the prarabdha
karma comes to an end”.

11. The Theory of Exit of the Jiva from the Body
(utkrénti)
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 puriya
and papa acquired prior to the updsami and also subsequent
to its commencement, because the upasana itself, being a
prayas’citta, has the efficacy to eradicate it. In the second
pada of the Phaladhyaya named utkranti—pada, Badarayana
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explains how the fiva of the upfisaka, soon after the death,
exits from the body. This is called utkrfinti and it also
constitutes another important aspect of the phala or fruit of
the upfisanfi. It is therefore considered relevant to deal with
this subject in the Phalddhydya. Another important reason
for taking up this matter in this context is to set aside the
wrong theories of the Simkhyas that the fiva is nitya-mukta
or eternally free and also of the Mfiyfivddins who advocate
the theory of fivan-mukti or that the Brahma—vii is mukta
even though he is embodied. The eleven adhikaranas
included in the second pfida of this adhyfiya discuss how
the firm along with the indriyas, mums and prfina exit from
the body through the mfirdhanya midi and move to the higher
abode through the arcirddi mfirga. We shall take note of the
important points as presented in the Adhikararja-sdrfivali.

The Chandogya Upanisad dealing with the exit of the
soul at the time of death states:Asya somya purusasyaprayato
vzik manasi sarhpadyate, manah prdne, prfinah tejasi, tejah
parasydn’t devatfiyfirr'z“.

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

With regard to the statement ’vfik manasi sarr'zpadyate’ in
the above passage, the question arises whether the very
sense organ of speech itself (vfig—indriya)merges in the mind
or only the function of speech (vfig-vrtti) merges in it.
According to the prima facie View, only the function of the
vfig—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.

Bédarayana does not accept this view. The very sense
organ of speech (vfig-indriya) becomes merged in the mind
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at the time of the death of a person. The relevant sfitm reads:
Vfig—manasi darsamit sabdficca.” It means that the organ of
speech gets merged in the mind, because it is evident to our
perceptualexperience and also supportedby the Scriptural
text. We find that when the vfig—indriya ceases to function,
themind is found to be still working. Besides, the Upanisadic
text speaks of the merging of the vdg—indriya in the mind. it
does not specificallymention that the function of vfig-indriya
gets absorbed in the mind. It is also not known that with
the cessation of the function of speech, the vfig—indriyaceases
to exist. It is therefore to be admitted that the sense-organ
of speech itself becomes merged in the mind. The word
’sarr'zpadyate’ is to be understood as becoming united with
the mind (sarh-yujyate) and not that it is dissolved in the
mind (liyate). As Vedanta Desika explains, san'zpattih is to
be interpreted as samélesa. The word vfik mentioned in the
sfitm also includes all other sense organs. That is, as in the
case of vfig—indriya, all other senses are also united with the
mind. This is made evident from the following statementof
the Pras'na Upanisad: Tasmzit upas’finta tejah punarbhavam
indriyaih manasi sarr'zpadyamfinaih” — ” 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 sampadyamdnaih).

In the next stage, the mind, with which all indriyas are
united, gets merged in the prdna or the vital breath. Thus
says the Upanisad: manah prfine. Accordingly, Badarayana
states: Tan—manah prdna uttarfit.” 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 prdna or it becomes’merely united withpram? The reason
for this doubt is that the Upanisad describes prfitza as
constitutedof up or water (fipomayah prfinah). It implies that
up is the cause of prfina. In view of it, it is relevant to regard
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that manas is dissolved in prfiua, which is its causal
substance. Mamas 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 thatmind as associated with indriyas
gets absorbed in the pnina.
Badarayana does not accept this argument. The

expressions dpomayah and annamayah in respect of prdna
and manas respectively do not imply that prfina is caused
by up and mind by anna or prthivi. The affix ’mayat’ added
to these words signify that prdna and manas are nourished
by water and food respectively. It does not mean that water
is the cause of prdna 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 vfik and manas, it means
they become united (sanibandha or sanislesa”).

In the next stage the prfina which is associated with the
mind and the sense organs, becomes unitedwith tejas. Thus
says the Upanisad: Prfinah 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
fivdtman associated with the five other elements? If we go
by the text of the Upanisad, prdrta becomes united with
tejas or element of fire. It would not be appropriate to
introduce the principle offiva and interpret the text tomean
’prfina as associated with the fiva becomes unitedwith tejas’.
This is the prima facie view.

Badarayana does not accept it. According to him, prfina
as associated with jiva becomes united with tejas. The
relevant sfltra reads: So adhyakse tad-upagamddibhyah”. It
means that prfina becomes unitedwith1an (adhyakse)which
is the Lord of all sense organs (karanfidhipa) because it is
stated in the Upanisad that the prfina follows the film
(prfinasyu jivopagama). Thus says the Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad: Evam eva imam fitmfinarr'i antakfile sarve prim?
abhisamfiyanti 2° — ”In the same way, all the prfinas proceed
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towards the fwfitman at the time of death." The Upanisad
also describes that all the pninas 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 prfina follows the fiva when it exits
from the body (tam utkrfimantam prfiuo anutkrfimati 2'1). There
are sufficient numberofUpanisadic statements which point
out that there is close connection between prfizla and flva.
It is therefore appropriate to say that prim is first united
with fiva and then fiva along with prdzza becomes united
with tejas. Even though jiva is not mentioned in the
Upanisad, it is to be admitted as related to prdzla. This is
justified on the analogy of the statement : ”The river
Yamuna enters the ocean”. The river Yamuna first joins
the river Gafiga and Ganga 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
prfina as associated with 17sz is united with tejas.

The word tejasmentioned in the Upanisadic text (prfinah
tejasi) refers notmerely to tejasbut all other elements because
the physical body with which fiva is associated consists of
all the five elements. In view of it, jiva is described in the
Upanisadas prthivimaya, dpomaya, tejomaya etc. Badarayana
therefore states that prfina along withfiva is united with all
the five elements. The relevant sfitra reads: Bhfitesu tat
érutehzz. Another reason for this view is that no single
element by itself is capable of producing an effect. Only
whenall the five elements are combined together in different
proportion, they are capable of producing the effect. This
is supported by the theory of par'lcikararga 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 mums and prfina moves out on its onward
march to higher realms.

In connection with the theory of utkrfinti, an important
issue comes up for consideration. The question is raised
whether the utkrfinti described in the Upanisads is
applicable to both kinds of persons — those who have
realized Brahman through meditation (vidusn) and those
who have not undertaken the upfisami to attain Brahman
(uvidusa). 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: Yadfi sarve pramucyante kfimd ye asya hrdi sthitfih;
atha martyo amrto bhavati atra Brahma samas’nute23- ”When
all the desires that persist in the heart have been abandoned
by an individual, thatmortal becomes immortal and enjoys
Brahman here”. Another text says: Tamevam vidvdn amrta
iha bhavati — ”He who knows Brahman becomes immortal
here itself”. On the basis of such statements it is argued
that utkrfinti is not required for the persons who have
realized Brahman“. Badarayana clarifies this doubt. He
points out that the utkrdnti is common for both the upfiaka
and non-upfisaka upto the point of entering into the
mfirdhanya-nfidi, also called the susummi midi or the main
artery leading from the heart to the crown of the head.
The relevant siltra reads: Samaria ca fisrtyupakramfid-
amrtatvam ca anuposyazs. The word srtih means the path
named as arcirddi mfirga through which the 170a traverses
to the higher abode. Upakrama means the entry into the
mfirdhanya-nddi throughwhich the fiva exits from the body.
Asrtyupakramfit therefore means prior to the entry into the
mfirdhanya-nfidi. The meaning of the sfitra is that prior to
the entry into the mflrdhanya-nddi , the utkrfinti is common
to both the updsaka and the non-upfisaka. Regarding the
attainment of immortality and enjoyment of Brahman here
itself stated in the Upanisad, it is pointedout that this refers
to the enjoyment of Brahman during the observance of the
upfisanfi. The word amrtatva does not mean the attainment
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of moksa, because the upfisaka is still embodied. The
Chandogya clearly states that as long as one is associated
with the body, moksa is not attained (tasya tdvadeva ciram
yfivan na vimoksyezs). As will be pointed out later, the
attainmentof moksa takes place only after the firm traverses
through the arcirfidi mfirga and gets rid of the sflksma sarim
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 (upacfira). 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
updsanfi do not affect him due to the efficacy of the uprisami.~
This is what is implied by the words ’amrtatvam anuposya’
in the sittra. It means that the upfisaka enjoys amrtatva
without getting rid of the body and the sense organs.

It may be argued that the utkrfinti mentioned in the
Upanisad is to be taken as applicable to the person who
meditates on Saguria Brahman, while those who have had
direct realization of Brahman (fitmaikya jr'uina) do not need
utkrfinti since they have becomemukta or free from bondage
soon after the cessation of avidyfi. Even though he is
embodied, he is regarded as mukta. This state of the
Brahmavit is regarded as flvan-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 pramfizlas
including the Scriptural texts (kutracit mfinahdneh).Secondly,
the theory offivan-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 (mdtfi-
vandhyd). If one becomes totally liberated from bondage
due to the removal ofavidyfiafter 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 avidyfi,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
fiva on the basis 01' its being monadic in size (argutva). 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 fiva by its assuming a
different body by its will for this purpose. Hence the need
of utkrdnti for the fwa 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 avidyd,which is the cause ofbondagerequires
the exit of the fiva from the body and also its movement
through the arcirfidi mdrga to the higher abode ( krtsnfividyd
nivrttih parapada gamana dpeksini”). Though soon after the
death, the gross physical body is cast off, the fiva is still
associated with the subtle body withwhich it exits through
the susumnfi midi and then moves forward through the
arcirfidi-mfirga 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,
avidyfi also persists. Hence the mukti or the moksa proper is
attainedby the jiva only after it traverses through the arcinidi
mfirga and reaches Brahma-101m. This point is also implied
in the sfitra which reads: Tad fipiteh san’tsfira vyapdeédtzs—
”The samsara or bondage continues till the final dissolution
of the subtle body and the attainment of Brahman.”29 As
will be pointed out later, the fiva being enveloped with the
subtle body exits from the body and attains Brahman only
after reaching Brahma—loka through the arcirddi—mfirga, as
evidenced by the Upanisads.

In the final stage of utkrfinti, the fiva associated with the
subtle sense organs, mind, prfirta as well as the subtle
elements becomes united with the Supreme Deity
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(paradevatd). Thus says the Chandogya Upanisad: Vfik
manasi sarr'lpadyate, manah prfine, prdnah tejasi, tejah parasyfin'i
devatdyfin'i.” As explained earlier, the implication of the
merging of fiva with paradevata‘ is that the jiva becomes
united with paradevatfz. In this connection the question
arises: Do the subtle elements with which the jiva is
associated, become united with the Supreme Deity who
exists in His own Abode or the Paramfitman who abides in
the body as the Antaryfimin? What is the purpose of the fiva
associated with the subtle elements being united with the
Supreme Deity? Regarding the first question it is answered
that jiva associated with the elements is united with the
Paramfitman who is immanent in the body as the.
Antarydmin, since the attainment of Paramfitman in the
higher Abode cannot take place while fiva is still associated
with the body. Hence the union offiva with Paramfitman at
this stage is with the Paramdtman abiding in one's body as
Antaryamin. The purpose of this union with Paramfitman
within the body is for securing some temporary relief from
the afflictions to which the fiva was subjected during the
state of bondage. This temporary union with paradevatfi is
not intended for the fiva to reap the benefits of the updsanfi.
The Upanisadic text merely states that tejas implying jiva
with elements, is united with the paradevatd. The sfitra also
says: Tdni pare tathfi hy film.“ It means - "These subtle
elements associated with the jiva become united with the
Supreme Deity. The Scripture also says so”.

The word sarizpadyate is to be added to the statement
’tejah parasydm devatfiyfin'i’. The meaning offered earlier for
the word sanipadyate is to be adopted here also. It means
that the fiva associated with tejas (subtle elements) gets
absorbed in the Supreme Deity in such a way that the two
entities cannot be differentiated (avibhfiga).Thus states the
sfttra: Avibhfigovacamit.32 It means — ”When the firm is united
with Paramdtman at the time of death, the two cannot be
differentiated”. It does not imply, that it is dissolved in its
causal substance but on the contrary, it means that it
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becomes united with it in such a way that the two entities
become indistinguishable.

After describing the process of dissolution of the body,
Badarayana explains on the authority of the Upanisads how
the fiva is enabled to move out of the body along with its
sfiksma s’drira through the mflrdhanya-midi or the main artery
radiating from the heart to the crown of the head. It is
pointed out that Paramdtman who is propitiated by the
devoted updsami, out of His grace illumines the midi in front
of the heart to enable the firm to come out of the heart and
enter the mflrdhanya-midi. The relevant siitra reads:
Tadokogra jvalanarr'l tat prakds’ita-dwiro vidyci—sdmarthydt tat-
sesagaty-anusmrti-yogdcca hzirdci-nugrhitah s’atddhikdyd”. The
word ’oka’ means the heart in which the fiva is present.
Agre means front part of the heart. Ivalana means
illumination. This illumination is caused by Paramdtman in
response to the devoted updsami performed by the updsaka
and also his constant contemplation on the arcirzidi mdrga
as part of an aid to updsami (tat-sesagati anusmrti yogzit).
The Upanisad states that there are 101 midis radiating from
the heart (satddhikdyd). The particularmidi which radiates
to the crown of the head, which is called susummi—midi, is
illumined by Paramtitman abiding in the heart out of His
grace (hiirdcinugrhita). The jiva is then enabled to exit
through this midi and take its onwardmarch to the higher
abode through the arcirzidi mdrga.

The reason for offering this detailed explanation in the
sfitra is to meet the objection that it may not be possible for
theflu; to locate the main artery going upward to the crown
of the head, amongst several other subtle arteries (na bhavati
sus’aka mukti midi vivektum). This is made possible, says
Badarayana, because of the special grace showered on the
updsaka by Paramzitman in response to the devoted
meditation on Him. Paramdtman illumines the main artery
to enable the 1an to know it (vidyci samprita hdrda prdsadamz
mahasd). This point is supported by the Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad: Tasya ha etasya hrdayam pradyotate, tena
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pradyotena esa fitmd niskrfimati34— ”The opening of the main
artery of the heart of the upfisaka is illumined; through this
opening which is illumined the fiva moves out of the heart
to the susumnd-nfidi also named mflrdhanya-nfidi. From this
description it is obvious that the entry to the mfirdhanya-
midi is possible only for the vidusa, that is, for the one who
observes upfisanfi for the attainment of Paramfitmun. Those
who do not observe updsanfi,will exit from the body through
the other arteries.

Vedanta Desika presents an apt description of the exit
of mumuksu from the body after death in the following
words: ”The Supreme Lord associated with Goddess
Laksmi, who is the protector of all the seven worlds, who
resides in the center of the heart (hdrdfi), reveals to the
updsaka at the time of departure from the body, the opening
of the susumnd midi which radiates from the bottom of the
navel to the crown of the head and pushes out the fiva
throughit to reach the highest abode, similar to the shooting
of an arrow”.

After the fiva of the upfisaka exits from the body through
the susumnfi-nfidi, it proceeds to the realm of the sun
following the course of its rays. Thus states the Chandogya
Upanisad: Atha yatra etasmdt s’arinit utkrfimati, atha etaireva
rasmibhih firdhvam fikramate“. Generally the rays of the sun
are present during the day time. The question arises: What
would happen to the 17m of the upfisaka who dies in the
night since the rays of the sun are not found in the night? It
is pointed out in reply that during the night, the sun’s rays
are present, even though they are not visible to us due to
darkness. The presence of the rays is inferred on the basis
of the fact that heat radiated by the sun persists even in the
night. Even during autumn season or on cloudy days, we
do not see either the sun or its rays, yet we admit the
presence of the sun. The statement of the Upanisad
regarding the onward march of the jiva through the rays
of the sun is justified. On the basis of this, the sfltra also
states: Rasmy-anusfiri37— ”The jiva proceeds upward
following the course of the rays of the sun”.
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Incidentally the question arises whether the apasaka who
dies in the night attains Brahman because a Smrti text
condemns death in the night and speaks highly about death
in the day time.38 This gives the impression that the upasaka
who dies in the night does not go to the higher Abode.
Badarayana does not accept this argument. It is not correct
to say that the upasaka who dies in the night does not attain
Brahman. What holds the upasaka from the attainment of
moksa is the association of the soulwith the body caused by
the prarabdha-karma. This is evidenced by the Chandogya
Upanisad: Tasya tavadeva ciram yavan na vimoksye, atha
sampatsyate 39— ”For the vidvan, there is delay only as long
as the body (caused by prarabdha-karma) lasts; thereafter
he attains moksa.” Once the upasaka becomes free from the
karma, as a result of the updsand, he is sure to attain moksa.
Hence the death of the vidvan even in the night does not
affect his attainmentof Brahman. This is the implication of
the Vedanta-sfitra: Nisfi na iti cet, na, sambandhasya yfivad
deha bhfivitfit, darsayati ca.“

”If it is contended that the person who dies in the night
does not attain moksa, it is replied that it is not correct,
because the connection of the upasaka with karma lasts as
long as the body remains. The Scripture also says so.”
For the same reason as advanced in respect of death

during the night, the upasaka attains Brahman even if he
dies during the half-period when the sunmoves southward
(daksirifiyana). There is a stray statement in the Upanisad
that a person who dies in daksinfiyana goes to the realm of
the moon: atha yo daksirie pramiyate pitrruimeva mahimfinam
gatva, candramasa sayujyam gacchati‘“ . This view is set aside.
The period of death is immaterial. What is needed for the
attainment of moksa is the total cessation of karma which
includes the body of the jiva.When once the upasaka is totally
liberated from it, he is sure to attain moksa.
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III. The Theory of Arciradi Marga
In the previous section, we have considered the theory of
utknim‘i or the exit of the fiva from the body. It is seen how
Badarayana explains on the basis of the Chandogya
Upanisad that the fiva withdraws itself from the gross state
of the physical body to the subtle state and ascends to the
highest realm through the path of arcirddi. The san’zpatti or
dissolution of the body is not conceived as its destruction
(Iaya) but a gradual process of involution which is effected
by the indwelling Paramfitman. The final exit of the jiva from
the body takes place through the susumnd—nfidi, the main
artery that radiates from the heart to the crown of the head.

After the utkrfinti the ascent of the jivfitman commences
through the different realms (lokas) ruled by the celestial
beings. This pathway through which the fiva traverses to
the highest abode of Paramfitman is called arcirfidi-mfirga,
since arcis or light (fire) is the first realm to which the fiva
goes through the rays of the sun soon after its exit from the
body. The Upanisads give an account of this pathway ruled
by various celestial deities. There are a few conflicting
statements regarding the pathway to moksa. Badarayana
therefore discusses this matter and presents the correct
theory of arcirfidi-mfirga in the five adhikararjas included in
the third pfida named gatipzida of the fourth adhyfiya. As
pointed out earlier, the subject of gati or the pathway to
moksa is anotheraspect of the phala or the goal to be attained
by means of updsand and hence it is included in this adhyfiya.

The first question which comes up for consideration is
whether there is only one pathway for the liberated fiva to
attainBrahma-loka or there are other routes. TheChandogya
states: Atha...arcisameva abhisan‘lbhavanti arciso ahah, ahnfi
fipfiryamfinapaksam, fipfiryamfina paksfit yfin sadudangeti
mdsfirfistfin, mfisebhyah san'watsaran‘t, sarhvatsarfit fidityan’t,
fidityfit candramasam, candramaso vidyutan't, tatpuruso
amfinabah, sa etfin brahma gamayati esa devapatho
brahmapathah.“
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”They (the Brahman-knowers) attain the light or fire
(arcis), from the light the day, from the day the bright
fortnight of lunar month (suklapaksa), from the bright
fortnight to the bright half of the year when the sun travels
northward (uttarfiynna), from the half-year period to the
year (sarhvatsara), from the year to the sun, from the sun to
the moon, from the moon to the lightning, (from there) to
the celestial purusa (amfinavah), who leads them to
Brahman”. This is the devapatha or Divine path and this is
also the Brahmapatha or the path that leads to Brahman.”

The Kausitiki Upanisad, on the other hand, describes
the path in a different way: Sa etan'i devayfinan'i panthfinam
fipadya agnilokan'i figacchati, sa vdyulokan'i, 5a varurialokan'i,
sa fidityalokam, sa indralokam, sa prajfipatilokam, sa
brahmalokan'143—”After attaining the Divine path, the man
of vidyfi comes to the realm of agm', then he comes to the
realm of vdyu, he comes to the realm of varuzla, he comes to
the realm of the sun, he comes to the realm of Indra, he
comes to the realm of Prajdpati (Brahma); he then comes to
the world of Brahman.”

The Brhadaranyaka Upanisad describes the pathway
in a different manner. It mentions only the following areas
in this order: arcis, ahas, s’ukla—paksa, uttarfiyana, devaloka,
Aditya and Vaidyuta (amfinava purusa)“.

In view of these varying accounts of the pathway to
Brahma-loka, it cannot be conclusively established that there
is only one pathway to moksa (na vyavasthfi arcirfideh). These
may also be regarded as alternative paths.
Badaréyana does not accept this view. He states that

the liberated fivas attain Brahman only through the same
pathway which commences with arcis because this is well
established in the Upanisads. The sfitra reads: Arcirfidind
tatprathiteh“. It means that all Upanisads state that the path
to moksa is one and it begins with arcis or the light. The
upfisaka therefore goes to Brahma-101m only through this
pathway. The names of the celestialdeities ruling these areas
such as agni, fiditya etc are common in respect of the
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descriptions offered by different Upanisads. If there are a
few omissions as is found in the statements of the different
Upanisads, these have to be added on the basis of the
Mimamsa principle of upasan'ihfira or inclusion of the gums
of Brahman adopted in connection with the meditation on
Brahman along with the gunas in the gunopasarr'lhfirppfida
of the third adhydya“.

Regarding the order in which the celestial deities are
mentioned in the Upanisads, there are a few points of
difference. Badarayana clarifies these. In the Chandogya it
is stated thatfiva proceeds from the half-year to sarhvatsara
(year) and from the year to the sun (fiditya). In the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad it ismentioned that from the half-
year it goes to devaloka and from devaloka to the sun. In
another text, vfiyu is introduced between the year and the
sun. Vfiyu is thus an additional principle. The question is
whether vdyuloka is different from devaloka mentioned in
the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad. Badarayana points out that
the devaloka itself refers to vfiyu without any specification.
Therefore vfiyu is taken to imply devaloka and it is to be
included between sarhvatsara and dditya. The sfitra reads:
’Vfiyum abdfid-avis’esa visesfibhyfin'i’W— ”From the year to
vdyu, on account of non—specification and specification".

That vdyu in one place is mentioned as a general term
and in another place with specific description in terms of
its function. But both the terms refer to one entity viz.
vdyuloka and this is included in between san’watsara and
dditya.

Similarly the word varuzla who is the deity ruling the rains
(parjanya) is to be added after vidyut or lightning since the
two are connected together. Thus it is stated in the sfltra:
Tatito adhi varuriah sambandhfit “— ”Varuna is to be placed
after lightning because of the connech'on between the two”.
That is, it is to be associated with vidyut (lightning) because
varuna is the presiding deity ofwater contained in the clouds.
After reconciling all these conflicting statements,

Vedanta Desika enunciates the path of the celestial deities
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in the following order: jyotis or fire, ahas or the day,
s’uklapaksa or the bright fortnight of the lunar month,
uttardyarja or the brighthalf of the yearwhen the sun travels
northward, sarr‘lvatsara or the year, vfiyu or air, fiditya or
sun, candra or moon and vidyut or lightning accompanied
by Varuna, Indra and Prajfipati.

It is also pointed out that the light (fire), day, month,
year etc do not refer to the physical entities but they refer
to the deities presiding over them. They are known as
ativahikas or those who serve as guides enroute to the Abode
of Paramdtman, known as paramapada.

These deities are commanded by Paramfitman to serve
as guides to the jiva proceeding to moksa. Thus states the
sfttra: Ativahikas—tallifigfit.” fltivdhanam means leading or
guiding the persons who are going in the pathway
(ativahanarh gantmdrh gamayitrttvam). These are therefore,
not places of enjoyment (bhoga-sthdna) nor do they serve as
identity marks enroute. They are the escorting deities similar
to the Amfinava-purusa or the presiding deity of vidyut
(lightning) who leads the jivas to the abode of Brahman.
The Chandogyaspecifically states that the Amdnava-purusa
leads the jiva to Brahma-loka (puruso amfinavah sa enfim
brahma gamayati). The same function of guiding the jivas is
also performedby other celestial deities.

IV. The Goal of Attainmentby Jiva
In the preceding section it was pointedout that the liberated
fiva after its exit from the body traverses through the Divine
pathway being guided by the celestial deities. In its final
stage of the march, the jiva is escorted to the Brahma-[aka
by the Amdnava-purusa. Thus it is stated in the Chandogya:
Tat puruso amfinavah sa enfifz brahma gamayati“. ”The
amfinava-purusa leads the jiva to Brahma”. The proper
implication of this statement which indicates the final goal
of attainment needs to be understood. The issue involved
here is whether the term Brahma mentioned in the
statementdenotes the Brahman who is the Supreme Being
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or the Caturmukha-Brahmri, also named as Hiranyagarbha,
a lower deity entrusted with the task of actual creation of
the universe.

With reference to the fivas who are led by the celestial
deities, the question assumes the following form: Do the
escorting deities (fitivahikas) lead those fivas who meditate
upon Brahman or those who meditate on the Caturmukha—
Brahma? or those who meditate on the Individual self itself
(jivfitmfi) conceived as inherently related to Brahman
(Brahmzitmakatfi)?The third alternative is relevant because,
according to the Chandogya Upanisad dealing with
Paficfigni-vidyfi, those who meditate on the pure fivfitman
as inherently related to Brahman also traverse through
arcirfidi-mfirga. This is an important issue relating to the
nature of the Supreme Coal and it is therefore discussed by
Badarayana in a separate adhikarana titled Kdryfidhikararga.
There are two conflicting views regarding this matter
advanced by ancient ficfiryas, Badari and Jaimini.
Badarayana critically examines them and presentshis own
view which is in conformity with the Upanisadic teachings.

According to Badari, the fitivahikas lead only those who
meditate on Hirarjyagarbha who is designated as Brahma.
This view with supporting arguments is expressed by
Badarayana himself in five sfltras. The main sfitra in which
the name of Badari is mentioned, reads: Kfiryam bdiiari asya
gaty—upapatteh“.The term kdrya in this sfltra is taken tomean
Hiranyagarbha, a lower deity, also named as Caturmukha-
Brahma. The sfitra, as interpreted by both Samkara and
Ramanuja, means that those who meditate on kdrya-brahma
(Hirazlyagarbha) are led by the fztivahikas because the
movement of the liberated fiva through the arcirddi mdrga
(usya gatih) is conceivable only in respect of them. By way
of elucidation, it is pointed out that the Supreme Brahman
is infinite (vibhu) and also all—pervasive and it does not
therefore stand to reason that the individualwhomeditates
upon it is required to go to another realm to attain it. That
is, Brahman being omnipresent, is already realized in this
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world by means of meditation and there is no need to
traverse through the arcirfidi marga to attain it in a higher
realm. The same view is also held by Sar'nkara who holds
the theory of two Brahmans — sagurga and nirguna.
According to him, nirguna Brahman which is the higher
Brahman, is infinite and all-pervasive (sarvagata) and it
cannot be regarded to have a location (pradeéa) or an abode
of its own. Hence the karyam in the sfitra is taken as the
lower Brahman or Saguna Brahman designated as
Hirazlyagarbha. He has a realm of his own known as Brahma-
loka to which the liberated souls are led through the arcirddi-
marga by the dtivahikas. ’

An objection is raised against this explanation. Theword
Brahma in the neuter gender generally signifies the higher
Brahman. If Brahman is to mean Hirariyagarbha, the text
should have stated ’brahmargam gamayati’. But it is not so.
Hence the term Brahma cannot be taken as Hirarjyagarbha.
In reply to this objection, it is pointedOut that there is close
proximity of Brahma as Hirargyagarbha to the Supreme
Brahman, since the former, according to the Upanisadswas
the very first principle created by Brahman (yo brahmarjam
vidadhfiti pfirvam). In view of it, Brahma in a secondary
sense can be taken as Caturmukha—Brahmd (samipyat tu tad
vyapades’al,1).-”2

There is another objection against the theory of Badari.
According to the Upanisads, those liberated souls which
traverse through the arcirfidi-marga do not return to the
mundane existence to be reborn. The realm of Caturmukha-
Brahma along with its ruler is subjected to dissolution at
the end of certain number of yugas. The fwas which have
gone to that realm would also be subject to dissolution and
as such the immortality (amrtatva) attained by meditation
on Hirarjyagarbha would also be affected.

Badari himself replies to this objection. As and when
dissolution of this realm takes place, Caturmukha-Brahma
along with all the jivas residing in that realm attains
Brahman as a result of the meditation observed by
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Caturmukha-Brahma and the fivas. The relevant sfitra reads:
Karyatyaye tad adhyaksena saha atah param abhidhanat53—
“When the destruction of the realm of Caturmukha-Brahma
takes place, the jivas along with the ruler of Brahma-loka
attains the Supreme Brahman. This is supportedby the Sruti
as well as the Smrti texts”. The Taittiriya Narayana
Upanisad states: Te brahmaloke tu parantakale parfimrtfit
parimucyantisarve “—“All of them who reside in the world
of the four-faced Brahma are released at the end of the life
of Brahma by virtue of their meditation on Brahman”.

This is also supported by the following Smrti text:
Brahmana saha te sarve samprdpte prati-samcare; parasya ante
krtatmanah pravisanti param padam.“

”When the time of dissolution of all the worlds comes at
the end of the life of Brahma, all those who had observed
bhakti-yoga and those who were living in his world, attain
Para-Brahman which is the Supreme Goal, along with the
four-faced Brahma".

The above explanation would amount to the admission
of mukti in two stages. This is called krama-mukti which is
also accepted by Samkara. Those who meditate on saguna
Brahman attain first the Brahma-loka, the realm of
Hiranyagarabha through the arcirfidi marga, as stated in the
Upanisad. But the attainment of this realm does not
represent the proper moksa. The moksa proper, according
to Samkara, is the realization of the identity of fiva with
nirguna Brahman. This can be attained as and when an
individual obtains the atmaikya-jnana. Such an individual
does not have to pass through arciradi marga, nor does he
have the utkrfinti or exit of the fiva from the body. With the
direct realization of the absolute identity of fivfitman and
Brahman, he becomes liberated from bondage straightaway.
Those individuals who are not qualified to attain direct
realization of Brahman are required to observe the upasami
on Saguna Brahman and obtain the moksa proper after
attaining the Brahma-loka of Caturmukha-Brahmafi“
Vedanta Des’ika summarily rejects this theory on the

ground that several Scriptural texts establish that there is a
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Supreme Abode of Visnu (Brahman) and that the updsaka
whomeditates on Brahman attains it by traversing through
the arcirédi-mdrga and enjoys the bliss of Brahman. The
Katha Upanisad explicitly states: So’dhvanah param dpnoti
tad-visnoh paraman'i padam’. Against such a strong Scriptural
authority, the theory of Badari cannot be sustained. As will
be seen presently, Jaimini also rejects it.
According to sage Jaimini, only those who have

meditated upon Brahman are led by the fitivahakus direct
to the Supreme Brahman. The main reason for holding this
view is that in the Upanisadic statement ’Tat puruso
amfinavah emin brahma gamayati’, the term brahma denotes
the Supreme Brahman. Thus it is stated by Badarayana in
the sittra: Param jaiminih mukhyatvfit.57 By way of
elucidation, Vedanta Desika points out that the Scriptural
texts reveal that the arcirfidi mfirga through which the
liberated jiva is escorted by the dtivfihakasleads to the Divine
Abode designated as paramapada or paramarhdhdma (asau
arcirfidi mfirgah paramarr'l dhdma gamayati). The word dhiima
also means the Paramapurusa or the Supreme Being as
implied by the statement ’tad-visnoh paramam pada'm’.
Further, only after the jiva attains Brahman by traversing
through the arcirddi mdrga, it becomes totally liberated from
karma and manifests itself in its true nature. This is made
evident by the Chandogya Upanisad which states: Esa
san‘tprasfidah asmfit s’arirfit samutthfiya paramjyotir
upasarfipadya svena rflperja abhinispadyate”"This serene
being (fivfitman) having risen from the body and having
attained the Supreme Light (Brahman) manifests itself in
its own nature”. The implication of this statement is that
the fiva, after it has traversed through the arcirfidi-mdrga
and reached Brahman in its higher abode, gets rid of the
karmawhichhad eclipsed its true nature and then manifests
itself in its true nature. Keeping inmind this Scriptural text,
Badarayana states in the sfltra: Dars’amicca59which supports
the view advanced by Jaimini. The Chandogya also
specifically states that the fiva obtains the realm of Brahman
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after it gets rid of karma totally (dhfitvfi s’ariran'iakrtam krtfitmd
brahmalokam abhisambhavdmi)"°—”I, the jiva, cast off the body
and then as well-blessed soul, attain the realm of Brahman”.

Badarayana does not accept both the theories of Badari
and Jaimini, since he considers them as defective. He offers
his own View on this subject. The crucial sfitra relating to it
reads; Apratikdlambandn nayati iti bfidarfiyazia ubhayzzthfz ca
doszit tatkratuéca“.Thewordpratika in the context of updsami
means the sentient and non-sentient entities which are
caused by Brahman. Tad-filambana means making use of
them as objects of meditation by conceiving the same as
symbol of Brahman. Apratika dlambamin therefore means
those individuals who do not meditate on such symbols.
The total meaning of the sfitra is: ”In the opinion of
Badarayana, persons other than those who meditate upon
the symbols as Brahman are led by the celestial deities to
Brahman, because the two views (advanced by Badari and
Iaimini) are defective. Besides, this view (of Badarayana)
conforms to the principle of tat-kratu nyfiya.

The fuller implications of the sfltra are brought out by
Ramanuja. He explains how the theories of Badari and
Jaimini are defective and how Badarayana’s view is
different from that of Jaimjni. It is not correct to say that
the celestial deities lead only those who have meditated
upon kdrya—brahmfi (Hiranya-garbha), as Badari believes.Nor
can it be said, as Iaimini contends, that those whomeditate
only upon Para—Brahma are led by the fitivahikas. It is also
not correct to maintain that thosewhomeditate on symbols
of Brahman are escorted by the celestial deities. On the
contrary, the dtivahikas escort those who have meditated
upon the Para—Brahman and also those who have meditated
on their own dtmd (fivfitmd) as dissociated with the body
(that is, in its natural form) but as inherently related to
Brahman (Brahmfitmdka). This is the significance of the
statement of Badarayana in the sfltra.

The reason for upholding this view is contained in the
words of the sfltm: Ubhayathfi ca dosfit. The view of Badari
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which restricts it to upfisakas on kfirya-brahmfi stands
opposed to the Upanisadic texts which explicitly state that
soon after thefiva departs from the body, it reaches Brahman
(and not Hiranyagarbha). The text reads: Esa sampmsfidah
asmfit sarirfit samutthfiya pararr'l jyotir upasarr'lpadya.“ Paran’i
jyotis means Brahman,whom thefilm attains after departing
from the body. If on the other hand, the movement of the
fiva escorted by the celestial deities is restricted to thosewho
meditate only upon Brahman, as Jaimini believes, then it
would militate against the Chandogya text, dealing with
the Paficfigni-vidyfi, which states that even those who
meditate on fivdtman as inherently related to Brahman also
traverse to the higher realm through the arcinidimdrga. The
relevant text reads: Tad ya ittham viduh ye ce’me aranye
sraddhfi tapa iti upfisate, te arcisam abhisarftbhavanti.“ This
text, as interpreted by Ramanuja, refers to the upfisand on
fivfitman as the body of Brahman, that is, as inherently
related to Brahman.

Further this theory conforms to the principle of tat-kratu-
nyfiya. According to this principle, in whatever form a
person meditates, the goal attained should be of the same
form. Regarding the meditation upon the pure form of
fwdtman as inherently related to Brahman, the object of
meditation is Brahman which is the sfariri (Atman) of fiva
and hence the attainment of Brahman through the arcirfidi
mfirga is justifiable in accordance with the tat-kratu-nyfiya.

Themeditation on the non-sentient entities such as prakrti
and its effects, prfina or vital breath etc as pratikas, that is,
these being conceived as Brahman would not lead to the
attainment of Brahman through the arcirddi mfirga. Such
meditations confer other material benefits as described in
the passage dealing with Bhfimfi-vidyfi. In this passge fifteen
entities commencing with nfima and ending with prfina are
suggested for meditation by Sanatkumara to Narada but
all of them are rejected as not suitable for attaining the
Supreme Brahman designated as bhfimd. The updsakas on
symbols of Brahman (pratikas) who are categorized as
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pratikdlambanfin are not eligible to traverse through the
arcirddi mdrga and attain Brahman. Other than these, who
are categorized as apratikdlambandn by Badarayana, are led
by the fitivfihikas or celestial deities to the Brahma-10kg.

V. The Nature of the SupremeGoal
After discussing the theory of utrkrdnt’i or exit of the flu:
from the body and also the theory of arcirtidi-gati or the
movement of the jiva into the Brahma-loka through the
Divine path guided by the celestial deities, Badarayana
presents the theory of moksa which is the Supreme Goal
attained by the liberated jiva (muktdtmfi). Two important
subjects come up for consideration in this regard: 1) The '

nature of the attainment by the fiva in the state of mukti
and 2) The status of the fiva in relation to Brahman in terms
of equality and enjoyment of infinite bliss. Both these
theories are important since they provide a positive
significance for the concept of moksa rather than its
description as cessation of avidyfi (avidyfi nivrttih) or as total
liberation from bondage caused by karma. Bédaréyana
therefore discusses these matters in the fourth pfida, titled
Muktipfida, of the Phalfidhyfiya in the following six
adhikaranas.

i) Sampadyévirbhdvfidhikarana
ii) Avibhfiga—drstatvfidhikarana
iii) Brfihmfidhikarana
iv) Sarr'zkalpfidhikararga
v) 'Abhfivfidhikamna
vi) Iagad—vyfipfiravarjfidhikarana

We shall present the important points related to these
adhikaranas.

a) The Nature of Attainment by Iiva in the State ofMukti.

The first issue which needs to be considered is whether the
fiva which attains Brahman acquires any new form in the
state ofmukti or does it remain in its own form (svena rfipezla).
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This question is relevant because it determines whether the
state of attainment by the fiva can be treated as a goal in
the proper sense. That is, unless what is attained is
something different from what it was before, it cannot be a
goal. The Chandogya Upanisad dealing with this matter
merely states: Esa samprasédah asmfit sarirdt samutthfiya
parmhjyotir upasan'ipadya svena rflpena abhinispadyateét
”This serene being (fivfitman) having risen from the body
and having attained the Supreme Light (Brahman),
manifests itself in its own form". Based on this passage, the
sfttra states: Sampadya dvirbhfivah svena sabdfit“. It means
that (the fiva) after reaching Brahman manifests itself in its
own natural form because of the word svena or ”its own”
used in the Upanisad.

The crucial word in the satra is fivirbhfiva or the
manifestation of the fiva in its own form (svena rfipena).
The fiva by its nature always exists in its own form, even
during the state of bondage. So also in the state of mukti it
manifests itself in its own form. How can that state be
regarded as a goal achieved by it?. In the state of susupti or
deep sleep, the mind and the sense organs do not function
and the fiva exists in its own form. But that state is not
treated as moksa forfiva. Hence it is necessary to admit that
jiva in the state ofmoksa assumes a new bodyor form, similar
to the individuals who attain svarga by performing yfiga
(tasmfit muktah sva—anyat bhajati vapuh asau devavat). This is
the prima facie view advanced regarding this matter.

Vedanta Desika refutes this argument. The word svena
used in the Upanisad along with rfipena does not imply
that 1an assumes a new form. If it means the new form or
body, as the critic contends, then the word svena would be
meaningless (svena iti s’abdo aphalah bhavet). Hence it is to
be admitted thatfiva manifests itself in the state of mukti in
its own form. The word sva signifies the natural form of
flva (svdbhfivika rflpa). Thatis, fiva manifests itself in the
state of mukti in its natural form.

If the fiva manifests itself in its natural form in the state
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of mukti, can this state be regarded as a Goal of attainment?
In reply, it is explained by Ramanuja that the liberated fiva
abides in its essential nature only after it becomes totally
liberated from karma and its effect in the form of body.
Though the essential nature of the jiva is eternally
accomplished, it can still be regarded as a goal. During the
state of bondage, the true nature of the fiva was obscured
by avidya in the form of karma and with the removal of this
obscuration (tirodhana nivrtti), the jiva is now made to
manifest itself in its true nature. This is what is meant by
the term abhinispadyate used in the Upanisad which has
the same meaning as avirbhava used in the sfitra. This
avirbhava of the true nature of the fiva is treated as a goal
attained.

By way of further elucidation, Ramanuja points out on
the basis of the subsequent sfitra (/ltma prakarariat“) and
also on the authority of the Chandogya Upanisad, that
fivatman possesses eight attributes.“ During the state of
bondage, these attributes are obscured by karma. But these
essential characteristics becomemanifested during the state
of mukti. These are not newly brought into existence, but
are only made to manifest after the removal of karma. This
is illustratedon the analogy of the gem and its luster. When
the dirt on the gem is removed, its luster is restored but not
newly produced. In the same way, the essential
characteristics of the jiva are not producedbut are made to
manifest by getting rid of karma which had obscured them
during the state of bondage. This is the proper implication
of the term abhinispadyate used in the Upanisad and
’avirbhava’ used in the sfitra. Such an avirbhfiva can be
treated as a goal of attainment. As Vedanta Desika
explains, fivirbhava taken in the sense of manifestation of
the inherent qualities of the fiva and which were eclipsed
during the state of bondage, by the removal of karma (avidyfi
nivrtti) is itself a goal attained by the fiva. This explanation
is logically tenable in the Visistadvaita because fivfitman is
sagurza, that is, endowedwith qualities and as such it is
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possible to speak of two states (avastluis) for it. In the state
of bondage the fiva exists with its gunas eclipsed and in the
state of mukti, it manifests itself with the gurgas. Such an
explanation cannot be offered in respect of Advaita theory,
since fivasvarfipa being always the same cannot admit any
change in the state of mukti. What is nitya-siddha or that
which exists always in the same form, cannot be regarded
as sfidhya or something attained. Mere avidyfi m'vrtfi cannot
also be regarded as moksa because theUpanisadsalso speak
of the enjoyment of bliss of Brahman by the jiva in the state
of mukti“. Hence the concept of moksa is meaningful if it is
conceived as avidyi—nivrtti leading to the enjoyment of bliss
of Brahman. ‘

b) The manner in which the Iiva enjoys Brahman

The next important issue to be considered is the manner in
which the fiva enjoys Brahman in the state of mukti. The
Taittiriya Upanisad states: So’s’nute sarvfin kfimfin saha
brahmana vipascitdm"9— ”Thefiva enjoys all desirable qualifies
(guzzas) of Brahman along with the omniscient Brahman”.
The question which arises in this connection is? Whether
the fivfitman enjoys the gunas of Brahman as being separate
from Brahman (prthag—bhfitam) or whether it experiences
the same as being non-distinct (avibhaktam) since it is
inseparably related to Brahman. According to the prima
facie view, fiva experiences the gunas as separate from
Brahman. The reason for advancing this view is that the
Scriptural as well as the Smrti texts speak of sfimya or
equality and sddharmya or similarity in respect of attributes
between Brahman and the ukta jiva. Thus says the
Mundaka Upanisad: Yadfi pgyah pas’yate rukmavarnam
kartdram is’an'z purusan'i brahmaybnirfi, tadfi vidvfin punya pipe
vidhfiya nirar'tjanah paraman'i sdmyam upaiti 7°— ”When the
seer of Brahman (770a) sees the Purusa (Paramfitman) who
possesses a divine lustrous body, who is the Ruler of the
universe, who is the cause of the unmanifestprakrti, then
the knower of Brahman, casting off good and evil, and
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becoming free from all blemishes, attains Supreme equality
with the Lord (paramam scimyam upaiti). The Bhagavad-gita
says: [dam jflfinam upfis’ritya mama sfidharmyam figatfih;
sarge’pi nopajfiyante pralaye na vyathayanti ca 7’ — ”Thosewho
have acquired the knowledge of Brahman attain a status
similar to Mine (Lord), thereafter they are neither born at
the time of creation nor do they suffer at the time of
dissolution”. These texts which speak of sfimya and
sfidharmya between jivfitman and Puramfitman, imply
difference between the two. The Upanisads also mention
that jiva and Brahman are different. The svetasvatara
clearly states: Prthagdtmdnam preritfirarr'l ca matvfi—"The
individualself is to be known as distinct from the Controller
(Brahman). On the basis of these teachings it is contended
that170a experiences Brahman in the state ofmukti as distinct
from it (tasmfit parasmdt sa prthag-bhdseta).

This view is rejected by Badarayana. The relevant sfltra
reads: Avibhfigena drstfitvat.” It means, as interpreted by
Ramanuja, that the mukta-fiva enjoys himself as non—distinct
from it because it is so realized by the fiva in the state of
mukti. By way of elucidation, Ramanuja points out that
fiva and Brahman, though they are distinct real entities,
are integrally related (aprthag-bhftta) as substance and
attribute (prakfiri and praktira). In view of it, the two are
avibhfiga or non-distinct in the sense that 17011 as a prakfira
or a mode of Brahman is inseparable from Brahman, similar
to the soul and body or substance and its attribute. This is
the actual fact (tattva) as evidenced by the Scriptural texts.
The Antaryfimi Brfihmana clearly states that Brahman
indwells within the fivfitman and the latter is its sarira or
body in the technical sense. The author of the Brahma-sfitra
also affirms that Paramétmun abides in the jiva. The relevant
sfitra says: avasthiteh iti kzisZa-kftsnah.73 When the fiva attains
Brahman after it is liberated from bondage, it realizes that
it is integrally related to Brahman (parasmfit brahmarjah
svfitmfinam anubhavatimuktah 7“). This is the implication of
the word ’drstatvdt’ mentioned in the sfitra. Though fiva by
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virtue of its intrinsic nature is inseparable from Brahman,
this fact is actually visualized only in the state of mukti by
the fiva, because it has now become free from avidyfi in the
form of karma which obscured the true knowledge of the
jivfitman in relation to Paramfitman. It is therefore
appropriate to state that firm enjoys itself as inseparably
related to Brahman (avibhdgena).

If Brahman and the jiva are non-distinct, how is it
possible to say that the 1700 along with Brahman, enjoys all
the desirable qualities (gums) of Brahman as stated in the
Taittiriya? Similary, if the two are non-distinct, it is
inconceivable how there could be paraman'i sfimya or perfect
similarity between the two in the state of moksa? It is
therefore contended that the enjoyment of Brahman in the
state of mukti by the fiva as avibhfiga is opposed to the
Scriptural teaching. This objection is based on the
assumption that Brahman and jiva are identical
(svarflpaikya).

This argument is untenable, contends Vedanta Desika,
because Brahman and firm are different by nature, though
they are non-distinct in the sense that Brahman as inherently
related to the fiva is one. The Taittiriya text referring to the
nature of the goal states: So's’nute sarvfin kfimfin saha;
brahmarjd vipascitfi iti’. It means ”He (mukta 170a) enjoys all
desirable gums ofBrahman alongwith (saha) the omniscient
Brahman”. The word saha combined with Brahman means
that jiva enjoys both gunas and Brahman. This is called
Bhoktr—sfihitya, that is, the object of enjoyment for the jiva is
\both Brahman and its qualities. This interpretation gives
greater importance to jiva than to Brahman since jiva is the
bhoktfi or the one who enjoys both Brahman and gunas.
This is not appropriate since Brahman is the Lord and 1an
is its subordinate (Sesa). It is therefore considered more
proper to interpret the text to mean that both Brahman
and jiva together (saha) enjoy all the desirable gums. This is
called bhogya-sfihitya.That is, the object of enjoyment is the
same for Brahman and fiva, similar to the father and son
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together enjoying the same delicious food. This
interpretationis also justified with reference to the passage
in which the nature of the goal attained by the brahma-vit
is being explained by the Upanisadic passage (tasmdt tad—

bhogya bhfive bhavatu taducitan'i brahmanfi—vyfikrtes’ca”). In
either case the distinction between fiva and Brahman stands
established. When the difference between the two is proved,
the word avibhdga employed by Badarayana in the sfitra is
intended to convey the idea that fiva is not an independent
Reality (svatantraabrahmfitmaka) but it exists as a dependent
Reality,being inherently related to Paramfitman (bhede siddhe
svanisthasthiti pariharanam hy-atra sfltropapfidyam).

Vedanta Desika also explains the implication of parama
sdmyatva between jiva and Brahman referred to in the
Mundaka Upanisad (nirafijanah paramarr'z sfimyam upaiti).
In this statement the word ’paraman'i sfimyam’ does not
imply perfect equality in every respect since the Upanisad
does not contain any teaching to this effect. It is therefore
to be taken as similarity only in respect of certain attributes
such as jr'nina, finanda, amalatva etc. When a piece of stone
and a piece of gold are weighed and found to be of equal
weight, it does not mean that the two are equal in every
respect. In the same way the equality of fiva and Brahman
in the state of moksa is to be understood as similarity in
respect of certain aspects only. As will be explained later,
fiva does not have the divine functions of creation of the
universe, unlike Paramfitman. Since it is well established by
several Upanisadic texts that fivdtman stands in relation to
Brahman as the body to the soul, the statement such as
’brahmavit brahmaiva bhavati’ are to be understood in the
sense that mukta-jiva attains the status of Brahman
(sddharmya) or equality in respect of certain aspects and
not absolute identity (brahmaiva ityfidi vfikyam prathayati
samutfim).76
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c) The Specific Form in which Jivamanifestsin the State of
Mukti

The specific svarfipa or the intrinsic nature of the fiva that
manifests itself after attaining Brahman is discussed in detail
by Badarayana in a separate adhikarana named
Brdhmddhikarana. The need for discussing this matter arises
because there are conflicting views in this regard as
conveyed by the Upanisadic texts and also by the two
ancient ficfiryas, Iaimini and Audulomi. Badaréyana
therefore examines their views and presents his own view
on the subject.

According to the View held by Jaimini, the jan manifests
itself with all the eight attributes described by the
Chandogya Upanisad in respect of Brahman. The sfitra in
which this view is expressed reads: Brfihmena jaimini
upanydsfidibhyah? Theword Brfihmenameans the attributes
described in respect of Brahman. Theword upanyfisameans
that which is stated in the Upanisad. In the earlier part of
the passage of Chandogya dealing with the nature of the
Supreme Goal to be attained by the jiva after liberation from
bondage, Brahman is described as apahata-pfipma, vijarah,
vimrtyuh, viéokah, vijighatsuh, apipfisah, sutyakfimah and
satyasan‘tkalpah.In the later part of the passage dealing with
the subject of jivdtmfi, all these eight attributes are ascribed
to jivfitman. It is therefore maintained by Jaimini that
jivfitman also possesses all these qualities as part of its
intrinsic nature. These were however, not manifest in the
state of bondage, but when the jivfitman is freed from
bondage, these become manifest. This theory rules out the
possibility of conceiving jivfitman as constituted of
consciousness only (cin-mfitm svarfipa) as held by some
(Audulomi) because what is only consciousness without
having knowledge as its attribute cannot experience
Brahman.

According to Audulomi, fiva manifests itself in its true
naturewhich is pure consciousness only. The relevant sfitra
reads: Cititanmfitrena tadfitmakatvfit iti Audulomih.” Cit
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means consciousness or knowledge. Cin-mdtra means that
the self is constituted of only consciousness. Hence it is said
that jivfitman manifests itself in the state of mukti as
consciousness only and not with the attributes. There are
Upanisadic statements which describe the Self as a mass of
consciousness. Thus says the Brhadaranyaka: Vijfifina ghana
em” — ”Consciousness only is its essential nature". Another
text describes that fitman is entirely of the nature of
consciouSness, both inside and outside, similar to the lump
of salt being entirely saltish both in the interior and
exterior.“0 Theword ’eva’ in the text excludes the attribution
of any gums to the fivdtman. The statement which refers to
the gunas such as apahatapdpma, satyasamkalpa etc. do not
really belong to the Self as these are falsely attributed to it
on account of upfidhis or adjuncts, as explained by Saddam.

Badaréyana examines both these theories. He offers his
own view which reconciles both these views. The relevant
siitra reads: Evamapi upanyfisfit pflrvabhfivfit avirodhan’t
deaniyanah”. The sfitra, as explained by Ramanuja, means
that Badarayana is of the opinion that although the fiva is
described essentially of the nature of consciousness (evam-
api), there is no contradiction in admitting the attributes in
respect offirm. These are taught in the Upanisad (upanyfisdt)
and these are present in the flva (purva—bhtiwit). In other
words, according to Badarayana, jiva which is essentially
of the nature of consciousness can also possess other
attributesmentioned in the Upanisads because both these
points are admitted by the Upanisads. In the absence of
any conflict, there is no justification to resort to the
explanation that the attributes are superimposed on the
fivfitman due to avidyfi for the purpose of reconciling the
two conflicting Upanisadic statements. Nor is it appropriate
to accord greater validity to the text describing jiva as
prajr'zfina-ghanaem and lesser validity to the text ascribing
gunas to the fiva. The validity of both the texts can be
maintained on the basis of the explanation offered by
Badarayana. As regards the expression ’eva’ added to
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prajfifina-ghana, it does not preclude the admission of other
gums. It only implies that fiva is essentially constituted of
consciousness but this does not rule out the possession of
other attributes which are warranted by the Upanisadic
texts. Taking the illustration of the lump of salt, cited by
the Upanisads in support of Audulomi’s view, what is
meant is that there is no part of it which is devoid of salt
element, but it does not rule out other qualities such as its
shape, hardness, colour etc. In the same way when the
Upanisad says that fitman is only a mass of vijfifina or
consciousness, it signifies that it is entirely of the nature of
consciousness and that there is no non-sentient element in
it. The other qualities are also to be admitted as these are
mentioned by the Upanisad.

VI. The Status of Iiva with Brahman in the State of
Mukti
The Chandogya Upanisad states that the fivfitman in the
state of mukti is capable of fulfilling whatever it desires.
Such a capacity is described as satya-san'rkalpa.Though this
quality is inherent in the jiva, it becomes manifest after the
fivdtman gets rid of the karma and attains Bratunan. This is
substantiatedby the Upanisad with the description of the
free activities of the 17sz in the state of mukti. Thus it says:
Sa tatra paryeti jaksat kridan ramamfinah stribhirvd yfinairvfi
jfifitibhirvfi ‘2 — ”He moves about there laughing, playing,
rejoicing, be it withwomen, chariots or relatives." Another
text says: Sa yadi pitrlokakfimo bhavati sarfikalpfid eva asya
pitarah samupatisthanti83 — ”If he desires the world of
fathers, by his mere will the fathers rise to receive him”.
Two questions arise in this connection. First, does the fiva
fulfill all its desires out of its own will orwith some effort as
in the case of ordinary individuals? Secondly does the
liberated jiva possess a body and the sense organs to perform
the activities?
Badarayana answers these questions. The two
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adhikararias titled Samkalpadhikararja and Abhavadhikarana
are exclusively devoted to the discussion of these issues.
Regarding the first question, Badarayana states that the
fiva fulfills its desires purely out of its will and no additional
effort is needed for the purpose. The relevant sfttra reads:
Samkalpad eva tat s’ruteh.B4 The reason for holding this view
is that this fact is established by the Scriptural texts.

The Chandogya Upanisad itself explicitly mentions the
word "Samkalpad eva’ which means "by the mere will’. The
word eva added to samkalpa rules out the need of any
additional factor. This is the significance of the concept of
satyasamkalpatva which is an essential attribute ascribed to
the fivatman in the state of mukti. Its other implication, as
pointed out by the author of the Vedanta-sfitrafls, is that fiva
is ananyadhipati which means that it is not under the
command of anyone else for operating its will. One who is
commanded by somebody else and onewho is subjected to
karma cannot function freely. The fiva is not subjected to
the influence of karma. The Upanisad therefore states that
it becomes totally free (sa svarat bhavati“). The term svanit
in respect ofmukta-fiva signifies that fwa in the state ofmukti '

is no longer subject to the influence of karma in the form of
punya and papa (akarmavasya). Vedanta Desika also points
out that the operation of the free will of the jiva (samkalpa)
is not obstructed in any manner (icchavighata na syfit), since
fivdtman is totally free from the influence of karma in the
form of puriya and papa.

It may be noted in this connection that the description
of the activities of the mukta such as playing, rejoicing etc
are not to be taken literally. These are not the creations of
the fiva for its own selfish purposes. Since the jiva has no
desires other than the enjoyment of the bliss of Brahman,
being totally subservient to Paramatman even in the state of
mukti, whatever the fiva desires to do are in accordance
with the command of the Paramfitman and also purely for
His pleasure. As the Che'mdogya states in connection with
the bhftmavidya‘, the mukta-fiva is atma-ratih or enjoys himself,
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fitma-kridah or sports himself, fitma-mithunah or he is his
own consort and fitma-finandah or he is his own bliss.”

Regarding the second question whether thefirm possesses
a body and the sense organs to undertakephysical activities,
Badarayana first mentions the views of Badari and Jaimini
and later on presents his own view. According to Badari,
the liberated firm does not possess any body. Thus it is stated
in the sfitra: Abhfivam bddarih aha hi evam.“ The word abhfiva
in the sfitra means contextually the absence of a body.
According to sage Badari, the muktfitmd does not have the
body and the sense organs because the Scriptural text clearly
states that as long as there is a body, one cannot escape the
experience of pleasure and pain and only when one is free
from the association of the body, pleasure and pain do not
affect him.”

Iaimini on the other hand holds the view that the mukta
fiva possesses a body and sense organs. Thus it is stated in
the sfitra: Bhdvarr'l jaiminih vikalpa fimanandt.” The reason
given in support of it is contained in the word ’vikalpa
fimananfit’. Vikalpa means different forms (vividhah kalpah
0r vaividhyam). Amanamit means that it is so described in
the Sruti text. That is, the Upanisad describes that the mukta-
jiva assumes manifold forms. Thus it states: Sa ekadhfi
bhavati, tridhfi bhavati, paficadhfi, sapl‘adhfi...”1 - ”He (the
mukta) is in one form, he becomes three-fold, five-fold and
seven-fold etc”. The firm can assume manifold forms only
through its body since the dtman itself is arm and indivisible.
Hence it is admitted by Jaimini that muktdtmfi possesses
a body.
Badaréyana offers his own theory which attempts to

reconcile the view of Badari and Iaimini. The relevant sfitra
reads: Dvfidaéahavat ubhayavidhan‘t Bfidarfiyano atah.92 It
means that Badarayana is of the opinion that the mukta is
of both kinds (ubhayavidhafiz) on account of its own will
(atah) as in the case of a twelve—day sacrifice named as
dvfidaéfiha. That is, according to Badarayana, the mukta fiva
can assume a body if he so wills and can also remain



The Doctrine anarmmz Purusfirtlm 295

without a body if he so wills. This is similar to the dvfidas’fiha
ydga or the sacrifice which is performed for twelve days.
The Scriptural texts enjoin the performance of this yfiga in
two different ways, depending on the purpose for which it
is undertaken. If a person desires to acquire wealth,
prosperity etc, he himself should perform it. It is then named
ahina. If a person desires to perform a yfiga for the welfare
of humanity, then it is to be performed with the help of
several other priests. In that case it is called satra.

On the authority of these Scriptural texts, the same
dvfidasfiha ydga is admitted as of two kinds. In the same
way, it is to be- admitted on the basis of the Upanisadic
texts that a mukta can assume a body to render service to
Paramdtman and enjoy Him in that way, if he so wills and
he can also remain without a body and enjoy Paramdtman
if he so wills.
Badarayana further clarifies that the enjoyment of

Paramfitman by the mukta fiva without a body is similar to
the experience of Brahman by fivfitman during the state of
dream (tanvabhfive sandhydvat upapatteh).93 Sqndhyfi is the
state of dream. During this state, the fiva experiences good
objects and events such as riding on a chariot drawn by
horses. The chariot, horses etc do not actually exist during
the state of sleep. But these are created by Paramfitman to
enable jiva to experience them in the dream state in
accordance with its past karma. In the same way, if fiva
remains without a body, he can still experience Brahman
through the body and sense organs created by Paramfitman
for this purpose.

Just as a person in the state of dream enjoys the chariots
and other objects created by Paramdtman, the mukta enjoys
the worldof fathers and other things created by Paramfitman
as part of His leela or sport. But such creations by
Paramfitman which are enjoyed by the mukta flva without a
body are not intended for the pleasure of the jiva, since the
fiva in the state of mukti being totally free from karma, does
not have any desire to enjoy them. All such creations are
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therefore intended for the pleasure of Paramdtman.
When a mukta-1722a assumes a body out of his free will in

the state of mukti, his experiences with the body are similar
to the experience in the state of waking. The relevant sfltra
reads: Bhfive jfigradavat?‘ The implication of this sfitm is
that when the mukta creates objects and events out of his
will, he experiences them in the same manner as a person
in the waking state actually experiences them with body
and sense organs. Even in this case, such experiences of the
muktafiva are intendedonly for the pleasure of Paramfitman
since he does not have any selfish motive for himself.
Whatever the 171212 does in the state of mukti is meant for the
purpose of Paramdtman.

In this connection, the question arises: How can the firm
which is atomic in size (anu), take on several bodies? In
reply, Badarayana states that this is possible because the
attributive knowledge of the fivdtman in the state of mukti
becomes infinite. This is evidenced by the Upanisadic text.
The Svetas’vatara states: Sa ca finantydya kalpate.” Though
the fiva is atomic and also located in one small place of the
body viz. heart, it has the power to pervade itself in other
bodies assumed by it through its attributive knowledge. This
is explained on the analogy of the lamp and its light radiated
by it (pradipa). The lamp is located only in'one corner of a
room but its light radiates all over the room. In the same
way, mukta fiva can create several bodies by its sanikalpa
and activate them through the pervasion of its attributive
knowledge.
Anotherminor objection is raised. There is a statement

in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, according to whichwhen
the jivatman in the state of susupti, is united with
Paramdtman, it does not know anything outside it and
anythingwithin it. It reads: Prdjfiena fitmami safitparisvaktah
na bdhyam kificana veda m1 dntamm.“ If this be so, how does
muktfitmd pervade all other bodies through its attributive
knowledge? Badarayana replies to this objectionby pointing
out that the Upanisadic statement in question is not
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applicable to muktfitmd. It only refers to the condition of
fiva either in the state of deep sleep (susupti) or in the state
of deathwhen the knowledge is not functioning. In sususpti,
the knowledge of thefirm, though present, is not functioning.
But in the state of mukti, fiva becomes omniscient as'stated
by the Upanisad: Sarvan'i ha pas’yah pas’yati sarvam fipnoti
sarvusah.”

If the mukta fiva is capable of creating anything desired
by it, out of its san'zkalpa, and if it also enjoys equal status
with Brahman (paraman'z sfimya), the question arises
whether the fiva is also capable of creating the universe by
its sarr'zkalpa. This is an important issue related to the status
of the 17ch in the state of moksa and it is discussed in the
final adhikararia of the Brahma-sfitras named Iagad-vydpdr-
avarjfidhikararia.

Badarayana states explicitly that the mukta 17w, though
it enjoys equal status with Brahman, does not have the
power to create and rule the universe since this function
belongs exclusively to Paramfitman. The relevant sfitra reads:
Iagadvyfipfiravarjam prakaramit asannihitatvdcca.”The word
’jagad-vydpfira’ means the cosmic functions such as the
creation of the universe and also controlling all beings in
the universe (nikhila niyamana). The mukta fiva is denied of
this function (tad-varjam), for two reasons. First, the
Scriptural texts speak of this function only in respect of
Brahman (prakarargfit). Secondly, while describing the
process of creation of the universe by Brahman, the presence
of muktfitmfi is not mentioned (asannihitatvfit). Thus the
Taittiriya Upanisad dealing with the nature of Brahman
defines it as that which is the cause of creation, sustenance
and dissolution of the universe. Similarly the passages
which deal with the creation of the universe, state that
Brahman alone existed prior to creation and that by its
sariikalpa the universe Wasbrought into existence. Therefore
the function of creation of the universe and the power to
control all sentient beings and non-sentient entities belong
exclusively to Brahman. Infact this constitutes the
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distinguishing characteristic of Brahman and it is not
applicable to muktdtmfi. The parama—sdmya or equal status
of the fiva with Paramdtman therefore excludes the function
of jagat-srsti and its niyamana for muktfitma.

In what respect does fivdtmfi enjoy equal status with
Brahman? Badarayana answers that it is with regard to
the bhoga only or the experience of Brahman
(Brahmfinubhava). Thus it is stated in the sfitm: Bhogamfitra
sfimya lirigzit”. The word bhoga means experience. In the
context of Brahman it refers to the experience of Brahman
in its true form, that is, as blissful. The sfimya or equality
between the mukta fiva and Brahman is only in the matter
of experience of bliss of Brahman. That is, the mukta fiva
enjoys all the asuspicious qualities of Brahman. This ismade
evident by the Taittiriya text which states: So’s’mute sarvfin

all the auspicious qualities along with the omniscient
Brahman”. In this statement the word kfimdn is taken to
mean the ’auspicious attributes’ of Brahman (kfimyante iti
kfimfih kalyfirjagunfih).

The implication of the expression ’bhoga mdtra sdmya’is
that the object of experience is common to both fiva and
Brahman. In what sense is it common? As Vedanta Deéika
explains, Brahman is essentially of the nature of Amanda or
bliss, as stated in the Taittirya Upanisad. If the svarflpa of
Brahman is blissful, it is also to be admitted that all that
belongs to Brahman — its attributes as well as vibhutis, are
also blissful in the sense that it is joyful (sukharfipa) for
Bral'unan. In view of it Brahman is described in the Upanisad
as Bhfimfi, which is interpretedas infinite joy.100 Paramfitman
experiences Himself as well as His own glory as blissful.
fiva too in the state of moksa experiences Brahman as well
as its glory as blissful in full measure. This is the implication
of the words ’bhogamdtmsdmya’mentioned in the Vedanta-
sfitra. The word mdtra rules out the jagadvyfipfira for fiva.
The mukta fiva is regardedas having an equal status (sfimya)
with Brahman only in respect of the enjoyment of bliss and
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freedom and to whom the jivfitmfi is absolutely subordinate
may command it to go back. Ramanuja, while commenting
on this sfttra, rules outboth these possibilities.The individual
who has totally become free from karma after realizing that
other than the enjoyment of Brahman nothing else is of
value and who has also become omniscient after attaining
moksa is most unlikely to desire anything other than the
bliss of Brahman. Paramfitman who has abundant love and
compassion for the individual self and whom he considers
as His dearest (atyartha priyah) as Gitfi states, will never
think of sending the mukta back. Thus under no
circumstances the 17ch which has attained the state of moksa
will ever return to the world 0? bondage. Such a state of
eternal existence for fiva constitutes moksa, which is the
Supreme Goal, according to Visistadvaita Vedanta.
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CHAPTERTEN

GENERAL EVALUATION
AND CONCLUSION

In the preceding chapters we have presented the
philosophical doctrines of the Vis’istadvaita Vedanta as
enunciated by Vedanta Desika in the Adhikarana-sfirdvali
on the basis of SrI-bhfisya of Raménuja. The details of the
doctrines are mainly drawn from the Veddnta-sfltms and t

the connected Upanisadic texts, which constitute the basic
source material for Vedanta. Several theories are discussed
in the adhikamnas but these have been consolidated and
presented as a coherent system of philosophy or Daréana
under the following broadheadings representing five major
doctrines of Vedanta.

1. The doctrine of Brahman
2. The doctrine of the Universe and Brahman.
3. The doctrine of fivfitman and Brahman.
4. The doctrine of Sfidhana.
5. The doctrine of Parama-purusdrtha.

In chapter 2 we have discussed the nature (svarfipa) of
Brahman as outlined in the adhikaranas covered in the first
pfida of first adhyfiya. It is shown that Brahman as the
Ultimate metaphysical Reality (para-tattva) is the primary
cause of the creation, sustenance and dissolution of the
universe (jagat-kfirana).As a sentient Being, it is distinct from
the non-sentient cosmic matter. As a Supreme Being
constituted of infinite bliss (finandamaya), it is distinct from
the sentient individual self (floatman). As a Spiritual Being
possessing Divinebody, it is alsodistinct fromhigher celestial
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deities such as Aksi—purusa, flditya—purusa, Indra etc,
regarded as exalted individual souls. It is also distinct from
non-sentient ontological entities such as dkfisa or cosmic
ether, pram: or vital breath and jyotis or cosmic light.

In chapter 3, we have outlined the distinguishing
characteristics (dharmas) of Brahman, as revealed by the
adhikaranas included in pfidas 2 and 3 of first adhyciya. Some
of the important ones are:

Brahman is the Sarvfitmfi or the Universal Self; it is the
Antaryfimin or the Inner Controller of all; it is the Aksara or
the imperishable Reality qualified with attributes; it is the
Adhdra or the Supporter of the universe; it is the Vaisvdnara
or the Ruler of all souls; it is Bhflmfi or infinitely great; it is
the Daharfikfis’a or the subtle space within one’s heart; it is
theMukta-bhogya or the object of enjoyment by the liberated
souls. More importantly it is pointed out that Brahman is
Ubhayaliriga, that is, it is free from all defects (heya-
pratyanika) and also endowed with numerous auspicious
attributes (samasta-kalyfirgagundtmaka).

In chapter 4 we have separately discussed one other
important characteristic of Brahman viz. that it is the sole
cause of the universe as revealed by a critical examination
of the Upanisadic passages. Thesepassages prima facie lend
support to the claims of the Sirhkhya and Yoga schools
according to which pradhdna or the primordial cosmic
matter and the purusa or the individual self is the cause of
the universe.

In chapter 5 we have dealt with the doctrine of the
.universe and its relation to Brahman. The adhikarunas
covering this subject in pfida 4 of first adhyfiya attempt to
establish thatBrahman is the upfiddna—kfiranaor the material
cause of the universe and that it is also nimitta-kfiraha or
the instrumental cause of the universe, since by its mere
sarhkapla or will, it creates the universe. It is explained how
Brahman can be admitted as the material cause of the
universe without its svarupa as nirvikdra being affected
through the process of parimima or modification of the
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prakrti from its unmanifest state to the manifest state. The
several objections raised against the theory of Brahman as
upfidfina-kfimna are also answered. It is also pointedout how
the universe as the kfirya or the product brought into
existence and Brahman, which is its kfirana or causal
substance are non-distinct (ananya) in the sense that what
is considered as kdrya is a modified form (avasthfintara) of
the causal substance. It is also explained that the universe
which constitutes the sarira or the body of Brahman, since
it is wholly and always supported-and controlled by
Brahman, is real and is related to Brahman in the same
way as the physical body is related to the soul (sarira-s’ariri-
bhfiva).

In chapter 6, we have discussed the theory of cosmic
creation as taught in the Upanisads and the Veddnta-sfitras
and established the soundness of the Vedanta theory as
against the defective views of the rival schools of thought
such as the samkhyas, Vaisesikas, Buddhists, Jainas and
Pasupata. We have also explained how the creation of the
universe is caused by Brahman in two stages -the first stage
through the process of evolution of prakrti in a particular
order upto the five gross elements (pafica-bhfitas) and the
second stage by the admixture of the five elements
(paficikarana) in appropriateproportionby the Caturmukha-
brahmfi, the celestial deity created by Brahman to perform
the function of the creation of the variegated physical
universe.

In chapter 7, we have presented the doctrine of the
fivdtman and its relation to Brahman. It is noted that the
adhikaranas dealing with this subject in the third pdda of
second adhydya reveal without any shadow of doubt that
jivfitman is a distinct spiritual entity as different from
Brahman. It is eternal in character (nitya), jfifitfi or the subject
of knowledge, kartd or the agent of action. Brahman abides
in it (avasthitih) as its Inner Controller (Antarydmin). It is
therefore regarded as the an'isa or an integral part of
Brahman in the sense that it is inherently related to



306 The PhilosophyofVis’istadvaita Vedan ta

Brahman, similar to an essential attribute is inseparably
related to its substrate. Though jiva and Brahman are
different by virtue of their intrinsic nature, they are non-
distinct as the two, being inseparably related, constitute
one qualified entity (vis’ista). It is also pointed out how fiva,
entangled with bondage caused by karma or the deeds of
the past lives, passes through the cycle of births and deaths
continuously until it is liberated from bondage after duly
observing the prescribed sadhana.

In chapter 8, we have considered the doctrine of sddhana
or the means of attainment of Brahman. We have brought
out on the basis of a large number of adhikararias included
in the third adhyfiya, the various aspects of sadhana: vidya
or updsana as the direct means to the Supreme Goal
(purusartha), the differentmodes of vidya or meditation,
the gunas with which Brahman is to be meditated upon,
the nature and components of upasana, the karma or the
performance of the prescribed rituals as a necessary aid to
vidya and other prerequisites for upasana. It is noted that
both the object ofmeditation and also the goal to be attained
is Brahman as endowed with attributes (sagurla Brahman).

In chapter 9, we have examined the Supreme Goal
(parama-purusartha). It is observed that the adhikaranas
related to this subject explain the manner of observing
meditation and how the fiva is liberated from the karma in
the form of punya and papa, the manner of its exit (atkrfinti)
from the bodyafter death, the onwardmarch of the liberated
soul through the divine pathway presided over by the
celestial deities and how the fiva finally reaches the Brahma-
loka or the Abode of Brahman, when it attains a statusequal
to that of Brahman (samya) and enjoys infinite bliss. It is
also pointed out that firm retains its individuality even in
the state ofmukti and it does not become onewithBrahman
but remains in its natural form (svena rflpa) ever enjoying
the bliss of Brahman, without any possibility of its return
to mundane existence (amivrttih).

The above brief resume of the contents of the book based
on the Adhikararia-sfirfivali indicates the main tenets of
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Visistadvaita Vedanta, as expounded by Ramanuja in the
Sri—Bhfisya and further elucidated by Vedanta Desika in the
Adhikarana—sarfivali.As will be pointed out presently, all
these doctrines are reflected in the Brahma-sfitras and the
Upanisads. In other words, the doctrines as presented by
Vedanta Des’ika fully conform to the teachings of
Badarayana as enshrined in the sfltrus and also the
connected Upanisadic passages. This claim can be
substantiated by a comparative and critical study of the
corresponding adhikaranas enunciated by the exponents of
two major schools of Vedanta, Samkara andMadhva. Both
of them have accepted Brahma-sfitras as the fundamental
source book of Vedanta and have also grouped the sfitras
into adhikaranas, even though the number of adhikararias
reckoned by them varies. The total number of adhikarazlas,
according to Samkara, is 196, whereas it is 222 for Madhva,
as against 156 formulated by Ramanuja. In the case of
Madhva, some of the names adopted for the adhikarattas
differ from those mentioned by Ramanuja and Saddam.
Thus for instance, the Ubhayalifigfidhikarana included in the
third adhyfiya, which is an important topic dealing with
the two-fold character of Brahman, both for Sarhkara and
Ramanuja, is named Sthdnabhedfidhikararia, without any
consideration to the context in which it is introduced by
Badarayana. The Vfikyfinvayadhikarana included in the
fourth pfida of first adhyfiya, dealing with the important
subject of the relation of jiva to Brahman, which is
acknowledged both by Ramanuja and Samkara, is named
by Madhva as Samdkarsfidhikarana, overlooking the theory
of fivfitman, referred to in the sfitras. However, the subject
matter discussed and the siddhfinta or the conclusive theory
established in an adhikarana is far more important than the
title adopted for it. We should therefore give greater
importance, for the purpose of evaluation of the soundness
of the doctrines, to the consideration of the issue viz. to
what extent the doctrines of Advaita Vedanta and also of
Dvaita Vedanta, as compared to those advanced by the
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Vis’istadvaita, are philosophically and logically tenable. It
may be observed on the basis of the proper interpretation
of the sfltras and the concerned Upanisadic texts, in
accordance with the commonly accepted principles of
interpretation as laid down by the Mimamsakas, without
imposing on them the accepted doctrines or the pre-
conceived postulates of a particularschool of Vedanta, that
a large number of adhikaraigas as enunciated by Advaita
Vedanta, do not strictly conform to the views of Badaréyana
as enshrined in the sfitras. This point has been amply
demonstrated by Ramanuja in the Sri-Bhfisya and by
Vedanta Desika in the Adhikaraua-sfirdvali and also in the
Satadflsazli which is a polemic work devoted primarily to
the refutation of the doctrines of Advaita Vedanta in a
systematic manner by adopting dialectical method. In the
concluding vfida of this work which is named ’paramate
sfitra svcirasya-bhariga mida’ (vfida 66), Vedanta Desika has
specifically pointed out that most of the Veddnta-sfitras and
so also the adhikararias do not support the tenets of Advaita
Vedanta. Similarly, in the Adhikarazza-sfirfivali, he states that
all the four adhydyas of the Brahma-sutras are opposed to
the Advaita Vedanta since it upholds that Brahman as the
Supreme Reality (para—tattva) is devoid of all determinations
(nirvis’esa) and that everything other than Brahman
including the fivas and the universe are phenomenal in
character caused by mdyfi or cosmic ignorance‘.
Regarding the Dvaita Vedanta of Madhva, Vedanta

Desika does not mention any specific criticisms against it
in the Adhikarana-sfirfivalif This may be due to the reason
that the main tenets of the Vedanta advocated by Madhva
regardingBrahman, fivfitman, jagat, sfidhana and purusérthu
are not basically different from those advanced by
Ramanuja. He regards this school of Vedanta as a system
having close affinity to Vis’istfidvaita (tat-sannikrstamata).3
However there are five important theories advanced by
Madhvawhich are at variance with the theories advocated
by Ramanuja on the basis of the Vedinta-sfitras and also
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the Upanisads. These are a) Brahman is only the nimitta-
karana. b) fiva is absolutely different from Brahman and the
relation of fiva to Brahman is one of bimba and pratibimba.
C) jagat (universe) is also absolutely different from Brahman
and the two are not ananya or non—distinct as held by
Raménuja on the basis of the sfitra. d) the direct sadhana to
moksa is aparoksa-jfiana or direct vision ofBrahman generated
by nididhyfisana. e) In the state of moksa, there is finanda-
ifir‘aiamya or differences in enjoyment of the anana'a or biiss
due to the intrinsic differences of the mukta-fivas.

Some criticisms are also leveled against the views of
Ramanuja expressed in the Sri-bhasya both by the Advaitins
of later period and also the followers of Madhva and in
particular by Vyésatirtha (1460-1539) in their
commentaries on Madhva’s sfitra-bhasya.

Soon after the publication of the Satadfisani in the 14‘11

century by Vedanta Deéika, in which all the important
doctrines of Advaita have been refuted in a systematic way,
closely following the criticisms offered by Ramanuja, in the
section of Sri-Bhasya named as Mahfipitrvapaksa and
Mahdsiddhanta included in the Iijfiasadhikarana, no attempt
seems to have been made until the 19‘h century by any
traditional Advaita scholar to write a rejoinder to the
Satadflsani. The Advaitasiddhi of Madhusfidana Saraswati
(1540-1647) was however a rejoinder to Vcidavali of
Vyasatirtha in which the Advaita theory of mithydtva of
jagat is mainly taken up for critical examination. This work
was not directed towards Ramanuja’s theories. The
polemical literature that developed later in the formof replies
and counter-replies by the followers of Madhusfidana
Saraswati were mainly directed more towards Dvaita
Vedanta than to the Viéistadvaita Vedanta. Only in the
recent years, Mm. AnantaKrishna Sastriar seems to have
been encouraged to write a rejoinder to the Satadfisani The
book titled ’Satabhfisani' is the outcome of this new venture.
Soon after its publication, it was controverted by a
contemporary Vis’istadvaita scholar, Sri. Uttamur
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Veeraraghavacharya in his book titled ’Paramfirtha—bhfisana’.
On a dispassionate study of the Satabhflsani it may be
observed that this book does not offer any direct reply to
the main points of criticisms leveled against Advaita
doctrines either by Ramanuja or Vedanta Desika. On the
other hand, it is in the form of defending the stand taken
by the Advaita Vedanta by merely reiterating the elaborate
statements drawn from the Advaita classics in support of
it. This matter has been examined in my book ”Advaita and
Vis’istfidvaita — A study based on Vedanta Des’ika’s Satadfisani”
(III Edition 1999) and it is pointed in the concluding chapter
that the defence\put up by Sastriar is not a satisfactory reply
to Vedanta Des’ika’s criticisms of Advaita. However in
recent year, a traditional Advaita scholar, Sri Ramaryakavi
from Andhra Pradesh has published a book titled
’Sarhkarfis’amkara Bhfisya Vimarsah (1953) in which an
attempt is made to criticize the views of Ramanuja against
the Advaitins stated in the Sri—Bhdsya. An objective study
of this work also reveals that even these criticisms of
Ramaryakavi are of superficial nature and these are more
in the form of defending the Advaita position than offering
any criticisms against the fundamental theories of the
Vis’istadvaita Vedanta.

Regarding the criticisms of Vyasatirtha in his Tdtparya-
candrikfi, a learned commentary on Iayatirtha’s
Tattvaprakasa, against the views of Ramanuja, it is found
that these are mostly in the form of critical comments on
the interpretationof the sfitras such as the meaningoffered
by Ramanuja for the sfitras .is not correct, the pfirva-paksa
formulated by him is inappropriate and the visayavfikya
quoted in support of the sfitra is not relevant. These are all
of exegetical nature and do not contain any solid
constructive criticisms of the main theories (prameyas)
advanced by Ramanuja. However the criticisms of
Vyasatirtha are also adequately replied to by a traditional
Visistadvaita scholar of the 18th century, Surapuram
Srinivasacharya in the book titled Tattvamfirtazzda which
covers the first two adhydyas of the Brahma-5mm.
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We do not propose to take up the examination of the
doctrinal differences that arise due to the different
interpretations adopted by Samkara, Ramanuja and
Madhvaon the several crucial sfitras and also the concerned
Upanisadic texts. This needs an independentstudy and falls
outside the scope of the present book which is confined to
the presentationof the Vis’istadvaita Vedanta as expounded
in the Adhikaraha—sdrdvali. This task has already been
accomplished to some extent in my two books: 1) The
Philosophy of the Vedfinta-sfitra — A study based on the
comments of Samkara, Rdmdnuja and Madhva and 2) The
Philosophy of the Upanisads — A study based on the comments
of Samkara, Rdmfinuja and Madhva. On the basis of a
dispassionate studyof the Veddn ta Sfitras and the Upanisads,
it is shown in these books that the following main tenets of
Advaita Vedanta do not find any supporteither in the sfltras
of Badarayana or in the Upanisads, if the same are correctly
interpreted with reference to the contexts and also on the
basis of accepted principles of interpretation laid down by
the Mirnamsakas.

1) Nirvis’esa Brahma-wide or the theory that Para
Brahman is undifferentiated Being devoid of all
determinations.

2) fiva is essentially non-different from Brahman.
3) Iagat is illusory (mithya).
4) Mfiyd is the cosmic principle of illusion.
5) Atmaikya-jfifina is the direct means to moksa.
6) Realization of the identity of fiva and Brahman

by the total eradication of avidyd is the Supreme
Goal.

It is also brought out in these books that the following
theories of Madhva are not reflected in the Brahma-sfitras
and the Upanisads.

1) Brahman is only the nimitta—kfiraha of the
universe.

2) fiva is absolutely different from Brahman and
its relation to Brahman is that of pratibimba to
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bimba in the sense of sddrsya (similarity between
the two) and dependence of jiva on Brahman
(tad-adhina).

3) The jagat is also absolutely different from
Brahman and the two are not non-distinct
(ananya), as stated by Badarayana.

4) Aparoksa—jfifina understood as bimba-dnrsana or
direct vision of Brahman is the direct means to
moksa.

We do not question these theories advanced by Samkara
and Madhva. These can be defended, as is done by the
followers of these schools, on the basis of certain accepted
premises. If we concede to the doctrine of mfiya or avidyd,
as enunciatedby the Advaitins, and the conception of two
forms of Brahman as saguna and nirguzla and also two
grades of reality as vydvahdrika and pfiramfirthika, all the
tenets of Advaita could be justified. Similarly if we accept
the premises advanced by Dvaita Vedanta, such as the
absolute difference between the three ontological entities
without any unity (abheda) and also the differences in
respect of the intrinsic nature of the firms, the tenets of
Madhva could also be justified. For the purpose of general
evaluation of the teachings of the Adhikarana-sdrdvali, we
should be mainly concerned to find out whether these
doctrines advanced by Samkara and Madhva, are
philosophically sustainable, by taking into consideration the
selected adhikarazlasbearing on these theories as enunciated
in the Adhikarana-sfirfivali.

For this purpose, we shall confine our attention to
examine three fundamental ontological theories of Vedanta
(prameyas) viz. Brahman, fivfitman and jagat together with
the controversial issues connected with them and find out
which school of Vedanta offers satisfactory explanations,
which can be regarded as philosophically sound. This
would help us to determine the merit of the Vis’istadvaita
as compared to the Advaita and Dvaita.
The issues to be considered are:



General Evaluation and Conclusion 313

1. Brahman — whether it is nirvis’esa or savis’esa.
2. Whether Brahman as the primary cause of the

universe is both upfiddna-kfimna and nimitta-
kfirana? Or is it only nimitta—kdrarja.

3. fivdtman -whether it is essentially non-different
from Brahman or different from Brahman and
how it is related to it.
Iagat (universe) — whether it is illusory (mithyfi)
or real (satya) and in what way it is related to
Brahman.

We have selected these issues for consideration because
these are not only fundamental in Vedanta but the answers
provided to them determine the nature of the system either
as Advaita (kevala-abhedavfida) or Visistadvaita (visista-
abhedavfida) or Dvaita (kevala—bheda vfida), the three
principal schools of Vedanta and also their relative merit
from the philosophical standpoint.

H§

1. Nature of Brahman
Regarding the nature of Brahman, the main issue iswhether
it is nirvisesa or undifferentiated transcendental Reality
devoid of all attributes (gums) or is it savisesa or the Supreme
Being endowed with numerous attributes. According to
Saddam, Brahman as the ultimate metaphysical Reality
(para tattva) is nirvisesa. The Brahman described in the
Upanisads as endowed with attributes is apara-Brahma or
lower Brahman associated with mfiyd. Ramanuja and
Madhva do not admit two concepts of Brahman. It is only-
one Brahman which is the ultimate Reality, which is the
same as the personal God of Religion (sarves’vara). It is
designated as Visnu or Narayana and is endowed with
infinite number of attributes. Samkara seeks to justify his
thesis both on the authority of the Upanisads and the
Vedfinta-sfitras. Both Raménuja andMadhva refute the View
of Saddam on the same authority of the Upanisads and
Vedfinta-sfitras.
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The theory of two Brahmans, which is a major
controversial issue in Vedanta, is fully discussed in the book
’The Philosophy of the Vedfinta—sfltra’ (vide chapter 4). As
pointed out therein, it is not sustainable both according to
the Upanisads and the Vedfinta-sfitms. The Upanisads no
doubt, describe Brahman in two ways. That is Brahman as
qualified with negative attributes (nisedharfipa visesanas)
such as adreéyg, ngrfihya, arflpa, niskriya, nirguha, niravayava
etc. and also with positive attributes such as sarvajr'iah,
satyasarhkalpah, satyakfimah etc. This does not mean that
Brahman is devoid of all attributes and that we have to
admit two forms of Brahman as nirguha and saguna, as
stated by Samkara. As pointed out by Vedanta Desika, it is
possible to reconcile this apparent conflict between the
nirguha érutis and sagurja srutis, by adopting the Mimamsa
principle of interpretation, according to which the negative
statements are to be understood in accordance with the
affirmative statements. That is, nirguha srutis are to be
interpreted to mean the denial of qualities other than those
mentioned in the saguha s’rutis (vihita-vyatiriklta
guhanisedhah). Accordingly the terms such as nirgurja,
niravaya etc. imply that Brahman is devoid of heya guhas
such as vikéra (change), karma and physical qualifies such
as sthfllatva, anutva, hrsavatva etc.‘As Vedanta Desika states
in the Adhikaraha-sdrfivali, the very concept of Brahman as
nirguna is defective because such a Brahman can neitherbe
the object ofphilosophic investigation (jijr'ifisfi)nor the object
ofmeditation5 . This point is discussed in detail in a separate
vfida in the Satadfisarfi under the title ’Iijfifisa—anupapatti-
vfidah"

The second sfitra which defines Brahman as the cause
of the three cosmic functions — srsti, sthiti and Iaya (janmfidy
asya yatah) does not hold good in respect of nirvisesa
Brahman. Iagat-kérahatva is an important dharma of
Brahman and what is nirvisesa cannot possess the dharma
of iksaha or the function of resolving to create the universe
by its san'ikalpa as stated in the 5th sfltra. The Chandogya
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text mentions explicitly that Brahman ’willed to become
many’ (tad-aiksata bahusyan‘i prajayeyeti). If Brahman is
devoid of knowledge (iksaaa) or the function to cause the
universe in the primary sense of the term, how can it be
distinguished from the non-sentient pradhana, which
according to the samkhyas is the primary cause of the
universe?’

As pointed out in_ chantpr: 7 and 3 the adhflmrflnflc of“‘1' n.-- _ ..
the first three ptidas of the first adhy‘aya bring out several
distinguishingcharacteristics of Brahman.3 In. fact the main
objective of these adhikarartas, according to Vedanta Des’ika,
is to highlight the gunas of Brahman (sarvesam api
adhikararlanarr't tattat bhagavat guna pradhanya krtyam).9 If
Brahman is nirvisesa, none of these can be ascribed to it.
Sar'nkara gets over this objection by postulating two
concepts of Brahman — sagurla and nirguna. That the
Brahman described with attributes is the sagurla Brahman
or the lower Brahman intended for the purpose of
meditation, whereas nirvisesa Brahman which is jfieya or
to be directly realized, is devoid of attributes. But neither
the Upanisads nor the Vedanta-sfitras acknowledge two
Brahmans — para and apara. Besides, the concept of mfiyfi
or avidya on the basis of which such a distinction of para
and apara Brahman can be sustained has also no basis either
in the Upanisads or in the sfitras.

However, the following four adhikaranas are claimed by
the Advaitins to support the theory of nirgurla Brahman.

1. Adrs’yatvadhikararta based on the Mundaka text
in which aksara denoting Brahman is described
as qualified with negative attributes such as
adresyam, agrahyam, agotram, avarnam, acaksuh
srotram, nityam, vibhum, salrvagatam, susuksmam,
avyayam and bhuta--y0nim.

2. Dyubhvadyadhikarartabased on the Mundaka
Upanisad in which Brahman is regarded as
ayatana or support for dyau, prthivi, prfirxa,
antariksa, manas etc. which arewoven in it (otam)
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and that alone is to be known as Atman.n
3. Aksarfidhikarana based on the Brhadaranyaka

text in which the same aksara denotingBrahman
is described purely in negative terms such as
asthfila, ananu, ahrasva etc.12

4. Ubhayalifigddhikamna which describes Brahman
as of two-fold character, along with
Prakrtaitfivattvd—dhikarana (treated as a separate
adhikarana by Samkara), based on the
Brhadaranyaka text, which negates the mfirta
and amfirta forms in respect of Brahman by the
words ’neti netz".'3

An objective study of these adhikaranas reveals that none
of these supports the theory of nirvis’esa Brahman. The sfitrus
related to these topics explicitly refer to savisesa Brahman.

In the Adréyatvfidigunakfidhikamna the main sfitra reads:
Adrs’yatvfidi gunakah dharmokteh.“ It means that the
ontological entity denoted by Aksara in the Mundaka
Upanisad qualified with attributes such as irnperceptibility
(adrsyatva), is Brahman since the dharmas mentioned in the
Upanisadic passage such as sarvajfia and sarvavit ekclusively
belong to it. According to the Upanisad, the ultimate
principle, is to be comprehended by pan? vidyfi, or higher
knowledge (atha parfi yayzi tadaksaram adhigamyate) and this
statement, prima facie, may lend support to Samkara’s claim
that it is nirvis’esa Brahman, being the subject of parfi vidyfi.
But Bédarayana does not acknowledge it, since he uses the
terms gunakah and dharmokteh in the sfitra,which explicitly
convey that aksara is qualified with attributes. It is obvious
that according to Badarayana, Brahman designated as
aksara in the Mundaka Upanisad, is savis’esa and not
nirviéesa, as claimed by Samkara.

Similarly in the Dyubhvfidyadhikamtla, Atman which is
regarded as fiyatana or the support for the heaven, earth,
sky etc which are woven in 'it (dyfibhyddyfiyatanam), cannot
be regarded as nirvisesa Brahman. The word fiyatana is
interpreted by Samkara as substratum for heaven, earth
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etc which are illusory and are therefore superimposed on
Brahman (ntam) due to avidya. But, according to
Bédarayana, the heaven, earth etc. are real since they
actually exist, being the creation of Brahman and hence an
undifferentiated Brahman cannot serve as dyatana or the
substratum for that which really exists.
Regarding the Aksarfidhikarana based on the

Brhadéranyaka Upanisad in which aksam is described
purely in negative terms such as asthma, ananu etc”,
Brahman denoted by the term aksam is not nirvis’esa inspite
of its description in negative terms because Badaréyana in
the two siltras16 bearing on this subject describes it as the
supporterof the entire universe (ambarfinta dhrteh) by virtue
of its possessing the power to command everything in the
universe (prasffisamit). That which possesses the capacity to
command everything in the Universe (pras’fisanatva) cannot
be nirvisesa.

The Ubhayalirigfidhikarana and the Prakrtaitfivatt-
vfidhikararja are of special significance for Samkara since
these two topics are claimed to support strongly the theory
of nirvisesa Brahman. The two main sfitras dealing with
this matter are: Na sthdnato'pi parasya ubhayalirigam17 and
Prakrtaitdvattvamhi pratisedhati tato bravitica bhfiyuh”. The
first sfitra is construed by Samkara in such away as to
convey the view that Brahman is nrivikalpaka or devoid of
all characteristics, because everywhere (sarvatra) in the
Upanisads it is described so (samasta visesa rahitam
nirvikalpakameva brahma pratipattavyam)”. The justification
for adopting this interpretation is that the two ways of
description of Brahman (ubhayaliriga) viz. as possessing
attributes and as devoid of attributes cannot be reconciled
even by means of its association with upddhis or limiting
adjuncts (sthdnatah). If one of the two forms is to be admitted
to reconcile the conflicting statements, it is to be taken as
nirvis’esa or Brahman as devoid of attributes, since all the
Upanisads describe it so (sarvatra hi).

As We have pointed out in the chapter 8,20 this is not a
satisfactory explanation. Contextually the word ’sthdnatah’
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used in the sfitra means that though Brahman like jiva,
abides in all beings asAntarydmin, it is untouchedby defects
found in the bodies, since by nature Brahman is apahata—
pdpmfi or free from defects (nirdosa). As Vedanta Des’ika
states, Badarayana introduces this siitra in the
Sfidhanfidhyfiya for the main purpose of proving that
Brahman is free from defects (nirdosa) unlike fivdtman, so
that it is sought for by aspirants to moksa as worthy object
of meditation. Another important reason for bringing up
this matter is to refute the theory of nirguzia Brahman,
because the concept of Brahman as nirguna is defective.21
Hence the ubhayalirigatva of Brahman, if properly
understood, does not support the theory of nirvisesa
Brahman.

The other sfitra (III-2—22) which is based on the famous
mflrtfi-murta Brdhmana of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, in
which two forms of Brahman viz. mfirta and amfirta are
negated by the expression ’neti neti’, is taken as concrete
proof for admission of Brahman as nirvis’esa. This matter is
fully discussed in the book ’The Philosophy of the Vedanta
Siitra’22 and also in the book ’The Philosophy of the
Llpanisads’.23 It is conclusively established by Ramanuja that
this explanation of Samkara is far, from satisfactory. The
sfitra clearly states that what is negated is only the limited
nature of Brahman (prakrtaitfivattvam) and what is stated
in the later part of the passage (tato braviti ca bhfiyah) asserts
that Brahman is satyasya satya which refers to the glorious
character of Brahman. Hence, Brahman according to this
sfitra, is savisesa or endowed with abundant auspicious
guhas.

II. Brahman as the upfidr'ma-kfirana
The next important issue relating to Brahman is whether
Brahman which is the primary cause of the three cosmic
functions as defined in the Taittiriya Upanisad and the
second aphorism ofVedanta, is the upddfina—kfiraha (material
cause) of the universe or is it only the nimitta-kfirana
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(instrumental cause). According to the Vedanta-sfitra, as
interpreted both by Samkara and Ramanuja, Brahman is
both the upfidfina and nimitta karana. The relevant sfltra
reads: Prakrtis’ca pratijfiadrstanta anuparodhfit.“ The word
prakrti on the basis of the Panini sfitra is understood as
material cause (jani kartuh prakrtih).25 The pratijfifi and
drstfinta mentioned in the sfitra refer to the Chandogya
passage dealing with the causation of the universe where
the general statement and the illustration of the lump of
clay and the productsmade out of it to elucidate the general
statement, are mentioned. On the basis of this passage, the
author of the sfitra states that Brahman is the upfidfina-
karana. The word ’ca’means that it is also the nimitta-kfirana.
As we have explained in chapter 5, this sfitra is introduced
in the context of the refutation of the theory of Ses’vara
Sfin'zkhya (Yoga school) which admits that prakrti is the
material cause of the universe and ls’vara is the nimitta-
karana. While refuting this theory, Badarayana affirms that
ls’vara or Brahman is also the upadana—karana on the
unquestionable authority of the Upanisadic texts. In
connection with the causation of the universe, the Taittiriya
Upanisad states that Brahman itself becomes the universe
(tad-atmfinan't svayam akuruta). The Chandogya passage
dealing with the causation of the universe mentions that
Sat (Brahman) which alone existed prior to creation willed
to become many (tad aiksata bahusyfin‘: prajayeya). In another
passage of the Mundaka, Brahman is regardedas the Bhfita~
yoni which implies that it is the material cause of the
universe. Considering all these facts, Badarayana regards
Brahman as the upfidana-karana on the analogy of the spider
and the web created by it. The sfitras also state: Atmalcrteh,
parinamatz‘. It means that Brahman itself becomes the
universe through modification. Both Samkara and
Ramanuja, therefore admit that Brahman is upfidfina-kfirana
though they offer different explanations regarding the
parinfima of Brahman without affecting its svarfipa as
nirvikfira.
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ButMadhva does not admit that Brahman is the updddna-
kfiraria. The sfitra which is so specific regarding this matter,
is interpreted in a different way. The term prakrti is
interpreted to mean Visnu. The justification for adopting
this meaning is that all terms occurring in the sfitras included
in the Samanvayfidhyfiya are to be interpreted in favour of
Visnu, the Supreme Being. Madhva ignores the Chandogya
passage in which the pratijfifi and drstfinta are so explicitly
mentioned and adopts a different visaya vfikyn drawn from
another vedic text which has a reference to a different
general statement and also an illustration of the rivers
flowing into the ocean,which has no bearing on the subject
of causality of Brahman.
Whatever justification is offered by Madhva and his

followers in support of the theory of Brahman as only
nimitta-kfirana, it does not conform either to the Vedanta—

sfitra or the Chandogya Upanisadic teaching which
emphasizes the causal relationship between Brahman and
jagat. The Upanisadic texts dealing with the causation of
the universe clearly convey the View that Brahman is the
material cause, though the word upfiddna is not specifically
mentioned in them. According to the definition of Brahman
offered in the Taittiriya Upanisad and the Vedfinta-sfitra
framed on it (janmfidyasya yatah), Brahman, as the primary
cause of the universe is to be admittedas thematerial cause
on the analogy of the clay andpotmade outof it. Otherwise
there would be no causal relationship between Brahman
and jagat. In the case of the pot brought out of clay, clay is
‘the material cause, whereas the potter, who is instrumental
in making the pot, is only the nimitta-kfirarga. The potter
cannot be the primary cause of the pot since he needs the
clay for the production of the pot. On the same analogy, if
ls’vara is only the nimitta-kfirazla,He cannot be the primary
cause of the universe. It would be the prakrti, since that is
the material cause of the universe, according to Madhva’s
position. Such a view is not acceptable to Badarayana as is
evident from the refutation of Sesvara Sémkhya theory of
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ls’vara as nimittakfirana. In order to establish the causal
relationship between Brahman and jagat, Badarayana also
refutes the Vais’esika theory of causality, according to which
cause and effect are different and affirms that Brahman as
a cause and Iagat as its kfirya are ananya or non-distinct in
the sense that the effect is a modified state of the causal
substance (avasthfintam) and as such the two are causally
related”. Among the causal factors required for the
production of a product, greater importance is to be given
to the causal substance, since that is the primary cause of
the effect (kzirya). In the same way lsvara or Brahman is to
be admitted as the upddfina-kfimna. This is the important
logical justification for ascribing the upddfina—kdrauatva to
Brahman. Another reason for the admission of Brahman
as upddfina kfirana is that Brahman is also the cause of
dissolution of the universe (sanihartd). During dissolution,
the universe becomes submerged in the causal substance
which is ls’vara. The Subala Upanisad clearly states that
during the process of dissolution, tamas or the unmanifest
universe becomes one with paradevatfi (tumult pare deva eki
bhavati)”. If Brahman is not the material cause, the universe
should dissolve in prakrti which is the material cause and
not Brahman. But the Taittiriya states,that the universe
enters Brahman at the time of its dissolution (vat prayanti
abhismfivis’anti)”.

Regarding the objection that the admission of material
causality would affect the nature of Brahman as nirvikfim,
Badarayana himself has anticipated it and offered a suitable
reply to it in two ways. First he states thatwe have to accept
what is taught in the Sruti since Sruti is final authority in
this matter. Since the Scriptural text says that Brahman is
the upddzina-kfirana,we have to admit it. The relevant sfitra
reads: Srutestu sabdamfilatvdt”. A more rational explanation
is also offered by pointing out that Brahman possesses
variegatedpowers (vicitra sakti)31 and it is therefore possible
for it to undergo modification without affecting its
nirvikdratva. Raménuja elucidates this point by stating that
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what actually undergoesmodification is prakrti, which is
its sarim according to the Antaryfimi Brdhmana and that the
changes taking place in the sarira should not affect the
Indwelling Selfwhich is its fidhdra. This is logicallyjustifiable
in the Visistadvaita system since it admits substance as
different from attribute, though the two, as inseparably
related, is one complex entity. The analogy cited by
Raménuja in support of this is that the self of an individual
who passes through the states of boyhood, youth, manhood
and old age, is not affected by the changes taking place in
the body. The same principle holds good in respect of
Brahman which is inherently related to cit and acit at all
times. If this explanation is not accepted, it would not be
possible to justify the Upanisadic statement which affirms
that Brahman itself becomes the manifold universe. It may
be possible to resolve this problem by resorting to vivarta
vfida, that is, Brahman itself appears illusorily as the universe
due to Maya, but the doctrine ofMaya on the basis ofwhich,
vivarta-vdda can be sustained is not found in the veddnta-
sfitra.

The first pfida of second adhyfiya is primarily devoted to
examine all possible objections against the theory of
Brahman as the updddna-kfirana. The major one is raised by
the Vaisesikas to whom cause and effect are absolutely
different and hence the causal relationship between
Brahman and the universe cannot be admitted. The rest of
the objections are raised by the Simkhyas against the
Vedanta theory of Brahman as updddna-kfirarja”. If Brahman
were not the upfidfina-kfirana, as enunciated in the
Prakrtyddhikaraua of the previous pfida (1—4), then there
would be no need for all these sfitras mentioned in the first
pada of Second adhyfiya.

It therefore becomes obvious that Badarayana admits
that Brahman is the upfidfina-kdrana. Further, if it were
acceptable to Badarayana that Brahman is only nimitta-
karma, as Madhva maintains, then there would be no
justification for refuting the theory of Sesvara-Samkhya and
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the school of Pasupata which only accept ls’vara as nimitta—
kzirana as Madhva does. It therefore follows that according
to Badaréyana, Brahman is both the upfidfina—kfirana and
nimitta-kdmna of the universe. In this respect, Madhva's
Dvaita Vedanta suffers from a major drawback by refuting
Brahmopddfinatva. Even the schools ofYadava and Bhaskara
coming after Samkara and prior to Madhva accept
Brahmopddfinatva, though the explanations offered by them
for upfidfinatva of Brahman is different as in the case of
Baritkara.

III. The Theory of Jivatman
Coming to the theory offiva, the major issue to be considered
is whether fivfitman or the individual self is non-different
from Brahman or different from it. According to Sarnkara,
the firm is essentially Brahman and it is regarded as many
and different from Brahman due to the fact that the same
Brahman being conditioned by limiting adjuncts such as
bOdies and antahkaranas appear to be different, similar to
the one all-pervasive dkdsa, which appears to bemanywhen
the same is conditioned by several receptacles. According
to another view of Advaita, the firms are reflections of the
Brahman in the several antahkaranas, similar to the
reflections of the single moon in the waves of the water.
According to Ramanuja andMadhva, fivfitman is a distinct,
real ontological entity different from Brahman.

Both the schools attempt to establish their theories on
the strength of the Upanisads. There are, no doubt, a few
statements in the Upanisad which prima facie speak of non-
difference between fiva and Brahman such as ’tat-tvamasi’,
’ayam fitmfi brahma’, ’aharn brahmdsmi’. But there are also a
large number of Upanisadic statements which affirm that
fiva and Brahman are different. The Svetasvatara Upanisad
states: Ina jfiau dvau ajau, isa anisa which emphasise
difference between the two in terms of one as omniscient
and the other ignorant, one as Ruler and the other as that
which is ruled.
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The students ofVedanta are familiar with the arguments
advanced by the two schools in support of their theories
and there is no need to reiterate them. What we are
concerned here is, whether the Vedfinta-sfitms support the
view of Advaita. As we have pointed out in the chapter 7
dealing with the adhikaranas relating to the doctrine of fiva,
Badarayana upholds the theory of jiva as different from
Brahman. There are several sutras in the first udhyfiya and
also other adhyfiyus which point out that fiva is different
from Brahman. The sfitra ’Adhikam tu bhedanirdeéfit’”, is a
categorical statement emphasizing that Brahman is different
and even higher than jivfitman. If jiva were not really
different from Brahman, the attainment of Brahman in a
higher realm known as Brahmaloka, the pursuit of the
prescribed updsami or any other spiritual discipline for this
purpose would be of no value. The Vedanta as a moksa
s’fistrawouldbe futile. TheAdvaitin no doubt seeks to justify
all these theories of Vedanta — the difference betweenfiva
and Paramfitmfi, the observance of meditation for the
attainment of Brahman and the attainment of a higher
spiritual goal — on the basis of empirical reality (vydvahfirika
satyatva). That is, all that has been taught in the Vedanta
has empirical value intended for the practical purposesbut
from a transcendentalstandpoint of Ultimate Reality, they
are not real. By postulatingthe concept ofmdyd, the cosmic
principle of illusion, he seeks to justify all these theories of
Vedanta including the theory of jagat as mithyfi (illusory).

Is the theory ofmfiyd sustainable? According to the critics
of Advaita, it is not. This theory is not explicitly mentioned
in the Upanisads nor is it supported by the Vedfinta-sfitras.
As Vedanta Desika observes, the concept of avidyfi as an
inde‘terminable principle (anirvacaniya) is similar to the
concept of samvrti admittedby the Madhyamika Buddhists
as a postulate to explain how one becomes many“. It is not
sanctioned by the Upanisads, but yet it is admitted in order
to uphold the absolute Monism or absolute-oneness of
Reality. The plurality is accounted for on the basis of cosmic
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ignorance. This is the main reason why Ramanuja and so
also Madhva have vehemently attacked the maya-vada as
it is against the spirit ofUpanisadic teachings. It is therefore
an undeniable fact that Advaita Vedanta deviates from
Badarayana in respect of the theory of jiva, as a real
ontological entity different from Brahman,whereas Madhva
and Ramanuja conform to the sfitras.

IV. TheiRelationof Jiva and Universe to Brahman
The Upanisads acknowledge three ontological principles.
These are ls’vara or Brahman who is the Ruler and controller
of all, the fivatman, which experiences the objects and the
universe with which we are surrounded.All the three are
important principles to be known in Vedanta. Thus states
the Svetasvatara: Bhokta bhogyam preritaran'i ca matva. All
the schools of Vedanta have to admit them. There may be
differences of opinion with regard to their relative
ontological status in terms of the grades of reality as
paramarthika and vyfivaharika or as higher and lower
(paratattva and aparatattva) or as independent and
dependent (svatantraandparatantra).The admission of only
one principle like Brahman as absolutely real and the other
two principles fiva and the jagat, as illusory, is not therefore
justified. All the three have to be accepted as real ontological
entities in order to formulate an acceptable and sound
system of philosophy. With the admission of all the three
principles, we are confronted with the question of finding
a proper relationship between the three, Brahman, 170a and
jagat. The question to be considered is: What is the nature
of the relation between Brahman and jiva and also Brahman
and jagat? These are the two major ontological problems in
Vedanta. The Upanisads have provided an answer to these
questions. Based on these Upanisadic passages, Badarayana
has attempted to explain the relationship between the
ontological entities. All the three commentators on the
Vedanta-sutra have also offered different explanations on
theseissues. Wehave to examine which one is a satisfactory
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theory. The merit of a school of Vedanta can be determined
on the basis of the philosophical soundness of the theory of
relationship between the ontological entities.

Badarayana who acknowledges the importance of the
relationship between the three ontological entities, discusses
this matter in the following adhikaranas:

1) Vakyanvayadhikarana
2) Amsadhikarana
3) Prakrtyadhikarana
4) Arambhanadhikarana
5) Ahikundaladhikarana

The topics 1 and 2 deal with the relation of jiva to
Brahman, whereas topics 3 to 5 deal with the relation of
the universe to Brahman. The details of these adhikaranas
are given in the respective chapters dealing with them. The
Vedanta sfitras covered in these adhikarargas have a direct
bearing on the nature of relationship between the three
ontological principles, though these sfitras are interpreted
differently by the commentators, more specifically by
Madhva.
We shall first consider the relation of fiva to Brahman.

The topic deyfinvayddhikarazla”,according to Samkara and
Ramanuja, deals with this subject. This is obvious from the
fact that Badarayana, while discussing the import of the
term 'litman ’ employed in the passage ofMaitreyiBrfihmazza,
mentions in three sfltras“ the names of three sages,
Asmarathya, AudulomiandKasakrtsna who held different
views regarding the relation of Brahman to fiva. The sfitras
containing the views of Asmrathya and Audulomi, as
interpreted by Samkara and Ramanuja, convey that the
relation of fiva to Brahman is either non-difference (abheda)
or difference cum non—difference (bhedfibheda). The view
expressed by Kasakrtsna is regarded as the view of
Badaréyana both by Samkara and Ramanuja. According
to this view Brahman abides in fiva (avasthiti) and as such
the two being inherently related is regarded as non-
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different.
Madhva offers an altogether different interpretation for

these sfitras. These sfitras are taken as part of an adhikararja
named Samakarsadhikaraa and they are concerned with
establishing the samanvyaya of the terms used in the
Karmakarjda (ritualistic portion of the Vedas). It does not
appear to be relevant to bring up the subject of karma in the
context of discussion of Brahman as the cause of the
universe, particularly when the question of how the terms
atman (jivatman) and Paramatman are employed in the
Upanisadic passages of Maitreyi Brahmana as
interchangeable terms. If it were karma and its bearing on
Brahman, as Madhva contends, it does not appear relevant
to discuss the question of the relation offivfitman to Brahman
and refer to the views of three sages regarding this matter.
Obviously Madhva avoids the subject of the relation offiva
and Brahman, particularly, the crucial sfitra ascribed to
Kasakrtsna which emphasizes the intimate relationship
between fiva and Brahman.

The Arhs’adhikarana in which fiva is stated to be arr'lsa of
Brahman specifically deals with the relation of jiva to
Brahman. The relevant sfitra of this adhikarana reads ’Amso
nanavyapades’at anyatha ca etc.,37 is introduced by
Badarayana in connection with the discussion of the nature
of fiva as nitya, jfiata, karta and parayatta and it is therefore
intended to explain its relation to Brahman. From the
wording of the sfitra, it is so obvious that there are two
conflicting views regarding the relation offiva to Brahman,
as different (mini) and also non-different (anyatha ca) and
that for the purpose of reconciling this apparent conflict,
fiva is to be regarded as arhsa of Brahman. In interpreting
the term arr'lsfa or part with reference to Brahman, three
different explanations are advanced by the commentators.
Samkara who advocates the theory of abheda (tadatmya)
between fiva and Brahman, interprets arfts’a as ’an‘ts’a iva’
that is, fiva which is essentially Brahman appears as an'15’a
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or part of Brahman in the sense of being different from
Brahman due to avidyfi, just as the single moon appears as
many when reflected in the waves of water. This theory of
relation in terms of non—difference (abheda) is not tenable
for two reasons. First, it conflictswith the several Upanisadic
textswhich categorically statefiva is different from Brahman
by virtue of the difference in their intrinsic nature. Iiva is
ajfia (ignorant) while Paramfitman is Sarvajha, as the
Upanisad states. Paramdtman is Ts'a, while )7ch is one ruled
by Him. This iswhat is implied in theword ’nfinfivyapades’dt’
used in the sfitra. It is no doubt true that some Upanisadic
texts speak of non-difference between the two. This is
implied in the words ’anyathfi ca’ in the sfitra. It is not
appropriate to accord greater validity to the texts speaking
non-difference (abheda Srutis) and less validity to the texts
emphasizing difference between jiva and Brahman (bheda
Srutis). Both are to be accepted as equally valid. In order to
reconcile the two conflicting views, Badarayana employs
the concept of arr'zsa, which if correctly understood,means
an integral part of Vis’ista Reality, as Ramanuja correctly
interprets. This explanation is in full accord with the sfitra
in which it is stated that according to Kaéakrtsna,
Paramfitman abides in fiva (Avasthiteh iti Kfisakrtsnah). Both
Samkara and Ramanuja acknowledge that this is the view
of Badarayana. The Antarydmi Brfihmana also supports it.
According to this, Brahman abides in the jivfitman as its
Antarydmin (ya fitmam’ tisthan). In view of it there is intimate
relationship between jiva and Brahman and the two as
inherently related is regarded as one.
Madhva offers an altogether different interpretation for

this sfitra. The jiva, according to him, is an arhsa of Brahman
in the sense that it has close resemblance to Brahman in
respect of its essential characteristics of knowledge (jfidna)
and bliss (finanda) and that its very existence is sustained
by Brahman. It is not a physical part but it is a reflection
(pratibimba) in the sense of likeness (tat-sadrsa) to Brahman
and also dependence on it (tad-adhinatva). Adopting this
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meaning for ams’a, Madhva interprets nfinfivyapades’a to
mean thatfiva is described in the Scriptural texts in different
ways such as father, son, brother, friend etc. The other word
’anyathd’ is interpreted to mean that fiva is not the source of
sustenance but on the contrary, it is the one which derives
its sustenance from Brahman. While there is nothingwrong
in offering a different meaning for the sfltra, the explanation
offered byMadhva does not appear relevant in the context
of explaining the nature of fiva’s relation to Brahman by
Badarayana in terms of artist: for the purpose of reconciling
abheda and bheda Srutis which explicitly state that fiva is
different from Brahman and also non-different from it.
Besides, this sfitra mentioning 170a as anis’a of Brahman,
according to the explanation of Madhva, would have no
bearing on the sfitra ’avasthiteh'iti Kfis’akrtsnah’ in which
the relation of Brahman to jiva is explained by Kasakrtsna
in terms of permanent avasthiti of Paramdtman in fiva on
the authority of the Antaryfimi Brfihmana. The an'zs’a and
arhs’i relationship in the sense explained by Madhva as bimba
and pratibimba does not explain in the strict logical sense
the intimate relation between fiva and Brahman. The term
pratibimba normally denotes a reflection of an object in
another media, like the moon in the waves of water or the
face ina mirror. Such a concept of pratibimba which is
adopted by Samkara affects the eternal character (nityatva)
of jiva, which goes against the Upanisadic text and the
Vedfinta-sfitm affirming that jivdtman is nitya. dersya or
similarity between two objects such as the moon and the
face does not denote a relation. The dependence of one on
the other (tadadhina) like the jar on the floor also does not
convey an inherent relation because such a relation is
separable. The word avasthiti employed by Vedfinta-sfltra
on the basis of Antarydmi Brdhmana refers to a permanent
and inseparable relatiOnship between fiva and Brahman,
as explained by Ramanuja. The Scriptural texts speak both
difference and non-difference between fiva and Brahman
in the primary sense as pointed out by Badarayana in the
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sfu‘ra by usin the term ’vyapades’a’. Samkara also has to
admit it. But amkara attempts to reconcile the conflict by
according lesser validity to the bheda Srutis and affirms that
abheda Srutis are more valid and as such the jwa and
Brahman are identical Madhva, on the contrary, gives
greater importance to the bheda Srutis and lesser importance
to the abheda Srutis and interprets the abheda suggested in
these thfs in a figurative sense Further Tyladhva has to
acknowledge that the word vyapades’n used by the sutrakara
clearly indicates that the difference and non-difference
mentioned in the Upanisadic texts are to be taken in their
primary sense. The only way of reconciling these two
concepts in respect of jiva and Brahman in the primary
sense is to regard jiva as wish of Brahman. The term arfiéa
can be understood'in several senses, as pointed out by
Vedanta Desika in the Adhikamna-sfirfivali.38 But none of
these including what is stated by Madhva is hardly
satisfactory. The only explanation which is philosophically
and epistemologically justified is the one offered by
Ramanuja viz, an integral part in the sense of an essential
characteristic of a vis’ista dravya or qualified entity (vis’is'ta
vastumzh ekadesatvam). The implication of this explanation
is that )7ch is an integral part of Brahman since Brahman is
inseparably related to fiva, similar to the physical body is
inseparably related to its soul. Brahman, according to
Visistédvaita Vedanta, is ajada dravya or spiritual vis’ista
tattva. It is always associated with cit (fivas) and acit (cosmic
matter) both in the state prior to creation and also in the
state after creation of the universe by the Sarhkalpa of
Paramfitman.” This is evident from the Upanisadic texts
teaching the causation of the universe. In the Chandogya
text ’Sadeva saumya idam agra dsit — ekameva advitiyam’, the
term sat implies that Brahman is the material cause of the
universe, since in the passage it is stated that the same Sat
wills to become many. What serves as the material cause,
should be a visista tattva, that is, it is to be associated with
cit and acit in its subtle form. Otherwise, it cannot become
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many by its will. The Reality as pure Vis’esya, as Advaitin
conceives, cannot serve as upddrinakarazia, unless the cosmic
principle of mdyd is introduced to explain the evolution of
the universe as an illusory manifestation of Brahman
(Vivarta). But the doctrine of mfiyfi is not supported by the
Upanisad and the Vedfinta-sfitras. It is therefore more
appropriate and logically justified to accept Brahman as a
Vmeta tattva and account for the-causation of universe, as
taught in the Upanisads. Hence the relation of jiva to
Brahman as explained in the Amsfidhikarana by Vedanta
DesikalS philosophically more sound than that offered by
Samkara andMadhva. As will be seen presently, the amsa-
ams’z bhava admitted by Ramanuja on the basis of the
Vedfinta-sfitra is the same as the sarira-s’ariri relation
advancedby Ramanuja in respect of Brahman and universe
in the Ahikundalfidhikarana. Such a relation accommodates
both difference and non-difference between Brahman and
the other tWo ontological entities — fiva and jagat. There is
also difference between Brahman and jiva because the two
by virtue of their intrinsic nature are of different character.
The two are also non-different in the sense that Brahnian
as inherentlyrelated to jiva since it abides infirm, as declared
in the Antaryami Brahmana, is one as a visista entity. This
kind of relation15 also logically justified. A substance as a
complex entity having two aspects — substrate and the
quality which inheres in it, is one but the substrate and
quality by their very nature are different. The essential
quality of a substance is inseparably related to it. The mere
substrate (vis’esya) without quality is inconceivable.
Brahman as a qualified spiritual substance (ajada dravya) is
one but the qualities and the substrate in which they inhere
are different. A pure substance devoid of any qualifies is
non-existent, like the sky flower according to Vedanta
Desika.4o

V. The Causal Relation of Universe to Brahman
Now we come to the examination of the causal relationship
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between Brahman and jagat. This subject has received
special attention in the Vedfinta-sfitras, since the main
objective of the first and second adhydya of Brahma-sand is
to establish the central thesis of Vedanta viz., Brahman is
the sole cause of the universe (jagatkdratza). Badaréyana at
the outset defines Brahman as that which is the Cause of
the creation, sustenance and dissolution of the universe. It
is regarded as the material cause (upfiddna—kfirana) of the
universe on the analogy of the lump of clay and the products
made out of it, which is cited in the Chandogya Upanisad
in connection with the causation of the universe. The
Prakrtyadhikararja deals with this subject. This is discussed
fully in chapter 5. As we have pointed out earlier, it is
important to admit that Brahman is not merely the nimitta-
kfirana of the universe as the Sesvara Sir'nkhya (yoga school)
and Madhvamaintains but it is also the updddna-kfirana of
the universe. All possible objections raised against this
theory by the Sérhkhyas and in particular the Vaisesikas
for whom kfirana and kdrya are absolutely different, have
been fully answered by Bédarayana in the adhikaranas of
first pfida of the second adhyfiya. The Arambhanfidhikarana
is of special significance since it proves that jagat as kfirya
and Brahman as the causal substance are non-distinct
(ananya) in the sense that what is regarded as kfirya such as
pot is only a modified form of the clay which is the causal
substance. These two adhikaranas — Prakrtyadhikamna and
Arambhanfidhikarana establish not only the causal
relationship between Brahman and jagat but also that jagat
as the effect is non-distinct (ananya) from Brahman. The
sfttra on this subject reads: ’Tad-ananyatvam firambhana
s’abdfidibhyah'“. Thus according to Badaréyana, though
Brahman and jagat as cause and effect are distinct, they
are also non-distinct1n the sense that it is the same Brahman
as associated with cit and acit in their subtle form prior to
creation becomes Brahman as associated with cit and acit
in their gross form after the creation of the universe by the
sarhkalpa of Brahman. This is the considered view of
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Badarayana, if the sfltras of Prakrtyddhikarana and
Arambhanadhikarana are interpreted correctly without
imposing the accepted doctrines or pre-conceived
postulates, as Samkara and Madhva have done. By
introducing the vivarta-vfida or the theory of illusory
manifestation of an object due to avidyfi, similar to the shell
appearing as silver due to ignorance of the shell, Sar'nkara
does not offer a satisfactory explanation of the causal
relationship between Brahman and the jagat. The vivarta-
vadawould be sustainable if the theory of avidytias conceived
by Samkara is proved. But the doctrine of avidyfi has no
basis either in the Upanisads or the Vedfinta-sfitra. It is also
riddled with contradictions when subjected to logical
analysis as pointed out both by Ramanuja and Madhva.
Besides, jagat as an illusory manifestation ofBrahmanwould
be reduced to the position ofan illusory entity. But according
to the Upanisads and the Vedfinta-sfitra, jagat is a real
ontological entity and is different from Brahman, as it has
been brought into existence by Brahman.

The Ahikundalfidhikarana included in the second pdda of
third adhyfiya specifically discusses, according to Raménuja,
the question of relation of the universe to Brahman in terms
of viéesana (attribute) and vis’esya (substance). That is, jagat
which is caused by Brahman is related to it in the same
way as an attribute to the substance or the body to the soul
(sarim-s’ariri bhdva). We have presented the details of this
udhikarana in the chapter 5 on the universe and Brahman".
Badarayana introduces three sfitras“ in which he refers to
the different views on the nature of the relation of Brahman
to the universe in terms of bheda-abhedaor difference-cum-
non-difference and abheda or non-difference, by citing two
illustrations: a) serpent and its coil (ahikundala) and b) the
luminous body and its light (prakfis’fis’raya and prakfisa).
According to the first View, the universe is regarded as a
special form (samsthfina visesa) of Brahman, as coil is of the
serpent. The implication of it, as explained by Ram'a'nuja, is
that Brahman is non-different from the universe, just as
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the coil is non-different from the serpent. This is a prima
facie theory. The second view is that there is difference and
non-difference between Brahman and the universe, just as
the light and its substrate (the luminous body) are both
different and also non-different since both are of the same
nature. This is also regarded as a prima facie theory. The
thirdView upheld by Badarayana is thatBrahman is related
to the universe in the same way as an attribute is related to
its substance or the body to the soul. This is the explanation
offered in connection with the relation of fiva to Brahman
in terms of an‘15’a and ants? in the Amsfidhikarana. That is,
the universe is also regarded as an an'is’a or an integral part
of Brahman since it does not have a separate existence apart
from Brahman as in the case of the fiva (fivavat prthaksiddhy—
anarha vis’esargatvena acid vastuno brahmfinfis’am)“. This
explanation is logically justified and also supported by the
Upanisad. According to the Antaryfimi Brahmana, the
universe is the s’arira of Brahman in the technical sense viz.,
that it is necessarily and always supported and controlled
by Brahman. This theory accommodates both difference
and non-difference from different stand points, difference
as s’arira and sariri and non-difference as sariri (Brahman)
being integrally related to the sarira (universe and alsofiva).

The above explanation is justified because Brahman as
a Vis’ista Reality (visista tattva) is inherently related to both
cit and acit at all times. As a vis’ista tuttva it is one (eka) but
at the same time it is also different from cit and acit, since
the latter are different in nature from the former. Such a
kind of relation between Brahman and universe and also
Brahman and 171211 cannot be admitted either by Sarhkara
or Madhva. For Sarhkara Brahman is absolutely one Reality
devoid of all differences both external and internal with
the denial of the real existence of fivas and jagat. If three
ontological real entities are not accepted, the question of
the relation of Brahman and firm or Brahman and jagat in
the proper sense does not arise. This teaching is against the
Upanisad and also the Veddnta-sfitras. Absolute Monism
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suffers from this drawback. The term ananyatva employed
by Badaréyana to account for the causal relation of
Brahman and jagat is interpreted by Samkara as non-
difference in the sense that Brahman alone exists and the
jagat does not really exist. This is not the intention of
Badarayana. The Chandogya Upanisad equates Brahman
with jngnt in the statement ’sarvani khalu idan't Brahma’. This
equation by negating the second principle (jagat) is not
philosophically sound. Similarly, the amsa and unis? bhfiva
mentioned by Badarayana in connection withfivu’s relation
to Brahman cannot be sustained logically unless the reality
of the two ontological principles is accepted.

In the case of Madhva, though he admits all the three
ontological entities as real, he regards that all the three are
absolutely different. He cannot therefore explain a
satisfactory relationship between Brahman and fiva as well
as Brahman and jagat. As pointed out earlier, the arr'lsa_
and arhs’i bhfiva as bimba and pratibimba in a technical sense
as sfidrsya and tadadhinatva does not provide a satisfactory
relationship between fiva and Brahman. Similarly, the non-
difference between Brahman and jagat taken in a secondary
and figurative sense is also not a satisfactory logical
relationship. He does not also acknowledge that the
Vakyfinvayddhikarana andAhikundalddhikarana deal with the
subject of relationship between firm and Brahman and jagat
and Brahman respectively. Both these adhikarazzas are
named as Samfikarsfidhikarana and Ubhayavyapades’fidhi-
kararia respectively and interpreted in favour of different
theories which do not seem to be relevant to the context in
which the sfitras are introduced by Badarayana.

From the foregoing discussion of three major ontological
theories and connected issues regarding Brahman as
savisfesa or nirvisesa, Brahman as upfidfina or nimitta-kfirarja,
the relation of fiva to Brahman as bheda or abheda and the
status of jagat as satya or mithyd and also the nature of its
relation to Brahman, the explanations provided by the
Visistadvaita Vedanta, as stated in the Adhikarana-sdrfivali,
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are philosophically sounder than those offered by Advalta
Vedanta and the Dvaita Vedanta. Vedanta Desika is
therefore justified in claiming that among the schools of
Vedanta, the Visistadvaita Vedanta as expounded by
Ramanuja deserves to be regarded as a sound system of
philosophy or Darsana. As stated by him in the Tattva-muktfi-
knlfipn“, the merit of this system lies in respect of following
points: 1) It does not question, unlike the Advaita, the
validity of what is proved by perception (pratyaksa) as an
importantpramdna (drste apahnatyabhfivfit). 2) It adopts logic
or reasoning to a limited extent as supplemental to what is
said in Sruti, unlike Naiyayikas andMadhvas (anumiti visaye
lfighavasyfinurodhfit). 3) In matters which have to be proved
only on the authorityof the Scriptural texts, it accords equal
validity to all the texts, by reconciling the apparentconflicts,
as in the case of abhedaSrutis and bheda Srutis withoutdenial
of either texts (sastreztaiva avaseye vihativirahite mistikatva
prahfirjdt). This system of Vedanta which is developed on
the basis of an ancient tradition“5 is therefore unassailable
to the criticisms of other schools of thought and can be
regarded as philosophically sound. (akhilatamah karsazlam
dars’anam nah).

)—I See AS verses 153, 268,290, 430 and 552
2. The only direct criticism made by Vedanta Deslka against

Madhva is regarding the theory of finanda-tfiratamya. He states
in the Rahasyutmyasfira that Ananda “firtha (Madhva) overlooked
the sfimya sruti or the Upanisadic text speaking of equal status of
17011with Brahman in the state ofmukti by advocating the theory
of the gradation in respect of the experience of finanda by mukta
flva. See RTS — chapter-22.
See Satadfisani, opening verse.
See AS. Verse 307. Also chapter 8 p 205
AS verse 153. adau jijr'ifisatfi fistdmbahuvihatihatfi
SD vada 2
AS verse 153. nirvisesaikya pakse mukhyaiksa'dyaih svadharmaih
prakrti-purusatobheda vfidah katham syfit

8. See AS verses 78, 129. See also chapter 2 pp.58-59.and chapter 3,
pp.60—61

9. See Padayojana on verse 78

N999.“
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

37.
38.
39.
40.

41.
42.
43.
44.
45.

46.

See chapter 3 section V
[bid section VII
[bid section IX
See chapter 8, section 1

VS 1-2-22
See chapter 3 section IX
V.S l-3-9 aksaramambarfintadhrteh. V.S 1-3-10 55 ca praéfisanfit
VS lIl-2—11
Ill-2-22 acc. to SB
See SB III-2-11
See chapter 8 section 1

See AS. Verse 290
See Philosopy of Vedantasfitra : Chapter 4 , pp 60-64
See Philosopy of the Upanisads : pp.11-12
VS I-4-23 acc. to RB and I-4-24 acc. to SB. See also chapter 5,
section 1

Panini Mahibhfisya I-4-30
VS 124-26 and 27
See Arambhanadhikarana in chapter 5 section 2
See Subala. Up.lI-1
Tait. Up. III-1.
VS Il-1-27.
VS 11-1-28
See chapter 5 section IV
VS Il-l-22
See AS verse 198. See also chapter 6 pp. See also FVV p.390.
VS 1-4-19. See also chapter 4 section VI.
VS 1-4-20 pratijfifi siddheb lifigam fiémarathyab
VS 1-4-21 utkramisyata evan't bhfivfit iti audulomib
VS 1-4-22 avastriteh iti kfisakrtsnah
VS II-3-42. See also chapter 7 section V
See verses 245 —249. See also chapter 7 section V
RB II-3-18 atah samadfi cid-acid-vastu—sariratayfi tatprakfiran‘x bramha
See Satadfisani Vida 33. Tasyfih sarvamfina anfighratatvena
khapuspamfinatvfit. See also RB. I-1-1 p. 114-115
VS II-1-15. See also chapter 5 section II.
See chapter 5, section III.
VS III-2-26 and III-2-27, III-2—28
See R.B. III-2-28
See TMK verse 496. Drste apahnatyabhfivit anumiti visaye
lfighavasyfinurodhfit
fistrerjaivfivaseyevihativimhite mistikatva prahfinfil;
Nathopajfiam pravrttambah ubhir upacitan'tyfimuneya prabandhaih
Trfitamsamyag-yatindraib I'damakhilatamahkarsanam darsamm’i nah;
See Vedarthasarngraha— p.100 sista-parigrhita-purfitann veda
vedfinta vyfikhyfina.See also introduction pp. xx.



APPENDIX-I

THE NAMES OF ADHIKARANAS

with brief description of the subjects covered in them in the
order presented in the Adhikarana—saravalz’.

Adhyaya 1- Samanvayadhyaya or the chapter devoted to establish
the correlationqfthe various texts ofthe Upam'sads withBrahman
as thepn'mavy cause of the universe (jagatkarana).

Pida 1

1. Jijfiisidhikarana (VS. 1-1-1)
It justifies the need and importance of philosophic enquiry
into the nature of Brahman by a spiritual aspirant after he
has completed the stdy of pfima-mimamsa, which deals with
the ritualistic portion of the Vedas and realized the
impermanentvalue of the fruits achieved by the Vedic rituals
and the eternal value of the Supreme Goal to be attained by
the study ofVedanta.

2. Janmidyadhikarana (VS 1-1-2)

It discusses the soundness of the definition of Brahman
offered by the Upanisads as the oprimary cause of the
creation, sustenance and dissolution of the universe.

3. Sistrayonitvidhikarana (VS 1-1-3)
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It establishes that s’fzstra or the sacred texts is the only
pramana for knowing Brahman.

4. Samanvayédhikarana (VS I-1-4)

It establishes that all the Upanisadic texts are purportful
since they teach about Brahman as the Supreme Goal of
attainment.

5. lksatyadhikarana (VS I-1-5 to VS. I-1-12)
It is devoted to prove that the term sat referred to in the
Chandogya Upanisad as the cause of the universe is not the
pradhima or the primordial cosmic matter admitted by the
Simkhya, but it is the Brahman, since the function of
"resolving to create" the universe cannot be ascribed to the
non-sentient cosmic matter.

6. Anandamayfidhikarana (VS 1-1-13 to VS I-1-20)
It discusses the issue whether the description of Atman as
Emandamaya in the Taittriya Upanisad (II-5) is fivt‘ztman or
Paramlztman and affirms that it is Brahman, since it is
essentially constituted of bliss par excellence.

7.Antaridhikarana (VS I-1-21 to VS I-1-22)
It establishes that the purusa which resides in the orbit of
the sun and also in the eye as described in the two passages
in the Chandogya Upanisad (I-1-6 and I-7-5)in terms of
physical bodywith golden colors and eyes similar to the lotus
flower is not the exaltedfivdtman, but the Paramdtman, who
is endowed with lustrous spiritual body not caused by karma.

3. Akas’adhikarana (vs 14-23)
It discusses that the concept of akizfa referred to in the
Chandogya passage (I-9-l) does not denote the ethereal
space but Brahman.
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9. Prénédhikarana (VS I-1-24)
It explains that the term prdna employed in the Chandogya
passage (I-l 1-5) is not the vital breath but Brahman.

10. Jyotiradhikarana (VS I-1-25)
It explains that the terms‘Iyotis mentioned in the Chandogya
naccao‘P ("l—l %7\ ane not {Pl-pr tn the nhvcirql linhr rarliqurlf’wu“D"’ \f“ ‘V ' / “vvv “"‘ V“‘ ”V " V I" [V V“ D " ““"“""“
by the sun and other luminaries but Brahman which is the
Supreme Spiritual Light, three quarters of which cover the
immortal higher domain.

11. Indra-prinédhikarana (VS I-1-29 to I-1-32)
It establishes that the concept of Indra-Primalmentioned in
the passage ofKausitaki Upanisad as the object of meditation
does not refer to the fiviztman of Indra but Brahman as the
antardtmiz of Indra because the word [Wt—1110 referred to here
is correlated with the terms such as imanda, ajara and amrta
stated in the later part of the passage.

Pada 2
l2. Sarvatra-prasiddhyadhikarana (VS I-2-l to I-2-8)
It discusses the implication of the statement of the
Chandogya passage "All this is Brahman" and the meditation
enjoined on it as tajjalén etc. and brings out the important
characteristic of Brahman as the Self of everything in the
universe (sarvz'ltmfz).

13. Attradhikarana (VS I-2-9 to I-2-12)
It discusses the implication of the description of the
ontological principle as the devourer (atta) of the entire
universe in the Katha Upanisad and brings out the
characteristic of Brahman as Samharté or the cause of the
dissolution of the universe.
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14. Antaradhikarana (VS I-2-13 to 1-2-18)
It discusses the implication of the Chandogya passage in
which pumsa is stated to be abiding in the eye and affirms
that this aksipurusa is the veryBrahman because it is described
as Eztmc'l, amrta and abhayaand also as characterized by infinite
JOY-

15. Antaryémy-adhikarana (VS I-2-19 to I-2-21)
It discusses the significance of the Antmyizmi Bn'zhmanawhich
narrates how a higher principle abides in all entities in the
universe and affirms that it is Paramiztman (Brahman) who
indwells in all beings including fivt‘ztmiz and controls them
from within.

16. Adréyatvidi-gunkédhikarana (VS I-2-22 to I-2-24)
It discusses the issue whether the metaphysical principal
termed as aksam which is described by the Mundaka
Upanisad as adres’ya, ag'rizhya etc. refers to Brahman or
fiviztman or pmkrti and establishes that aksara qualified by
negative attributes is Brahman since in the same passage it
is stated as samajfm and sarvavit.

17. Vaiévinaridhikarana (VS I-2-25 to VS I-2-33)

It discusses the issue whether vaifvimam Zztmfi referred to in
the Chandogya Upanisad on which meditation is prescribed
is Brahman or fivétman or some other entity and affirms
that it is Brahman because of the mention ofcertain essential
characteristics such as its cosmic form.

Pida 3
18. Dyubhvidy-adhikarana (VS 1-3-1 to I-3-6)
It discusses the issue whether that which is described in the
statement of the Mundaka Upanisad as byatana or the
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support of the heaven, earth, sky etc. which are woven in it,
isfivélman or Paramiztman and establishes that it is Brahman,
since the concerned passage employs the term Altman which
is regarded as setu or that which enables the person to attain
immortality (amrta).

19. Bhfimédhikarana (VS I-3-7 to I-3-8)
It discusses the question whether the term Bhuma
mentioned in the Chandogya Upanisad (Vll-l5-l) on which
meditation is enjoined is jiviztman or Brahman and
establishes that it refers to Brahman since it is regarded as
satya which is greater than prima (fivatman) and also
described as infinitely blissful (nimtisaya-sukha-nlpa).

20.Aksaridhikarana (VS I-3-9 to I-3-11)
It discusses the issue whether the metaphysical principle
aksam described in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad in negative
terms such as asthitla, ananu etc. is Brahman or other
ontological entities such as pradhfma and jivt‘ztman and
concludes that it is Brahman since it is stated in the Upanisad
that it is the supporter of the entire universe through its
commanding power (prafésana).

21. Ikasatikarmidhikarana (VS I-3-12)

It discusses the issue whether the Paramapurusa referred to
in the Prasna Upanisad as the object of meditation through
the media of syllable 'Aum' with all the three letters and who-
is also the object of realization (iksazza), is Brahman or
Hiranyagarbha and concludes that it is Brahman which is
the object of enjoyment for the liberated soul.

22.Daharidhikarana (VS I-3-13 to I-3.22)

It discusses the question whether the concept of dahan‘zkasa
or the subtle space within one's heart mentioned in the
Chandogya passage as the object of meditation along with
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certain attributes refers to Brahman or some other entity
such as bhittékés'a (ethereal space) or fivdtman and comes to
the conclusion that it is Brahman since the dahardkc‘zsa is
described as the supporter of the entire universe and that is
it also free from all defilements (apahata pépmiz).

23. Pramitidhikarana (VS I-3-23-24)

It discusses whetli the purusa abiding in one's heart which
is limited to the size ofa thumb ofa human being (angustha-
mdtmpumsa) as mentioned in the Katha Upanisad (11-4—12)

refers to Brahman 0r fivfllman and affirms that it denotes
Brahman since it is described as the Ruler of the past and
future.

24. Devatédhikarana (VS 1-3-25 to I-3-29)
It points out after discussing the view ofjaimini, that even
devatds are eligible for meditation since they too have the
knowledge of Brahman and possess the body and the sense
organs.

25. Madhvédhikarana (VS I-3-30 to 1-3-32)

It discusses the question whether the special deities such as
vasus etc. referred to in the Chandogya passage (III-l to 11)
dealing with Madhuvidyz‘z are eligible for meditation and
affirms that they too meditate on Brahman as their
Antaryt’zmin.

26. Apaéfidridhikarana (VS I-3-33 to 1-3-41)

It discusses the implication of the statement made in the
passage of Chandogya containing a dialogue between sage
Raikva and janasruti, a ksatriya who lacks Brahman
knowledge and who is addressed as ifldm and states in this
connection that ffidras are not eligible for Brahm—vidyd since
they are prohibited by Smti from studyingVedas.
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27. Arthantaratvadhikarana (VS I-3-42 to I-3-44)
It discusses the question whether szizs'a described in the
Chandogya Upanisad as nhma—rflpakartfz or that which
performs the function of giving names and form to the
created objects is muktiztmizor Paramiztmiz and affirms that it
denotes Brahman since it is stated in the Upanisad that
Brahman along with the fiva enters into the created entities
and assigns names and form to them.

Pfida 4
28. Anuminikadhikarana (VS I-4-1 to I-4-7)

It discusses the claim of the Sarnkhyas that pmkrti termed as
avyakta in the Katha Upanisad (11-3-11) is the cause of the
universe and rejects it as untenable since the term avyakta
contextually denotes the physical body.

29. Camasidhikarana (VS I-4-8 to I-4-10)

It points out that the term ‘Aja’ employed in Svetasvatara
Upanisad which is construed in favour ofSirhkhya theory of
pmkrtz' as the cause of the universe does not support their
claim since it is a general term without any specification,
like camam. a vessel used in the ydga.

30. Sarhkhyopasangrahidhikarana (VS I-4-11 t I-4-13)
It points out that the terms puma-parka janizh employed in
the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (VI-4-17) do not imply the-
twenty five categories of Simkhya theory of pmkrtz' and its
evolutes.

31.Kiranatvidhikarana(VS 1-4-14 and I-4-15)
It explains that the terms avyakta and am! used in the
Brhadaranyaka and Taittjriya Upanisad respectively do not
refer to the prakrti of the Sfimkhyas but Brahman as qualified
with the unmanifest universe in the state of dissolution.
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32. Jagadvicitévédhikarana (VS 1-4-16 to 1-4-18)

It discusses the implication of the terms pumsa and its karma
mentioned in the Kausitaki Upanisad (IV-18) and clarifies
that karma denotes the jagat which is created by Brahman
(Kn'yata itz' karma).

33. Vikyinvayfidhikarana (VS 1-4-19 to 1-4-22)

It discusses the question whether the term 'Atman' referred
in the passage of Maitreyi Brahmana (Br. Up IV-4-6)
discusses fivc‘ztmanor Paramz'ztman (Brahman) and establishes
that it is Paramc‘ztman who alone is to be meditated upon for
attaining immortality.

34. Prakrtyadhikarana (VS 1-4-23 to 1-4-28)

It examines critically the theory of Seévara Simkhya (Yoga)
that lévara is only the nimitta kémna of the universe and
establishes contlusively that Brahman is also the upédt‘ma
kt‘zrana of the universe through the process of pan’nizma
without affecting its svanlpa as niruz’kizra.

35. Sarvavyékhyinidhikarana (VS 1-4-29)

It attempts to show that the Upanisadic statements which
prima facie speak of the higher celestial deities such as
Hiranyagarbha, Siva, Rudra, Indra etc. as the cause of the
universe are not opposed to the central theory ofVedanta
viz. that Brahman as the Supreme Deity is the cause of the
universe, if these texts are properly interpreted with due
consideration to thelcontext in which they are made and
the principles of interpretation adopted in respect of the
other passages.
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Adhyaya II-Avirodhadhyayaor the chapter devoted to prove the
soundnessof the Vedanta doctrine ofBrahman as the sole cause
ofthe universe.

Pida 1: Smrti pida dealing with the objections of
Simkhya and other Schools.
36. Snirtyadhikarana "v'S Ii-‘i-i and 2)

The Kapila Smrti cannot be accepted as the authoritative
source for determining the Vedanta doctrine of Brahman
as the cause of the universe.

37.Yogapratyukty-adhikarana(VS 11-1-3)

The Yoga Smrti is also unauthoritative for determining the
purport of the Upanisadic texts dealing with the causation
of the universe.

38.Vilaksanatvidhikarana (VS 11-1-4 and 5)

In reply to the objection of the Sariikhyas that there cannot
be any causal relationship between Brahman and the
universe. since the two are of different nature, it points out
that the causal substance and efiect brought out of it need
not be of the same nature.

39. Sistaparigrahidhikarana (vs 11-1-13)
The other schools of thought such as the NaiyayikasJainas,
Buddhists who subscribe to the theory of paramanus as the
cause of the universe stand refuted since they are also
opposed to the Upanisads and also suffer from logical
inconsistency.

40. Bhoktrépatty-adhikarana (VS 11-1-14)

It attempts to prove that Brahman is not subject 'to the
experience ofpleasure and pain even though it is associated
with the universe as its body.
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41.Arambhanédhikarana (vs 11-1-15 to 11-1-20)

By way of refuting the theory of Vaisesikas who maintain
that cause and efiect are absolutely different, it establishes
the causal relationship between Brahman as cause and jagat
as its effect on the ground that the two are non-distinct
(ananya) in the sense that the effect is only a modified form
of the causal sustance.

42. Itaravyapades’idhikarana(VS 11-1-21 to 11-1-23)
It refutes the objection of the Samkhyas that Brahman being
non-different from jivas, the universe created by it is
undersirable to it, since such a uviverse is full of suffering.

43. Upasarhhirédhikarana (VS 11-1-24 and 25)

It attempts to show that Brahman is not in need of any
accessory for creation of the universe.

44.Krtsnaprasakty-adhikarana (VS 11-1-26 to 11-1-31)
It attempts to meet the objection that Brahman as the
material cause of the universe would be subjected to total
transformation into the universe, or alternatively if a part of
Brahman undergoes modification, it would violate the
Scriptural text speaking ofBrahman as niravayava or devoid
of parts on the basis of the explanation that Brahman
possesses vicitra faith or extraordinary power to create the
universe without affecting its wan—L170.

45. Prayojanatvidhikarana (VS 11-1-32 to 11-1-34)
The objection that there is no useful purpose served by the
creation of the universe which is filled with suffering is
answered by explaining that the creation of the universe is a
mere sport to the is'vara (Brahman) and the creator is also
not subject to cruelty or partiaJity since the individuals are
created in a accordance with their karma.
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Pada 2: Tarkapidadealingwith the logical unten-
ability of the theories of other schools of thought
regarding cosmic creation.
46. Racanénupapatty-adhikarana (VS II-2-1 to 11-

2-9)
It is devoted to prove the untenability of the Samkhya theory
of prakflz' as the cause of the universe without the control of
a sentient being.

47. Mahad-dhirghédhikarana (VS 11-2-10 to 16)

It examines the theory of the Vaisesikas who trace the origin
of the universe to the paraménusand proves its untenability.

48. Samudéyédhikarana (VS 11-2-17 to 11-2-26)

It is devoted to the refutation of the theories of Vaibhasikas
and Sautrantika Buddhistswho also trace the origin of the
universe to the paramiznus and to prove their unsoundness.

49.Upalabdhy-adhikarana (VS 11-2-27 to 29)

It examines critically the views of the Yogizcizra school of
Buddhism, which does not accept the existence of external
objects other than vzjfiimaor mental series, and proves their
logical inconsistency.

50. Sarvathénupapatty-adhikarana (VS 11-2-30)

It critically examines the theory of fimyavlzda of the
MadhyamikaBuddhists, according to whom tattva orwhat is
considered to be a real entity is absolutely indeterminable,
and rejects it on the ground that it is riddled with self-
contradiction.

51. Asambhavidhikarana (VS 11-2-31 to 11-2-34)
It is mainly devoted to prove the untenablility of the Jaina
theory of saptabhaizgi or seven fold formula and also the
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philosophical untenability of other doctrines advanced by
the Jainas.

52. Pééupatédhikarana (VS 11-3-35 to II-2-38)
It is devoted to the refutation of the school of Pasupatas on
the ground that their philosophical theories are unsound
and their religious practices are also opposed to the Vedic
teachings.

53.Utpatty-asambhavidhikarana(VS 11-2-39 to 11-2-42)
It is mainly devoted to defend the validity of the system of
péflcanitraby setting aside a few criticisms against its teachings
and in particular the origin offiva.

Pada3:Viyatpida dealingwith ontologicalstatus
of the cosmological entities and jivatman.
54. Viyadadhikarana (VS 11-3-1 to 11-3-9)

It discusses the question whether or not viyat orether has
an ongin (utpam) and affirms that it is an evolute of pmkm'
and so also vayu etc. since they are brought into existence
by Brahman.

55. Tejodhikarana (VS 11-3-10 to 11-3-13)

It discusses the process of evolution of each evolute in a
particular order and clarifies that an evolute by itself does
not cause the subsequent evolute but on the other hand,
Brahman as inherent1n an evolute that causes the next one.

56. Atmadhikarana (vs 11-3-13)
It establishes thatfiviztman is not subject to origin unlike viyat
but it is eternal, as declared by the Upanisadic texts.



The Names ofAdhikamnas 351

57. Jfianadhikarana (VS 11-3-19 to II-3-32)
It establishes that fiviztman is not merely of the nature of
knowledge ([fiéna-svanlpa) but more importantly it is the
knowingsubject (jfiiztr). It is also (mu or monadic in character
and not vibhu or all-pervasive.

58. Kartradhikarana (VS II-3-33 to II-3-39)
It establishes that fivc‘zlman is the agent of action and refutes
the theory that kartflva belonging to buddhi is superimposed
on it.

59. Parayattadhikarana (VS 11-23-40 to 41)
It states that though the kartztva of jiva is caused by
Paramétman, fiva as kafié has some freedom to act on its
own in respect of the initial action in accordance with the
influence of the past karma.

60. Améadhikarana (VS 11-3-42 to 11-3-52)
It discusses the relation offivdtman to Brahman in terms of
difference (bheda) and non-difference (abheda) and
explains it as amsa of Brahman in the sense that it is an
integral part of Brahman.

Pada 4: Pranapada dealing with the nature of
Indriyas and prana
61. Pranotpatty-adhikarana (VS 11-4-1 to 11-4-3)

It points out that [mind or vital breath has an origin similar
to viyat and it is not eternal.

62. Saptagaty-idhikarana (VS 11-4-4 and 5)

It rejects the view that indn'yas are seven only and proves
that it is eleven including the mind.



352 The Philosophyof Visistfidvaila Vedanta

63. Préninutvadhikarana (VS 11-4-6 and 7)

It points out that indn'yas are anu or subtle organs since the
Upanisad speaks of its movement along with fiva during its
exit from the body.

64. Viyukriyédhikarana (VS 11-4-8 to 11-4-11)

It discusses the nature of the mukhya. pn‘mg or vital breath
and points out that. it is neither the mere elemental vizyu
but it is a separate entity.

65. Srestanutvfidhikarana (VS 11-4-12)

It points out that mukhya—pn‘ma is also (mu or monadic in
nature since it is stated in the Upanisad that it also moves
along with the fiva when it exits from the body after death.

66. Jyotirady-adhisthinidhikarana (VS 11-4-13 and 14)

It points out that the function of all indn'yasand also primal is
regulated by jiviltman which is the controller of them
(adhisthdtr) and that this power of the fiva is bestowed by
Paramiztman.

67. Indriyidhikarana (VS 11-4-15 to 16)

It clarifies that [mind or vital breath is not an indn'ya or sense
organ as in the case of ten sense organs and the mind since
the Upanisad mentions clearly that it is distinct from the
eleven sense organs.

68. Saritjfifimfirfiklrpty-adhikarana(VS 11-4-17 to 19)
It discusses the question whether the assignment of names
and forms to the objects created by Brahma is done by
Brahman or Hiranyagarbha and proves that this function is
done by Brahman which causes the evolution ofprakrti upto
five gross elements and then admixes them in certain
proportion (pahcikarana) to constitute the variegated
universe with names and forms.
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Adhyaya III— Sizdham'zdhyc'zya or the chapter dealing with the
means ofattainment ofBrahman

Pada 1

69. Tadantarapratipatty-adhikarana (VS III-1-1 to 111-
1-7)

It discusses the question whether or not the five when. it
exits from the body after death, moves to the higher realm
along with the subtle body (bhatasflksma) and concludes on
the basis of the details of paficagni-vidyiz provided in the
handogya Upanisad (V-3-3) that is moves into the realms of
he moon with the subtle body to experience the fruits of
good deeds.

70. Krtityayidhikarana (VS III-1-8 to III-1-11)
It is devoted to clarify thatfivaswhich have gone to the realms-
of the moon return to the earth with residual karma to be
yet experienced in the next life.

71.Anistidikiryidhikarana (vs III-1-1-12 tovs 111-1-21)
It discusses the question whether even the souls of the
individuals who have not performed meritorious deeds
would go to the realm of the moon and answers that only
those individuals who have performed meritorious deeds
(istédhikim') go to the candraloka to reap the benefits of the
deeds.

72. Tatsvibhivyipatty-adhikarana (VS 111-1-22)

It clarifies a minor point that the soul, when it descends
from the realm of the moon to the earth through the szizsa,
in the sense that it assumes similarity to ('zkiu‘a.

73. Niticiridhikarana(VS III-1-23)
This is also devoted to clarify a minor point relating to the
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duration of the stay offiva in [zkds'a and it states that it does
not stay there too long.

74. Anyadhistitadhikarana (VS III-1-24 to III-1-27)
It is devoted to explain the manner in which the fiva remains
in the food grain before it enters into the human body in
the form of retas (Semen).

Pada 2: Ubhayalinga pida dealing with the two-
fold character of Brahman to create a craving for
its attainment.
75. Sandhyadhikarana (VS III-2-1 to III-2-6)
It discusses the question whether the objects experienced
by the fiva during the state of dream (sandhyiz) is created by
fiva or Paramfzmian and explains that these are the wondrous
creations of Paramétman to be experienced by the fivas.

76. Tadabhivadhikarana (VS III-2-7 to III-2-8)
It discusses the question relating to the resting place for fiva
during the state of sugupti or the dreamless state and points
out that all the three places mentioned in the Upanisads
viz.-hz't¢'z midi, puritatmidi and Brahman abiding in the heart—
together serve as the resting place for fiva when it becomes
united temporarily with Paramatman.

77. Karminusmrty-adhikarana (VS III-2-9)
This is devoted to clarify that the same jiva which
experienced the susupti comes back to its normal state.

78.Mugdhidhikarana (VS III-2-10)

It describes the state of swoon which is sometime
experienced by the fiva and it is described as ardha-samapatti
or the state of half death in which fiva is neither alive nor
dead.
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79. Ubhayalifigadhikarana (VS III-2-11 to III-2-25)
It is devoted to establish that Brahman though it abides in
the fivas and other entities as Antaryémin, it is not aflected
by the defects found in the bodies of thefivas, since by nature
it is free from all defilements and is also endowed with
numeraous auspicous attributes, as is evident from the
Scriptural and Smfii texts. It also discusses the implication of
the Serip'tural statement negating two forms of Brahman as
mt'uia and amt-Ma by the expression ’netz' neti’ and states that
Brahman is not devoid of attributes but on the contrary, it is
endowed with attributes.

80. Ahikundalidhikarana (VS III-2-26 to III-2-29)
It discusses the nature of the relation of the non-sentient
universe to Brahman and explains that the universe caused
by Brahman is related to it in the same way as an attribute to
the substance or the body to the soul (fafira-sarifi-bhiwa)
similar to the relation of the fiva and Brahman as critic: and
amsz.

81. Paridhikarana (VS III-2-30 to III-2-36)
It discusses the question whethe there is any Reality higher
than Brahman and affirms that Brahman is the highest
Reality.

82. Phalidhikarana (VS III-2-37 to III-2-40)
It discusses the question whether karma or deeds performed
by an individual confers the desired fruits throught the
unseen potency (apfima) generated by it and comes to the
conclustion that only Paramiztman bestows all the desired
fruits including mohsa.
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Pada 3: Gunopasamhara pada or the part dealing
with the different vidyas or types of meditation
on Brahman and the gunas with which it is to be
contemplated
83. Sarva-vedintapratyayadhikarana(VS III-3-1 to III-
23-5)

It discusses the question whether the vidyizs such as daham—
vidyc‘z and vais'vimam—vz'dyiz taught in different Upanisads is
the same or different and establishes that they are the same
since there is no difference in the codana or the words
enjoining it, the designation adopted for them, the nature
of the goal to be attained and the description of the object
of meditation.

84.Anyathatvédhikarana (VS [11-3-6 to III-3-9)
It clarifies that udgitha vidyc‘z taught in the Chandogya and
Brhadaranyaka are different since the object and purpose
of meditation on udgitha are different.

85. Sarva-abhedadhikarana (VS III-3-10)
The préna-vidyc’z enjoined for meditation in Chandogya,
Brhadaranyaka and Kausitaki Upanisad is the same vidyiz
since the guzzaswith which it is to be meditated do not differ.

86. Anandidyadhikarana (vs 111-341 to 111-3-17)

With regard to the question relating to the guzzaswith which
Brahman is to be meditated upon, it is pointed out that the
distinguishing gunasofBrahman such as fmanda, satya,j1'z&na,
ananta are to be necessarily contemplated along with
Brahman in respect of all vidyizs, since these are inseparable
from Brahman and also useful to know its essential nature
(svarfipa-nirflpaka dharmas)
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87. Karyékhyanédhikarana (VS III-3-18)
It discusses the issue whether or not the performance of the
chamana or sipping of water three times prior to and after
taking a meal is an unjuction laid down as part of the
primavidyizmentioned in the Chandogya and Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad and clarifies that it is not a vidhz' but nevertheless
the water taken as chamana is to be contemplated as a
garment (vastm) for prima.

88. Saminfidhikarana (VS III-3-19)
It clarifies that the S‘Zmdilya-vidyiz mentioned in the
Agnirahasyaand also in the BrhadaranyakaUpanisad though
appears to be different vidyizs in terms of the description of
the guzzas with which Brahman is to be meditated upon are
the same.

89. Sambandhfidhikarana (VS III-3-20 to III-3-22)
It clarifies that the upizsanfl on Satya-brahma as abiding in
the orbit of the sun and the same kind of meditation on
Satyabrahma as abiding in the right eye are to be treated as
two separate kinds of upasanfz and hence the guzzas
mentioned in one Upanisad for contemplation are not to
be include in the second meditation.

90. Sambhratyédhikarana (VS III-3-23)

It clarifies that the special guzzas such as jyesthatva, viryatva
and dyulokavyizptatva with which Brahman is to be meditated
upon as stated in the Taittiriya Sikha and Chandogya are
not to be included in respect of all other upizsanc'zs.

91. Purusavidyfidhikarana (VS. III-3-24)
It points out that the purusa—vidyiz mentioned in the Taittriya
and also in the Chandogya are different because there is
difference in respect of certain details of the vidyizs.
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92.Vedyédy-adhikarana (VS III-3-25)
The recitation of certain hymns in the form of prayer at the
commencement of theypésana is not considered as a
necessary ariga or subsidiary part of the upésam'z.

93. Hinyadhikarana (VS III-3-26)

It deals with the question whether the Bra/una-j-fzé'ni at the
time ofhis death should contemplate only on héna or getting
rid of his duskna and sukrta and also upéyana or its transfer
to his friends and enemies, both of which are mentioned
sparately in some of the Upanisads and clarifies that both
are to be contemplated since hima also includes upéyana.

94. Simparéyidhikarana (VS III-3-27 to III-3-31)
It discusses the question whether the Brahma-jfiéni gets rid
of all his sukrta and duskna at the time of his exit from the
body prior to the movement through am'rédi path or some
are to be got rid off after reaching the border of the higher
abode (paramapada) and clarifies that both the sukrta and
duskfia are thrown off at the time of exit since there is no
scope to experience the fruits of the good deeds after the
exit of the fiva from the body.

95. Aniyamidhikarana (VS III-3-32)

It clarifies that the movement of the Brahma-vit through the
arcirc‘zdi-mérga is not restricted to upizsakas of some specified
11121debut it is also applicable to all who observe Brahmopésana.

96. Aksaradhyadhikarana (VS [11-3-33 and 34)

It discusses the question whether the negative qualities such
as asthitla, ananu etc. and also adresya agréhya etc. with which
Brahman is to be meditated upon in respect of upésaniz on
aksava (Brahman), as taught in connection with the aksara-
vidyc'z by Brhadaranyaka and Mundaka Upanisad respectively,
are to be included in respect of other vidyt'zs too and it is
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concluded that these negative qualities which are
categorized as heya-pmtyanikatva are to be contemplated
along with the four other essential attributes viz. imanda,
satya, jr'u'zna and ananta for the reason that these too
constitute an essential attribute of Brahman and are useful
to know the nature of Brahman as free from defilements.

97.Antartvadhikarana (VS III-3-35 to III--3-37)
It clarifies that the two ways of description of Brahman
offered by Yajfiavalkya to the questions raised by Usastra and
Kahola in the BrhadaranyakaUpanisad teaching us’asta kahola
vidyEz do not constitute two separate vidyc‘zs since both
descriptions apply to Brahman which is the object of
meditation.

98.Kamidyadhikarana (VS 111-3-38 to 111-3-40)
It clarifies that the daharawz'dyiz or meditation on Brahman
abiding in one's heartwhich is mentioned in the Chandogya
and Brhadaranyaka with slightly varying description of the
attributes with which it is to be contemplated do not
constitute two separate vidyc'ls, since the term vafitva used
in Brhadaranyaka is a specific form of satyasarhhalpatva
employed in Chandogya.

99.Tannirdharana-aniyamEdhikarana (VS III-3-41)

It discusses an incidental issue relating to udgitha updsant'z
and clarifies that it is not a necessary afiga or subsidiarymeans-
to vidyil.

100. Pradinidhikarana (VS III-3-42)
It discusses the manner in which dahara-vidyé or the
meditation on Brahman'as subtle spacewithin the heart and
clarifies that Brahman as qualified with the eight attributes
as stated in the Chandogya Upanisad is to be meditated upon
and not guzzas alone separately.
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101. Lingabhfiyastvédhikarana (VS III-3-43)
It establishes that the passage of the Taittriya Narayana in
which it is stated that Narayana is parabrahma, paratattva,
param jyotz's etc. is not intended to specify the nature of the
object of meditation in respect of dahara-vidyz'z only
mentioned in the preceding passage of the same Upanisad
but on the contrary, it affirms that Narayana as the Supreme
Deity is the object of meditation in all the vidyc'zs including
daham-vidyd because these statements contextually are of
stronger validity (prakamzzizt baliyab).

102. Pfirvavikalpédhikarana (VS III-3-44 to III--3-50)
This is an incidental topic which deals with the question
whether certain religious rites to be observed mentally as
mentioned in Agnirahasya, are part of the performance of
the sacrificedone in the fire or are they part of vidyd observed
mentally in the .form of meditation and clarifies that these
are of the nature of meditation.

103. Sarirebhévédhikarana (vs 111-3-51 and 52)

In connection with the subject of the upizsam'z on fivc'ztman
which is also part of the meditation on Brahman, it discusses
the question whether fivt‘ztman is to be meditated upon in
its embodied state as kami, bhoktd etc. or in its true form as
qualified with its essential attributes such as apahatapizpmé,
satyasamkalpa etc. and it concludes that fivétman is to be
meditated upon in its true form as different from its
embodied form.

104. Angévabaddhidhikarana (VS III-3-53 and 54).

It discusses a minor issue whether or not the updsam'z on
udgitha which is enjoined in certain S‘szhfzs of the Upanisads
is applicable to all the other Sdkhas and answers that it is
applicable to all the Sakhés.
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105. Bhfima-jyiystvédhikarana (VS III-3-55)
In connection with the meditation on Vais’vénam Altman,
the question is discussed whether the meditations on dyuloka,
éditya, vizyu, [zkizs’a and prthivi which are parts of Vais'vc'mam
Atman (Brahman) are also to be done separately and it is
clarified that meditation on Vais'viznara Atman is to be
observed in its COsmic form as one Reality comprising all
parts.

106. Sabdidibhedidhikarana(vs III-3-56)
It establishes that the several vidyizs mentioned in the
different Upanisads are different because of the difference
in respect of the Scriptural statements in the form of
injuctions. (codana), the description in terms of gunas with
which Brahman is to be meditated, the designation offered
(ékhyiz) and other factors.

107.Vikalpidhikarana (VS III-3-57 to III-3-58)
It points out that the different vidyizs are alternative means
to attain Brahman because the nature of the attainment is
the same for all vidyizs.

108.Yathiérayabhivédhmarana(VS III-3-59 to III-3-64)
It discusses a minor point relating to the udgithaapizsam'z
which is enjoined in some of the Upanisads and clarifies
that it is not required to be observed necessarily in respect
of all vidyc'zs, as it is not enjoined as a subsidiary means to
updsam'z on Brahman.

Pfida 4:Angapida or the part dealing with thekarma
as ariga to vidyfi.

109. Purusirthidhikarana(VS III-4-1 to 111-4-20)
It critically examines the theory of karma or the performance
of the prescribed deeds as the direct means to the Supreme
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Goal (pumsartha) and affirms that vidya or (upasana) as aided
by karma is the direct sadhana to moksa.

110. Stutimétrédhikarana (VS III-4-21 to III-IV-22)
It deals with a minor matter relating to the glorificatory
statements about udgitha and clarifies that these are to be
taken as injuctions (vidhz') enjoining the upasana on udgitha.

111. PériplaVEdhikarana (VS III-4-23 to III-IV-24)
It points out that the statements found in the Upanisadic
passages dealing with the narration of Brahma-vidyas in
glorifying terms are to be taken as part of the vidhi enjoining
the upasana.

112.Agnindhanidy-adhikarana (VS III-4-25)

It examines the eligibility of the sanyasins for observing the
meditation on’Brahman since they cannot perform the
prescribed karma as ar'tga to upasana, being ineligible to light
the sacrificial fire (agnindhana) and answers that they too
are eligible for upizsam'zsince they observe such other karma:
as prescribed for sannyasas‘rama.

113. Sarvipeksidhikarana(VS III-4-26)
It discusses the case of the grhasthas and points out that they
are required to perform all the prescribed karmas such as
yajfia, dima, tapas etc. as aid to upasana since they are eligible
to light the sacrificial fire.

114. Samadamady-adhikarana (VS III-4-27)

It points out that besides the performance of prescribed
rituals the gjrhasthas are also required to cultivate iama or
tranquility, dama or control of senses, uparati or inner
satisfaction and titiksuor patience, samahitatva or equanimity
as these are all auxiliaries to vidya.
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115. Sarvannanumatyadhikarana (VS III-4-28 to 31)

It clarifies that the general permission sanctioned by the
Scripture for acceptance of all kinds of food by the Brahmavit
is intended for special circumstance such as at the time of
losing one's prima, as is evident from the episode of Usasti in
Chandogya Upanisad.

116. Vihitatvédhikarana (VS III-4-32 to 111-4-35)
It clarifies that the performance of karma such as yajfia, ddna
etc. is also to be performed by the gjrhasthas who are not
seekers of mokga, since these are enjoined by scripture even
for them.

117. Vidhuridhikarana (VS III-4-36 to III-4-39)
It clarifies that even individualswho do not belong to the
four diramas (amis’rami) such as those who are widowers are
also eligible for Brahma-vidyé.

118. Tadbhfitédhikarana (VS III-4-40 to 43)
It points out that persons who have been thrown out of a
particular (Zimma for having committed sinful acts are
forbidden from pursuing Brahma-vidyiz, since the observance
of vidyiz by such persons is forbidden by the s’izstra.

119. Swamyadhikarana (VS III-4-44 to III-4-45)
It dealswith an incidental topic relating to the udgithopflsané
and clarifies that this is to be accomplished by the priests
appointed for the purpose by the person who intends to
conduct it for the desired goal.

120. Sahakiry-adhikarana (VS III-4-46 to III-4-48)
It clarifies that the term mauna which implies manana or
reflection on the object of meditation is also enjoined along
with pizzzditya or deep knowledge and billyatva or child like
innocence which constitute the accessories to upésaniz.
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121. Aviskaradhikarana (VS 111-4-49)

It elucidates the term halyatva mentioned in the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad by pointing out that it does not
mean irresponsible behaviour like a child (kamacam) but it
refers to the childlike innocence by not manifesting
externally one's greatness as a Brahma-jfiani.

122.Aihikadhikarana (VS III-4-50)
It deals with the question whether or not the upa'sana
observed for the purpose of attaining benefits other than
moksa such as heavenly bliss, wealth etc. and points out that
the goal is attained soon after the completion of it, provided
there are no obstacles in the form of prarabdha karma.

123.Muktiphaladhikarana (VS 11-4-51)

It points out that in the case of the upasana observed for
attaining mokga, the goal is achieved soon after the
completion of meditation, provided there are no obstacles
in the form of strong prarabdha karma such as an offence to
Brahmavit.

Adhyaya IV-Phaladhyaya or the chapterdealingwith theSupreme
Goal.

Pada 1: Avrttipada or the part dealing with the
manner of upisana and its results
124. Avrttyadhikarana (VS IV-1-1 to 2)
It points out that vedana which is the same as the upasana or
dhyana and which is the direct means to attain the Supreme
goal is to be practised repeatedly and continuously until the
goal is achieved and that it is to be accomplished with the
aid of the yogaftgas.
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125. Atmopasanadhikarana (vs IV-1-3)
It discusses the question whether the upizsaka should
meditate on Brahman as different from him or as non-
different from him and answers that he should meditate on
it as its inner Self (iztnwtyeva)

126. Pratikédhikarana (VS IV-1-4 to IV-1-5)
It clarifies that in the ease of the upéwm’z on other entities
such as manas, prdna etc. the upizsaka should not regard them
as his Atman (Inner Self).

127. Adityadimaty-adhikarana (IV-1-6)
It considers an incidental topic relating to the contemplation
on udgitha as the symbol of Aditya and states that udgitha is
to be contemplated as szitya since the latter is a higher and
superior entity (utkarga) than the former.

128.Asinédhikarana (vs IV-1-7 to IV-1-11)
It specifies that the meditation is to be done in the sitting
posture since it secures steadiness of the mind and body
which is useful for concentraing on the object ofmeditation.

129.Aprayinidhikarana(VS IV-1-12)
It points out that the meditation is to be pursued until the
end of one‘s life, as stated in the Chandogya Upanisad (VIII-
15-1).

130. Tadadhigamfidhikarana (VS IV-1-13)
It establishes that upfzsané which has reached a state of
perfection resulting in the clearer vision of Brahman, has
the power to destroy all sins committed prior to its
embarkation (vim‘zs’a) and that the sins committed
unintentionally subsequent to the commencement of the
upiuam'z do not cling to him (aslem).
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131. Itarfidhikarana (VS IV-1-14)
It clarifies that pépa or sins referred to in the Upanisad also
includes punya or merit since punya also stands in the way of
attainment of moksa.

132. Anérabdhakiryédhikarana (VS IV-1-15)
it clarifies that the suitrta and duskrla which have not yet
begun to give their results stand eradicated but not the punya
and pépa kmmawhich have already begun to yield the results.

133. Agnihotrédy-adhikarana (VS IV-1-16 to IV-1-18)
It discusses the question whether the prescribed rituals such
as agnihotm are to be performed by the Brahma—mt for whom
the results for such meritorious deeds do not bear any result
and answers that these have to be observed since they are
mandatory for him.

134. Itaraksapanidhikarana
It clarifies that the prdrabdha-karma, that is , the punya and
pizpa karma which has begun to bear its fruits, is to be
experienced either until the end of the present life or even
in a subsequent life until it is totally got rid of.

Pida 2: Utkrfznti pfida or the part dealing with the
exit of the jiva from the body.

135. Végédhikarana (VS IV-2-1 to IV-2-2)
While discussing the process of the exit of the fiva or the
upésaka at the time ofdeath, it points out that the very organ
of speech becomes merged in the manas in the sense that it
becomes united with it.
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136. Manodhikarana (VS IV-2-3)
It clarifies that the mind combined with all the indn‘yas is
notdissolved in the prima or vital breath but it becomes united
with it.

137.Adhyaksidhikarana (VS IV-2-4)

it points out that [mind associated with the sense organs
becomes united with the fiva, which is the lord of all sense
organs.

138.Bhfitidhikarana (VS IV-2-5 to IV-2-6)
It clarifies that the term tejas with which prima is united,
according to the Upanisad, implies all the five subtle
elements including fire.

139.Asrty-upakramidhikarana (VS IV-2-7 to IV-2-13)
It discusses the question whether the utkn'mti is applicable
to both persons who have realized Brahman and also those
who have not undertaken the upimmiz to attain Brahman
and affirms that utkréntz' is common for the upc‘zsakas and
non-upésakas upto the point of entering into mflrdhanya-
midi or the main artery leading from the heart to the cown
of the head.

140. Parasampatty-adhikarana (VS IV42-14)
It explains how in the final stage of utkrimti, thefiva associated
with the subtle sense organs, mind, primaas well as the subtle
elements becomes united with the Supreme Deity (para-
devatfz) and that this temporary union with the para-devatiz
abiding in one's own body as the Antaryizmz’nis intended for
securing some relief for the afilicted fiva.

141.Avibhigidhikarana(VS IV-2-15)
It clarifies that the term sampattz' or the union of fiva with
Paramfztman does not imply dissolution of it in the causal
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substance but on the contrary, it means that it becomes
united with Paramiltman in such a way that the two entities
become indistinguishable (avibhizga).

142. Tadokodhikarana (VS IV-2-16)
It describes how the fiva is enabled to exit through the
susumnfinnédi radiating from the heart to the crown of the
head which is illumined by Paramizt‘man out of His grace in
response to the devoted meditation on Him and also constant
contemplation on the arcin'zdi mt'zrga as part of an aid to
upizsané.

143. Rasmy-adhikarana (VS IV-2-17)
It states thatfiva, after its exit from the body proceeds to the
realm of the sun through the course of its rays, which are
present even in the night.

144.Nis’adhikarana (VS IV-2-18)

It affirms that the Brahmavit even if he dies in the night,
attains Brahman.

145.Daksinayanfidhikarana (VS IV-2-19)
The death of a Brahmam't in the half period when the sun
moves southward (daksinizyana) does not affect his
attainment of Brahman.

Pada 3: Gatipida or thepart dealingwith themove-
ment of jiva through the divine pathway.
146.Arciridy-adhikarana (VS IV-3-1)
It examines the varying views found in the different
Upanisads regarding the pathway leading to the Brahmaloka
and concludes that there is only one pathway named arcirizdz'

mc'zrga commencing from arcis or light through which jiva
traverses to the higher realm.
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147. Vayavadhikarana (VS IV-3-2)
By way of clarifying the order in which the celestial deities
are mentioned in the Upanisads, it points out that devaloka
mentioned in one place is not different from vizyu or
vizyuloka mentioned in another Upanisad.

148. Varunadhikarana (VS IV-3-3)
It clarifies that Varuna, the celestial deity ruling the rains
(pafjanya), is to be placed after lightning (vidyut) since the
two are connected together.

149. Ativahikadhikarana (vs IV-3-4 to IV-3-5)
It clarifies that the light (arcis) day, month, etc. do not refer
to the physical entities nor are they places of enjoyment but
they are the presiding deities over them and serve as guides
(ativahikas) enroute the abode of Paramdtman.

150. Kiryadhikarana (VS IV-3-6 to IV-3-15)
It discusses two conflicting views relating to the types' of
updmkas who are lead by the celestial deities to Brahma-10kt;
held by Badari andjaimini, and establishes conclusively that
neither those who meditate on Caturmukha Brahma nor those
who meditate exclusively on Brahman are lead to the
Brahma-loka but as sated by Badarayana, only those who
meditate on Brahman and also on the individual self
(jivdtman) conceived as inherently related to Brahman
(Brahmiztmaka)are led by the alivdhikas through the drain—1di-

mt'zrga.

Pida 4: Muktipada or the part dealing with the
nature of the moksa attained by jiva.
151. Sampadyivirbhivadhikarana(VS IV-4-1 to IVA-3)
It discusses the issue whether flva which attains Brahman
acquires any new form in the state of muktior does it remain
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in its own form and affirms thatfiva after reaching Brahman
(sampadaya) manifests itself in its own natural form (svena
rflpa) with all the eight attributes which were eclipsed during
the state of bondage but now the same being fully
manifested.

152. Avibhagena-drstatvidhikarana (VS IV-4-4)
It discusses the questinn whether thefiva in the state of msksa
enjoys the gunas ofBrahman as being separate from Brahman
(prthag-bhiitam) or it experiences the same as being non-
distinct (avibhaktam) and concludes that the mukta—jiva
enjoys itself as non-distinct from Brahman since it now
actually realizes that it is integrally related to Brahman
(avibhc'zgena dystatvizt).

153. Brahmidhikarana (VS IV-4-5 to IV-4-7)
It examines the two views relating to the specific form in
which fiva manifests itself after attaining Brahman viz (i)
whether it manifests itselfwith all the eight attributes stated
in the Chandogya, as held byJaimini or whether it manifests
itself as consciousness only (cin-mdtra) , as held byAudulomi
and afiirms, as pointed out by Badarayana, that fiva though
it is by nature of pure consciousness, also possesses all the
eight attributes in the state of muktz‘, since there is no
contradiction between the two views.

154. Sariikalpadhikarana (VS IV-4-8 to IV-4-9)
It discusses the question whether the mukta fiva which is
stated to perform any activities it desires in the state of mukti,
fulfills all its desires out of its own free will or with some
effort as in the case of ordinary individualsand answers that
it fulfills its desires out of its own free will and no additional
effort is needed for this purpose.



The Names ofAdhikarargas 371

155. Abhividhikarana (VS IV-4-10 to IV-4-16)
It examines the two conflicting views of Bfidari and jaimini
regarding the possession of the body and the sense organs
for performing activities by the muktafivas and points out,
as stated by Badarayana, that muktafiva can assume a body,
if it so desires and also can remain without a body, if it so
wills.

156. Jagad-vyépéravarjédhikarana (VS IV-4-17 to IV-
4-22)
It discusses an important question whether the mukta fiva
which is stated in the Upanisad to enjoy equal status
(paramasizmya)with Brahman in the state of muktz' has the
capacity to create the universe and answers that it does not
have this capacity since the cosmic function of creation
exclusively belongs to Paramdtman. It also clarifies that equality
with Brahman is only in respect of the enjoyment of bliss of
Brahman and its glory (bhogamiztm-sdmya). When once fiva
attains muktz', there is no return of it to the mundane
esistence (ant'zvrttz').
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THE NAMES OF BRAHMA—VIDYAS

referred to in the Upanisadsand theAdhikarana—sarévali
in the alphabetical order1

Names

WM

9399‘!“

9.

10.

ll.
12.

. AkiSa-vidyfi

Aksara—vidyi
Aksistha
Satyabrahma—vidyi
Anandamaya—vidya
Angusgha-pramita-vidyi
Antaryimi-vidyi
An taridilya-vidyfi
Bilaki-vidya

Bhumi—Vidyi

Dahara—vidyi

Gargy-aksara—vidyi
Giyatri-vidyé '

1 3.]yotisarhjyolir-vidyi

14.

15.

16.
17

lsivisya-vidyi

Paficigni-vidyi

Paramjyolir-vidya
. Parampurusa-V‘Idyé
(also named
Trimatrapranava-vidya)

Reference to Reference to
Upanisads Vedanta Sfitra

Ch. Up [-9 and VS 1-1-23 and
Viii-14 VS 1-3-42
Mund. Up 1-1-5 VS 1-2-22
Br. Up VII-543:2 VS 111-3-20

and 21
Tait. Up 11-5 VS 1-1-13
Kagha Up. 11—4—12 VS 1-3-23
Br. Up. V-7-l VS 1-2-19
Ch. Up 1-1-6 VS 1-1-21
Kaus. Up IV-lB VS 1-4-16
Br. Up. l'V-1«16
Ch. Up V-15-l VS 1-3-7
to VII-16-1
Ch. Up V111-1«l, VS 1-3-13 8:
TajL Nix-Ema 11-5 VS 111-3-38
Br. Up V-8-8 VS 1-3—9

Ch. Up 111-l2 to 6 VS 1-1-25
and [-1-26

Br. VIA-16 and 17 VS 1-3-31
and [+13

Isa Up. VS 111—4—1.

VS 111-+9
Ch. Up V-10

'

Also Br. Up. VS 111-1-1
VIII-2-15 and 111-3—32

Ch. Up. 111-1378: BVS 1-1-25
Prasna Up. V-5 VS 1-3-12

Reference to
Adhikarana-
sérivali
AS 69 and 128

AS 93
AS 344

AS 59 and 60
AS 116
AS 91
AS 62 8c 63
AS 139

AS 104and 105

A5111 and 112

AS 108
AS 72

AS 136

AS 397

AS 274

AS 71 and 72
AS 109
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18

21.
22.
23.

24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

. Paryanka-vidya
19.
20.

Prana-vidya
Pratardana-vidya

Madhu-vidya
Maitreyi—vi dyz't
Naciketawidya
(also named Attrvidya)
Nyasa-vidya

Sad-vidya
Samvarga-vidya

Sandilya-vidya

Satyakama-vidyi

(also named Sodaéakalaéa—
Brahma-vidya)
Vaiévinara—vidya

Vyihrti-vidya
(also named
Adityamandalastha—
Brahma-vidya)
Upakosala-vidyi

Usastakahola-vidyi
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Kaus Up. 1

Ch. Up. 1-11-5

Kaus Up. 111—2

8: 111-9

Ch. Up III-1
Br. Up V1—5—6

Katha Up. 1-2

Tait. Narayana 51

Ch. Up. VI—2-1

Ch. Up. IV-3—1

lo 6
Ch Up. 111-14-1
Br. Up. V11-6-1
Ch. Up IV-14—9

Ch. Up. VII-11
to 24
Br. Up. V11-5-1

Ch. Up. IV-10~5
8c 1V-15-3
Br. Up V—4—1

and V-5-1

VS 1'V-3-11
VS 1-1-24
VS 1-1-29

VS 1-3-30
VS 1-4-29
VS 1-2-9

VS [11—3-56

(implied accord-
ing to ijinujaT)
VS 1-1-5
VS 1-1—33

VS 1-2-1
and [11-3-19
Not referred
to in VS

VS 1-2-25 and
111-3-55
VS 111—3—20

VS 1-2—13

VS 111-3-35

AS 514
AS 70
AS 74

AS 124
AS 141
AS 86 8c 87

AS 385

AS 55 and 56
AS 125

AS 85

Not referred
to inAS

AS 94 and 95
also 381-82
AS 344

A888

AS 361-362

. There is no unanimity among the commentators regarding the names of the
Brahma—vidya's though they generally agree that the total number of vidya's as
means to mohsa is thirty two. The names given in this list are in accordance
with the Adhiharazta—Sdniualipublished by Ahobilamutt, Madras (1940).
See Srutaprakafiha on RB 111-3—56. Akmmvidyfidihé iti adifabdena nyiso
vivaksz'tall. See also AS verse 385.



GLOSSARY

Abheda : Non-difference.
Abheda—jfidna : Knowledge of the identity of jiva and Brah-
man.
Abheda—sruti : Scriptural texts speaking of the non-differ-
ence between jiva and Brahman.
Abhinispatti : Manifestation.
Abhyfisa : Repetition.
Acérya: Preceptor.
Acit : Non-sentientmatter; primordialcosmicmatter.
Adhizra: That which serves as the basis; the Supporter.
Adheya : That which is sustained; the supported.
Adhikaraua : Topical section comprising one or more sfitras
dealing with a specific subject.
Adhisthfina : Substratum; objective basis for illusion (acc.
SB).
Adhydsa : Superimposition.
Adhyfiya : A chapter in Brahma-sfitras.
Aditya : The Sun.
Adrsta : Unseen potency.
Adres’ya : Imperceptible.
Adrsyatvddhikamna : Topic dealing with the subject of Brah-
man as imperceptible etc.
Agni : Fire.
Agnindhana : One who is eligible to light the sacrificial fire.
Ahamartha : The entity denoted by the notion of "I"; the
fivdtman (acc. RB).
Ahz’kundala : The serpent and its coils.
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Ajada : Sentient.
Aja : Unborn, Prakrti (acc. Sérhkhya).
Ajfidna : Ignorance, absence of knowledge.
Ajara : Free from old age.
Akds’a : Cosmic ether, space.
Akhya : Designation; name.
Aksara : Imperishable; Brahman,- fivfitman; prakrh'.
Aksaifidhikamzm : The topic dealing with Brahman as aksara.
Aksi : Eye.
Aksipurusa : The deity seen inside the eyes (by the yogi).
Amrta : Immortal.
Ambara : Sky.
Arr'lsa : A part; an integral part of a complex whole (acc.
RB); close resemblance (acc. MB); appearing as part (acc.
SB).
Arr'ls’fidhikarana : Topic dealing withfiva as an amsa or Brah-
man.
Amdnava Purusa : The celestial deity who leads the liber-
ated souls to Brahmaloka.
Amidi : That which has no origin.
Ananta : Infinite; that which is not conditioned by time,
s ace and another entity.
Amanda : bliss.
Ananya : Non-distinct; non-difference.
Anandumaya : Blissful;
Anandamayfidhikaraiga : The topic dealing with Brahman as
finandamaya.
Ananda-tfiratamya : gradation in respect of the enjoyment
of bliss by liberated Iivas (acc. to MB)
Amivrtti : Non-return to bondage.
Angusthamfitra : Size of the thumb.
Anivacaniya : Indeterminant; inexplicable.
Ariga : Subsidiary.
Antahkararja : Internal sense organ; mind.
Antara : Inside; within.
Antarfidhikarana : The topic dealing with the nature of the
purusa seen within fiditya and aksi.
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Antarfitmzi : Inwelling Self; Paramdtman as immanent in all
beings.
Antaryfimin : The inner controller; The immanent Supreme
Being which controls everything from within; Brahman.
Antaryfimyadhikararja : The topic dealing with Brahman as
Antarydmin.
Amt : Monadic.
Anumdna : Inference.
Anumanika : That which is established by inference; prakrti
admitted by the samkhyas.
Anupapatti : Logical untenability.
Anupraves’a : Entry of Brahman into all created objects along
with 171211.

Apacceda-nydya : The principle according to which what is
later is to be accepted in preference to the earlier.
Apahata pfipma : Free from evil.
Apara : Lower.
Aparoksajr'ldna : Direct knowledge of Brahman derived from
meditation (acc. RB); Intuitive knowledge of identityof jan
and Brahman (acc. SB); direct vision of Brahman (acc. MB).
Aprthakbhfita : Not existing as separate.
grambhana : Being connected with speech (acc. RB)
Arambhanfidhikararja : The topic dealing with the subject of
Brahman as material cause of the universe.
Arcis : Light.
Arcirddimfirga : The pathwaypresided over by celestial dei-
ties throughwhich mukta fiva traverses to the higher abode.
As’abdam : Not supported by scripture but proved by
anumdna.
Asakrt : Repeated observance.
Aspasta : Ambiguous.
As’rama : Stages of life.
Asraya : Locus, basis, support.
Ativfidi : One who speaks greatness of a principle.
Atman : The individual self; also Paramdtman (Brahman).
Attd : The devourer; one who is the cause of the dissolution
of the universe.
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Avasthd : the modified state of a substance.
Avasthiti : Abiding as one thing in the other.
Avibhfiga : Non-distinct; Identity (acc. SB)
Avidyfi 2 The cosmic principle which causes the appear-
ance of Brahman as the universe (acc. SB); Karma in the
form of punya and papa (acc. RB).
Avikfira : Not subject to any modification.
Avidusa : One who does not practice meditation on Brah-
man.
Avirbhfiva : Manifestation.
Avrttih : Repeated practice.
Avyakta : Unmanifest primordial cosmic matter (prakrti);
Avydkrta : Unmanifest state of prakrti; Brahman as associ-
ated with subtle cit and acit.
Ayatana : Abode; that which holds togther.
Avirodha : Absence of contradiction.
Avirodhfidhyfiya : The chapter II of Brahmasfitras proving
the absence of contradiction in respect of Vedanta theo-
nes.
Buddha : Bound, The firm in bondage.
Bhakti : Devotion; unceasing meditation on God.
Bhakti-yoga : unceasing meditation adopted as a direct
sfidhana for attaining moksa.
Bhfisya : Commentary (on Vedanta sfitms).
Bheda : Difference.
Bheda-éruti : Scriptural texts teaching difference between
the Brahman and fiva.
Bheda-vfida : The theory emphasizing the difference between
the ontological entities.
Bheddbheda : Difference-cum non-difference.
Bhedfibheda-vfida : The Theory upholding bhedfibheda. be-
tween Brahman and fiva as well as jagat.
Boddhfi : The knower.
Bhoga : Experience of bliss of Brahman.
Bhoktfi : One who experiences the individual self.
Bhftmfi : Infinitely great; bliss par excellence; Brahman.
Bhutdkdéa : Physical ether.
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Bhfltasflksma : Five subtle elements and indriyas.
Bhfitayoni : Source of the universe.
Bimba-dars’ana : Direct vision of the image of God.
Brahma : The Vedic deity entrusted with the task of the
creation of the universe.
Brahma (Brahman) : The Ultimate Reality in Vedanta.
Brahma-loka : The abode of Brahman.
Brahma-saksatkdra : Direct realization of Brahman.
Brahma-vidya : The Upasana (meditation) on Brahman cul-
minating in the direct vision of Brahman (acc. RB); the spiri-
tual knowledge of Brahman.
Buddhi : Intellect; internal organ; mind.
Caksus : eyes.
Camasa : A special type of vessel used in yaga for drinking
soma juice used in the yaga.
Candra : moon.
Chaya : shadow.
Cintana : Repeated contemplation of the object of medita-
tion; dhyana (meditation).
Cit : Sentient being; the individual self.
Dahara, also Daharaka's’a {Subtle space within the heart;
Brahman.
Daharadhikarana : The topic dealing with the meditation
on daharfikds’a as Brahman.
Dama : Controlling of sense organs.
Dana : Charity.
Daréana : Vision or the realization of the self; specific type
of meditation characterized with vividness (acc. RB); sys-
tem of Philosophy.
Devata : Celestial deity.
Dharana : Concentration on the object of meditation; sixth
limb of yogar'lgas.
Dharma : Attribute : quality.
Dharmabhfita-jfzana : Knowledge as an essential attributeof
the self. attributiveknowledge.
Dharmi : Substrate; substantive aspect of a viéista entity;
Dhruvanusmrti : Steadfast meditation.
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Dhyfina : Meditation.
Dipa : Light of the lamp.
Dosa : Defect.
Drastd : The seer; Paramfimtman; also jivdtman.
Dravya : Sustance; that which serves as the substratum for
modification.
Dfst'u'nia : lilustraiiou.
Duhkha :Suffering; grief.
Duskrta : Sin; sinful deeds; evil.
Dvaita : Dualism; the system of Vedanta expounded by
Madhva.
Dyuh : Heaven.
Dyubhvddyadhikarana : The topic dealing with Brahman as
the Ayatana of heaven, earth etc.
Dvyanuka : Combination of two primary atoms; binary com-
pound.
Eka : One.
Gati : Movement of firm after its exit from the body to the
higher realms.
Gauna : Secondary.
Gaunfirtha : Secondary meaning of a term.
Guhfi : Cave; inner recess of the heart.
Guna : Quality; attribute.
Hetu : Reason.
Heya-guna : Defiling qualities or attributes.
Heya-pratyanika : Opposed to everything that is defiling.
Hiranmaya : Golden.
Hiranyagarbha : Vedic deity entrustedwith the function of
creation.
Hita : Means or sfidhana to achieve the Supreme Goal.
Hrsva : Short.
Istddhikdri : Those who have performed meritorious deeds.
Indra : The name of the chief celestial deity.
Indriyas : The sense organs.
lksana : The act of seeing or resolving.
ls’vara : The Ruler of the universe.
Iada : Inert matter.
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Iagat : Universe.
Iagat-kfirana : Being the primary cause of the universe.
Ifigrat : Waking state of the self.
Ianma : Origin; birth.
Iantu : A living being.
[athardgni : Digestiv fire.
jijfifisfi : Desire to know; enquiry into the nature of Brah-
man.
Iijfidsddhikarana : The topic dealing with the enquiry into
the nature of Brahman.
fiva, also fivfitmfi : The Individual self.
fivanmukti : Liberation of an individual self from bondage
while he is still embodied.
Ifuina : Knowledge.
Ififita : The Knowing subject; the individual self as the
knower.
Ifidtrtva : Knowership.
Ifieya : What is known; object.
Iyotis : Light, spiritual light.
Kalyfina-guna : Auspicious attributes (of Brahman).
Kfima : Sensual desires; what is desired or aspired for.
Kartfi : Agent of action; the self as doer.
Kartrtva : Process of action; activity.
Kiraria : Cause.
Karma : Action, ritualistic deeds; the result of past deeds.
Karma-Mada : Portion of the Vedas dealing with rituals.
Kfirya : Effect; what is brought into existence.
Krti : Effort.
Krtsna-prasakti : Total transformation.
Kratu : Ritualistic deeds.
Laya : Dissolution of the universe.
Laukika : Empirical.
Lilli : Sport.
Lir'iga : Identity mark; characteristic.
Mahat : The great; evolute of prakrti.
Mahimfi : Greatness; glory.
Manana : Logical reflecton.‘
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Manas : Mind.
Mauna : Silence; repeated reflection on the object of medi-
tation.
Mdyd : Cosmic principle which gives rise to the world of
illusion (acc. SB); the phenomenal character of the universe;
the primordial cosmic matter; that which is an instrument
of wonderful creation (acc. RB).
Mfiyfivdda : The doctrine of Advaita which advocates that
everything other than Brai‘m‘ian is illusory.
Mfiyin : One who wields mfiyfi; lsvara.
Mimdrhsd : Enquiry into the meaning of the Scriptural texts.
Mithyd : Illusory.
Mithydtva : Illusoriness.
Moksa : Liberation of the firm from bondage; unionwith the
Supreme Being and enjoyment of the bliss of Brahman.
Mrt : Clay.
Mrttikfi : Made of clay.
Mrtyu : Death.
Mukhyfirtha : Primary meaning.
Mukta : One who is liberated from bondage; the liberated
soul.
Mukti : The state of final liberation from bondage.
Mfiligprukrti : The primordial cosmic matter.
Mumuksu : An aspirant for moksu.
Nfibhi : Hub of the wheel.
Nddi : Subtle artery.
Nairghanya : Cruelty.
Nfimadheya : Designation by name.
_Nfima-rfipa : Name and form.
Nfinfi : Manifold; different.
Nfinfi-vyapudeéa : Texts teaching in the primary sense that
jiva is different from Brahman (acc. RB).
Nididhyfisana : Steadfast meditation.
Nimitta-kfirazla : The instrumental or efficient cause.
Nirar'ljana : Free from bondage.
Niravayava : Incapable of physical division; partiess.
Nirdosa : Defectless; free from all defilements.
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Nirguna : Devoid of attributes; undifferentiated.
Nirgurja Sruti : Scriptural text describing Brahman as de-
void of attributes.
Nirlepa : Unaffected by the experience of sukha and duhkha.
Niruptidhika : Unconditioned.
Nirvikalpa : Indeterminate; devoid of all qualities (acc. SB).
Nirvikara : Immutable.
Nirviéesa : Devoid of all characteristics; undifferentiated.
Niskala : Devoid of parts.
Niskramana : Exit of the fiva from the body.
Niskriya : Devoid of activity; free from self—effort (acc. RB)
Nitya : Eternal.
Niyamana : Control.
Niyanta : One who controls all beings; God.
Pafica-bhfita : Five physical elements.
Pada : Part; part of an adhyaya in the Brahma-sfitras.
Papa : Sin.
Paficaratra : Treatises dealing with the mode of worship
and allied matters relating to Vaisnavism.
Paficikarafia : The process of quintuplication of five elements.
Para : The higher element.
Para Brahma : The ultimate Reality; the higher Brahman
(acc. SB); the Supreme Being (acc. RB).
Paramapada : The eternal abode of God.
Parama-purusdrtha : The Supreme Goal.
Paramfinus : The atoms which are conceived by the
Vaisesikas as partless, eternal, infinitesimal and supra-sen—
suous reals.
Paramarthika : That which is absolutely real (acc. SB); real
(acc. RB).
Param-jyotis : The transcendental light; Brahman.
Parama—purusa : The Supreme Being; Paramatman.
Paramatman : The Supreme Self; Brahman; God.
Paratantra : That which is dependent.
Parimana : Dimension.
Purinama : Evolution; Modification.
Parayatta : What is endowed by God such as kartrtva.
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Phala : Fruit or result of an endeavour.
Pradhflna : The primordial cosmic matter (prakrti), admit-
ted by the Samkhya.
Prakfira : Mode of a substance; an attribute.
Prakfirin : That which has modes or attributes; Brahman.
Prakzis’a : Illumination.
Prakrti : Primordial cosmic matter; also the material cause
(ac-c. SB and RB)
Pralayu : Dissolution of the universe.
Prameya : The theory established by'pramdnas.
Prim: : Vital breath; fiva; Brahman.
Pras’fisana : The power to command.
Brasiddha : What is well-established.
Pnipya : What is to be attained; Goal of attainment.
Pratibimba : Reflection; similar to (acc. MB)
Pratika : The symbol of Brahman adopted for meditation.
Prayatna : Effort.
Prthak : Distinct; separate.
Prthivi : Earth.
Prfiyascitta : Expiatory rite.
Puccha : Tail; support.
Pundarika : Lotus.
Punya : Merit.
Purusdrtha : The goal of human edeavour.
Purusottama : The Supreme Person; Brahman.
Purusa : Person; individual self; Paramdtman.
Purvfigha : Sins committed prior to the commencement of
the upfisanfi.
Pfirvapaksa : Prima facie view.
Pfirva-mimdn'lsfi : The treatises which deal with the ritualis-
tic portion of the Vedas.
Sabda : Sound; verbal testimony; revealed scripture.
Sfidhana : Spiritual discipline; means adopted to attain Brah-
man.
Sfidharmya : Equality; Similarity.
Sad-vidyd : Meditation on Brahman conceived as sat, as
taught in the ChandogyaUpanisad.
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Sidrs’ya : Similarity.
Saguna : Endowed with attributes.
Saguria Sruti : Scriptural statement describing Brahman as
qualified with attributes.
Sahakfiri-kdrana : Accessory cause.
Sdmdnadhikaranya 2 Syntactic equation of terms denoting
the same entity but connoting different qualities.
Samanvaya : Concurrence with the main purport.
Samanvayfidhikarana : The topic dealing with the correla—
tion of the Upanisadic texts with Brahman.
Sarfibandha : Relationship.
Sarhhart'd : Brahman as the cause of the dissolution of the
universe.
Sampmsdda : fivfitman (acc. RB); state of deep sleep (acc.
SB).
Samyoga 2 Conjuction; external relationship.
Samvrti : The principle conceived by the Buddhists to ex—

plain the phenomenal appearance of the manifold universe.
Sarfisdra : Bondage.
Samasti-srsti 2 Creation of the aggregate universe.
Sfimya : Equality; equal status of the mukta-jiva with Brah-
man.
Sandhyfi 2 The state of dream.
Sarr'lkalpa 2 Will.
Sanmdtra : Constituted of knowledge only.
Sarira : Body; thatwhich is necessarily supported and con-
trolled by the self and also subserves its purpose (acc. RB).
Sariri : The self of the sarira; Brahman.
Sarira—sariri-bhfiva : The organic relationship between Brah-
man and the universe of cit and acit (acc. RB).
Sarvajfia : Omniscient.
Sarvavit : Knower of everything.
Sarvfitmé : Self of all.
Szistra 2 Sacred texts.
Sattd : Existence.
Satya : Truth; Brahman as Reality (acc. SB); Unconditioned
existence of Brahman (acc. RB).
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Satyakfima : One whose needs or desires are self-fulfilled.
Satya-sarr'zkalpa : One whose will is not obstructed (acc. RB).
Savisfesu : That which is characterized; Brahman as charac-
terized with attributes.
Sfiyujya 2 The state of moksa in which the individual self
enjoys equal status of Brahman.
Setu : Causeway.
Siddhfinta : Final view; the established conclusive theory.
Siddhavastu : That which is already established.
Smrti : Textsbasedon the revealed scripture such as Itihfisas,
Purfiuas etc.
Srstz' : Creation.
vaana : Comprehendingwhat is taught by a teacher.
Sthfila : Gross; manifested form.
Suddhasattva : Spiritual substance characterized by unal-
loyed sattva.
Sukha : Happiness.
Sukrta : Merit earned by the performance of good deeds.
Sfiksma : Subtle; unmanifest form.
Sfmyu : Void; indeterminable (acc. Buddhist)
Susupti : Dreamless state.
Susumnd-nddi : The subtle artery which radiates from the
heart to the crown of the head throughwhich the jiva exits
from the body.
Sfltra : An aphorism; a concise aphoristic sentence expressed
in a few words.
Sfitrakfira : The author of the Vedénta-sfitras.
Svabhfiva : The essential nature of an object; essential char-
acteristic of an object (acc. RB).
Svdbhdvika : Natural form; unconditioned.
Svapna : Dream.
Svarflpalaksana : Definition of an object in terms of its es-
sential attributes.
Svatuntra : One who is independent Such as Brahman.
Svayam-prakfisa : Self-luminous; self-established (acc. SB.)
Syddvfida : The theory of the Iainas regarding the seven—
fold description of an entity.
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Tamas : The primordial cosmic matter (prakrti); also one of
the three qualities (guna) of prakrti.
Tapas : Austerity; also Brahman.
Tatastha-laksana : Definition of an object by means of iden-
tity.
Tatkratu—nyaya : The principle according to which in what-
ever form a person medit
the same.
Tattva : Metaphysical Reality; Ontological entity.
Tejas : Splendour; the element of fire.
Triguna : Three qualities of prakrti—sattva, rajas and tamas.
Tyaga : Renouncement.
Ubhayaliriga : Two-fold characteristic of Brahman as free
from all defects and also endowedwith kalyana-gunas (acc.
RB)
Ubhayalirigadhikarana : The topic dealing with Brahman as
ubhayalifiga.
Unmana : Dimension.
Upfidfina-karana : Material cause.
Upfidhi : Adjunct; a limiting condition.
Upakrama : Commencement.
Upalabdhi : Comprehension.
Upalaksarga : Qualification per accidens.
Upalaksya : What is denoted by upalaksarga.
Upapatti : Logical tenability.
Upakaratza : Accessories.
Upfisaka : One who practises meditation.
Upasan'lhara : Conclusion; conclusive statement.
Upfisami : Steadfast meditation; unceasing loving medita-
tion on Brahman (acc. RB).
Upaya : Means to attain a goal.
Urdhvaretas : One who practises strict celibacy.
L—Imanabhi : Spider.
Utpatti : Production; origin.
Uttara—mimfin’tsfi : The treatises which deal with the
Upanisadic portion of the Vedas; Vedanta.
Vaidharmya : Dissimilarity; different from.
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Vairfigyu : Non-attachment.
Vaiéviinara : The Ruler of all souls; elemental fire; the diges-
tive fire.
Vaisamya : Partiality.
Vfikyfirtha-jr‘lfina : Knowledge derived from the study of the
sacred texts.
Varndsmma-dharma : Religious duties prescribed according
to castes and stages of life.
Veda : Revealed scripture.
Vicitra-sakti : Variegated power.
Vidyfi : Upasana leading to the direct knowledge of Brah-
man (acc. RB); knowledge of the identity of fiva and Brah-
man (acc. SB).
deyfinvaya : The correlation between the earlier and later
statements.
Vijr'uina : Knowledge.
Vijr'ldtd : Knower.
Vilaksana : Of different nature.
Vikfira : Change; modification.
Vipascit : Omniscient.
Virodha : Conflict; contradiction.
Visaya : Subject-matter of discussion.
Visaya-vfikya : The Upam'sadic statement which serves as
the basis for the Vedanta-sfitra.
Vis’esarga : Qualification; attribute.
Visesya : The substrate for an attribute.
Visista : What is qualified.
Vis’ista-abheda-vdda : The theory upholdingoneness of Brah-
man as viéista or organically related to cit and acit (acc.
RB).
Visistaikya : Oneness of substance as inseparably related to
the attributes.
Visvakartfi : Creator of the universe.
Vivarta : Illusory manifestation.
Vivarta-vfida : The theory adopted by samkara to account
for the illusory manifestion of Brahman as the manifold
universe.
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Vyapades’a : Meaning in the primary sense.
Vyfivahfirikfi : Empirical.
Yajr'm : Offering of sacrifice in the consecrated fire.
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Adhiharazia:meaningand definition
ofxxv—xxv-i-7;number of xxvi; names
of and subjects discussed in, See
Appendix I.
Adhikarana—xériwali : Scope and
content ofxxv—xxvii; central theme
and broad subjects discusses in xxv-ii-

xxxii, 15-16. Special features of xxxii-
xxxv; see alsoAppendix 1 for names
and subjectmatter of discussion of
adhikarazmx.
Adréyatvizdhiharazm : 69, 315-316.
Ahikundalidhikamna:134, 333.
Akés'a: as Brahman, seeBrahman.
Akiu'édhikamzm:4041.
Ahsara : as Brahman see Brahman;
as qualified with attributes 69 and
82-83.
Ahgarédhz'karazza : 80-81.
Aménavapuruga: 274, 276.
Ariu'a: asjiva seefiuétman; different
views reg. 196—199.

Amiédhihamna: 195.
Anandamaya : also Ananda, as
Brahman 31.
Alavandir also Yamuna : xxi, works
ofxxi.
Ana‘ndamayadhiharazta: 31-32.
Antaryizmi : as Brahman, see
Brahman.
Antaryami Brahmana : 65-66.
Antaqémyadhiharazta: 65.
Apaccheda-nyéya: 221.

Arcirizdi—mérga: Theory of 273-274.
Arambhapfidhflmrazm : 129-31, 326, 332.
Atman: as Paramétman see Brahman;
as jivt'ztmt'z, see jivt'ztman.
Almédhikarana 182.
Avirodhédhyéya: xxix, 149.
Audulomi: 117, 290.
Am'bhizga:jiva’s relation to Brahman
as 287.
BizdarZzyazza, Also Vyasa, passim;
specific mention ofthe name in the.
Brahmasutrasz 94, 217, 291, 294.
Bhahtz' : also Bhakti—yoga, See 141650115.
Bhaskara: 182, 197, 201.
thdizbheda-w'zda: xxii.
Bhedavizda:313.
Bhedas’mtis: 195, 328.
Bin'uné : as Brahma : meaning and
implication ofthe term, 77.
Bhfimédhiharana: 77.
Bimba—pratibimba: 328.
Bodhc'zyana (also vfltikt'zra) : as the
earliest commentator on VS: xx.
Brahmédhiharana: 290.
Brahma-vidyé: theoryof 229; nature
of 245-248;difl'erent types of 231; as
alternative means to mahga 232;
manner of observing 251-252;
essential attributes of Brahman to
be contemplated in respect of 235-
236; eligibilityofpersonsfor 241-42;
requirements for observing243-44.
See also Appendix II for names of
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thirty-two Brahma-vidyizx.
Brahman: also l’aramritma'n,passim,
doctrine of, 27; definition of l2, l7,
svampalaksana of 13, tatasthalalqana
of 13, as jagatkt'zmna 12, essential
nature (svarz'tpa) of 27, as sentient
Being 27—28, as distinct from
pradluina (prahjrti) and individual self
31, as distinct from exaltedfivas36,
as possessing a lusu uus spiritual body
37-38, as distinct from non—sentient
cosmic entities 39, as (Haifa 40, as
prana 42, as parmh jyatis 42, as
antarhtmb, of Indra-prana, 44,
distinguishingcharacteristicsof53-
54, as sarur'ztmz'z 58, as attz'z 58-59, as
purusaabiding in the eye (akgi) 61,
64; as sar’nyadvima 63, as bhimu'mi
69, asAntaryamin 65, 67; as aksam
69; as bhfum‘z 77; as infinite bliss 80;
as izdh am of universe 80; as
prajésitizra83;as objectofenjoyment
of muktas 84; as Daharékés‘a 96; as
apahatapz'zpmiz 2 19; as ang'usthamiura
purusa 01; as object of meditation
for devatas and other celestial
deities93, 94; as némn'tpa-niruahité
95; as the sole cause of the universe
101-102; as ubhayalifiga 217, 219; as
the highest Reality 208-9; as
bestower of maksa and other
puwanhas210-211;asworthy object
ofmeditation 201; as nimittakérana
of the universe 1 19; as upéddnakfimzza
of the universe 122-25; as Cid-acid
visista, 130.
Daharékas'a: as Brahman, 92.
Daharizdhiharana : 01 .

Dhyizna (meditation) : meaningand
implication of the term, 228, 230.
Dhyfinaniyoga—vizda 36;
DvaitaVedanta : criticismsagainst the
tentsofDyubhvfzdya—dhiharazta:277.
Guzzopasarhhbra : 216. See also
Brahma-vidya.
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Himayugarbha also Caturmukha
Brahma, as objectofmeditation,89,
90, 252, 255.
[ksazia as a function of Sentient
Being: 40.
Ikatyadhihamzm: 39.
Indrapn'médhikamna : 55.
I-s’vam (God) : See Brahman.
jagat: See universe.
jagat—kamna as essential qualification
of Brahman, 26.
J’aimim': 263, 267.
jamnc'zdyadhikarana: 263, 267.
fijfiéxizdhikarana: 17, 18.
jiva (also fiviztman : individual self)
passim; doctrine of 170; as m'tya 170-
72; as kartc‘z 1767; as Mom: 178; as
jfidta 1734; as azm 175; asdependent
on Paramfitman 180; as prayojya karté
181; freedom of 182—83; its relation
to Paramatman 184; as amfa of
Brahman 185; its transmigration
and rebirth 189-90, 195-96; its
movement to higher realms 190-91;
its condition in the states of dream,
susupti and mfircchd 197-200; in
liberation from bodage 234-36. See
also umrénti; status offivain the state
of maksa, SeeSupremeGoal.
jin'zdhikamzia: 173
jin'ztc'z: See fiva.
jyotix : as Brahman See Brahman.
Karma (prescribed rituals), as aid
to upésanfi 220-21;
Kartiz: Seefiva.
Kéiya-b'rahmé: 252.
deakrtma: 118, 119, 293, 294.
Knsnapras‘aktyddhikamzuz:140.
MidhyamiltaBuddhism : Criticism
of the theory of Sunyavada 155-57.
Maitreyi Brahmana: 116.
Meditation : See upésaniz.
Molzsa : See Paramapurushrtha,
theory of 234.
Nammalvar: 2.





S.M. SRINIVASACHAR] is a distinguished
scholar trained up by eminent
teachers. He did his Ph.D. from the
University of Madras. His other
published works are 2

1.

9‘

NF”

Advaita and Vis'istédvaita— A study
based on Vedanta Desika's
Satadiisazii.
Fundamentals of Vis’isliidvaita—A
study based on Vedanta Deéika's
Tattva-muktiz-kaldpa.
Vaisrmvism—ItsPhilosophy, Theology
and Religious Discipline.
ThePhilosophyand TheisticMysticism
of the Alvin’s.
The Philosophy of the Vedéntasiitm
The Philosophy of the Upanisads
The Philosophy of the Bhagavad
Gilli




