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PREFACE

The Adwaita philosophy of Tndia was a most magnif-
cent achicvement of Indian thought and it towers like n
pyramid above all other philosophical schools which pale
almost into insignificance before the dazzling brilliancy it
sheds both on the practical and the metaphysical needs of
humanity. The leader of this school was the great Sankar-
acharyya who accepted it as he found it floating among
other schools of thought in the intellectual atmospherc of
India. It was in no sense a school founded by him. His
credit lies in his successful attempt at systematization,
development, elaboration and 1nethodically philosophical
treatment under which the doctrine appeared in what may
be characterised as an altogether new garb in which he
clothed it with a master’s hand. A large part of its
primeiples existed embedded in the hvinns of the Rig-veda *
and in the elaborate exigetical rules and injunctions
connected therewith. Later on, the diverse theories of
Buddhistic philosophy so obscured its principles that its
presence seemcd at times hardly suspected, and its traces
were almost lost sight of. It was mainly Sankaricharyya
who first discovered and then brought it out from its un-
merited obscurity into the elear light of day, adding to it
the lustre which has since gathered round it.

Of late, many volumes have been written and the
system criticised by a large number of brilliant scholars,

* We have shown this in our Third volume of the ** Upanishader
Upadesh.”’
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nearly all of which have tended to fall into a groove—an
undesirable state of things which cannot but demand
serious and careful consideration on the part of those who
are desirous of seeing the Adwaita philosophy preserve its
original features untouched by such elements as are likely
to prove inconsistent with its special lines of thought and
reasoning. It is now clear to the scholars who take real
interest in this system that the Adwaita philosophy has of
late been presented before the learned world in forms which
are different from the ideas of its original interpreters.

The main object of this book is to consider all th2
new forms in which this system has been sought to be
presented and it has been the author’s attempt to form an
estimate of these with a view to finding out if they really
come into a line with the original form in which Sankar-
dchiryya himself presented it. The time seems almost ripe
when a clear note of warning should be sounded for all those
who wish really to study the Adwaita system. They will
have to utterly forget all preconceptions and pre-imbibed
ideas and to approach this system of philosophy with an
open and unbiassed mind which enables them 4o make for
themselves a correct estimate of the positions adopted
therein.

-

The author further attempts to bring forward, in brief
but clear outlines, all the main issues which are generally
discussed in the Adwaita system, and which have been
unfavourably criticised in other quarters. Tor the student
of philosophy, all the points raised here are absolutely
necessary for a clear grasp and right comprehension of the
Adwaita doctrine in its principal aspeets. Information
requisite for a deeper study of the original works on the
subject has been brought together in this book. In dealing
with the different topics, an endcavour has been made to
diseover the reul teaching of Sankara. The author has now
been unmindful of the imperious necessity which every
teacher feels to guide, with a due measure of eaution, the
foot of the beginner through the naturally difficult track,
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rendered, in the case of this system, more intricate by the
ugfavourable criticisms directed against its main theones

In this book an endeavour has been mede at the very
outset to furnish the student and the general reader with
the right. views about the teachings of Sankara on each of
the topics treated herein, and to equip them with the help
needed to reach a proper solution of the difficulties they are
likely to experience when diving deeper into the subject,
No pains have been spared to make the work a suitable
introduction to the proper study of the originals, and the

_subject-matter has been arranged in such a way as to make
the book an indispensable companion for any full under-
standing of Sankara’s position. - It presents also to
beginners an opportunity of making themselves familiar
with antagonistic views on various points, and supplies
them with reasons to combat those views, from Sankara’s
works. The whole of the book is expository and contains
the essentials of Sankara’s teaching in as simple a form as
the subject-matter allows, no principles being left out which
a student ought to keep in view in the systematic study of
Sankara’s original works.

The author’s experience as a lecturer in the Indian
bra®sheof philosophy has convinced him of the necessity of
help in the shape of a book like this for the student whe
may have drifted from the old moorings. It has been his
special study to present the expositions as faithfully as
possible in the lines adopted and pursued by Sankara him-
self, and with a view to establishing the various positions,
the author has quoted innumerable extracts in the footnotes
from Sankara’s writings, in support of those opinions. In
this respect all the commentaries of Sankara have been
treated as of equal importance. For this purpose, the ten
Upanishads he has commented upon have been laid under
contribution as also his commentaries on the Brahma-Sutra

and the Gita.

*Considering the intrinsic dxﬁiculty in getting at the
right sense of Sankara’s position from his voluminous
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writings on the subject,—writings whose style, though
admirably lucid and impressively attractive, is not always
easy of comprehension on account of long polemics against
his opponents, and considering also the difficulty in putting
the most abstruse of the reasonings of Sankara in a foreign
tongue, the readers, the author trusts, will look upon this
work with a kind indulgence.

Buggestions for the improvement of the book from
sympathetic critics and scholars will be most gratefully
accepted.

Lastly, the author takes this opportunity to express
a very deep debt of gratitude he owes to the Hon'ble
Justice Sir Asutosh Mookerjee who almost from the
beginning of the author’s college career has always fostered
his literary aspirations and has very liberally helped him.
It is needless to say that but for such generous help from
him, the desire that impelled the author to undertake this
work would have been baffled.

May, 1924. KOKILESWAR BHATTA‘CHA'RYYA
CALoUTTA
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TO THE SECOND EDITION.

In the preparation of the second edition.which was
called for within a few months of the appearance of the
work last year, the book has been minutely and carefully
revised. A few mistakes have been detected and corrected.
An effort has been made to re-think the entire subject and
to throw some more light upon it. Those texts which
demanded a larger measure of attention and those also to
which ample justice could not be done when the book first
saw the light, have in this edition received more adequate
treatment and for this purpose considerable new matter has
been added to the first three chapters in appropriate places
of discussions and the authorities more extensively quoted
at the footnptes in support of each position. To make the
citations of the authoritative passages as full as
possible, all the commentaries of Sankara have
been™ carefully read and re-read and the author hopes that
his primary object to place in the handf of the philosophical
student a complete and right exposition of the system of
Sankara within the scope of a single volume has now been
adequately remlised. No pains have been spared to give a
connected and complete view of the system of SBankara-
Vedanta as that view appears from the writings of Sankara
himself and to present his philosophy as he himself thought
it. The material, has been all drawn straight from the
fountain-head, and the author ventures to hope that this
fact has given to his work an abiding value and its useful-
ness has thus been greatly enhanced.

To get & fairly adequate and a correct idea of the
essentials of the whole Vedanta doctrine which is admittedly
s complicated one, it is necessary to master at least the ten
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or twelve big commentaries of Sankara which cannot but
prove a formidable task to a student. And even then
without such aid as this book is intended to supply, to
connect together the widely scattered utterances of
Bankara and to arrange them under different topics
the student will find his task a very hard ome, if not
impossible. And even if he is prepared to labour at the
actual texts of Sankara, he will find many of his difficulties
cleared up and his path smoothed, hitherto considered
thorny, if he reads this book side by side with Sankara’s
own deductions and conclusions. It has therefore been the
special aim of the author to state Sankara’s essential
thoughts as easily and methodically as possible.

T'he author avails himself of this opportunity to
acknowledge a deep debt of gratitude which he owes to thése
savants of the East and particularly of the West who have
given a warm reception to the book and furnished him with
their valuable appreciation. The author also desires to
return a grateful acknowledgment to the Board of Higher
Studies in Philosophy composed of a body of those
veteran scholars of philosophy presided over« by that re-
puted Professor of Philosophy—Prof. S. Radhakrishnan,
for selecting this work as a text book in phllOSOphy for ‘the
M.A. students of the Calcutta University. It is gratlfymg
to note that this recognition from such quarters amply
shows that the interpretations which the book contains,
.though they may appear new, have the approval of the
learned world. The author fervently hopes that the
réading public will accord to this edition the same measure
of sympathy which its predecessor gained.

. Any suggestions for the improvement of the book
in ‘making it a more efficient help to the study of this
difficult subject will be gratefully accepted.

. 8gNatE House, °
Cajcutta Univorsity ¢ KOKILEBWAR BHATTA’CHA’RYYA.
May, 1926, ’ -
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AN. INTRODUCTION TO
ADWAITA PHILOSOPHY

CHAPTER I

ON BrRAHMAN AS CREATOR

1. It is laid down in the Adwaita System of
philosophy that the Prana-spandana~—the universally
_ diffused vibratory Préna is the revela-

naﬁ:f;‘ ‘g;agn‘;ig’eﬁgi;ﬁ? tion of Brahma’s ‘nature’ which
dual through his or-  jpyolved the creative activity of
ganm Brahman. From this Prdna-Spandana
or gxternal nature (fyuy ), gradually, stages after stages,
step by step, the human organisms with their external
and internal elements ( ®&-#%tw-¥a1d@ ) have been built up,
as the last stage of the process of manifestation. Had
there been no such revelation of the ‘nature’ of Brahman,
we could not know its real nature, and it would remain
for ever an abstract and remote being. That Brahman is a
self-conscious power ( waWEM@ ¥9 ) would have remained
shut up from our knowledge.! Elsewhere, we find this

1 ¢ g mawend) 4% 9 NIAIagiia: esa wfwanal ” (3° a°,
4.42), ¢ mafgrmEf@ SeQwfafre qwnfr,  wirmwoe
Angageaw e aw (@00, 711\ “ afy fe ma-a@ w anfndd,
Az wgwwa framiys € 9 Afaenda 1 3z g g, wR-waq
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fact stated still more distinetly. It 1s stated that
in order to reveal, by degrees, what she contains in
herself, nature has gradually assumed the form of human
organs—external and internal ;—so that she may, through
these organs, reveal the infinite treasure she contains
within her to the human selves.! The organs are merely
the different phases of herself, which nature has assumed,
and in which she is present herself. This deseription
shows that the building up of the human organisms, or
in other words, the evolution of the beings with their
cognitive and active organs ? through which the rational
human beings become variously conscious of the external
world and can act in diverse ways within it,—is the goal—
1s the final fulfilment, to reach which nature strives.
Thus, Brahman bas manifested itself as external nature,
with a view to reveal to the human beings its own immense
and infinite riches through her. The organisms of the
different grades of beings® are but the differentiations—

AH-FY AFA w9, a1 W@ @ wfamn@a 7 (@° w0, 2.5.19)
(mlé:Physiological and yy="Ffunctional side of the organigme).~

There was the revelation of Brahman as the rarefied, universally
diffused Prdna-spandana or Sutra. It gradually became more and more
integrated, and it differentiated into five classes of elements ( gggay )
which became, as the result of combination in different proportions,
gross ( Lo LGl ) out of which the organisms were built up in accord-
ance with the inner ‘ nature’ or @y of the individuals ‘‘sfggiiat
7 @EIURY’, aY ‘quwa’ ffrwde, Sammaads ' —a° a,
13. 22).

! “ fagg-gam-a@lg aew’ woR a1 favges @mqeEwa...
|wfaRynamEe sEEamaiy saf” (3° W, 2.4.11)

3 « fqmq.fqmmﬁsgaq'q&ﬁémmx ( #Ya;) "’ —This is the Rational
and moral self (g1° wi°, 8.12.3).

3 The Individuals are classified under four typical dijvisions—

®eW, WGy, SF and AV1gS |
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not separation—from the common environment universally
existent. There are thus action and reaction always going
on between the organisms and the particular portion of
the environment—within which they are placed. As there
is always a feeling-element which accompanies these
reactions, the organised beings—particularly the human
beings whose organs have been more highly developed—
come to enjoy what is wa (beauty), fayfawq (grandeur)
and SfEd (sublimity)! in the external world ; and as
the human being actively arranges these feelings and
rationally acts for the realisation of his own end,—this
contact with the world reveals to him the important
truth that he is a rationally active being. Thus we find
that to furnish the human selves with their ogjects of
knowledge and action in the shape of cognitive and
active organs, manas, ete.—appears to be the purpose for
which nature perpetually works, and this she does, because
an eternal, inexhaustible Power (Brahman) is present behind
her, which ig realising its own Swarupa ( ®%q ) gradually
in higher and higher forms, through the successive stages
of pature.? Such creation is perpetually going on and it

1 Vide Gita, 1041. “gg 33 fayfanq @w Nugle aqa an
ANSAETT @ aA assqawaq ’ s@fE |

s “gEvEEE  SHANTATEERE: ) (° W ugw,
2.3)1 “umafly geow fv-anaEy wwratawiwafm e
yaat wafg” (3° w°, 1.3.30) “ mu: e=miguy-feawme.. qgI69a
@ favrfgg—wenfy wwgifaw', s€r qae  fa faag
@ ®°) “ g yHeRAd 1 99 9 WIwSqHsIE; g wWanay
° w1 gwfymy wifasediqufe: 197 9 gERIEIw q@d
wifrgd @dfa 1..g@slt gEdEd.. aeuidd 'w ®\wa «
‘gweaw w ' wifeafa ” (@° we, 1512) ¢ swdwfafireaudy
@ sEfa (- oqigd QG fafueswa s wafg ’ &° @,
1.9.2,
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still continues.! The ereation is deseribed in the Vedanta,
for this reason, as not an event in time done once for all,?
but as an eternal act and its purpose has not yet ceased
or been finished.?
2. Thus, Brahman is represented in the Vedanta in
its two inseparable aspects—its 41w
Bm'ﬁzzn_;?f;g?a 2 or Transcendental aspect and its €7@
sﬁggzgﬁﬁzgﬁ‘zéen' or Immanental aspect. As Brahman
is revealed partially in the activities
of Prdna, it is Saguna ( €yw ) ; and as it is present behind
its activities as the infinite and inexhaustible source
of these activities, it is Nirguna ( fgw)i The same
fact is stated in another form. Brahman is &dot% the
Efficient cause ( fafaw www ) and Material cause ( SwR™
ww ) of the world.¢ If one of these aspects be ignored,
a serious defect will at once vitiate the theory. If you
represent Brahman in its pure/ly immanent character,
the world would be invested with a false independence,
and everything of the world would have te be accepted
as it is. The world, in this case, would be an exhaustive
expression of Brahman, and a self-sufficient, an  inde-
pendent, completed whole-—all its steps being predeter-
mined by its antecedent steps in time. The individuals
also, being mere parts of this whole, would be like auto-
matic machines, acting their parts as they are made to act.
If, on the other hand, Brahman is represented in its purely
transcendental character, it is absolutely separated from

1 ¢ g waw ang fag 1@y v A qfwadg, an wwess
ww fawfy wrdy 9w 7 afrafa” (8°a1,° 2.11.6) | “ gaiqfzon:-
Arr—weda ' (M) |

» Cwfrey TR —taife 7 (30w, 2.1.35)

* ¢ AR qWEE R Ay B (@° W, 6.3.2)
¢ Vide 3° aqi°, 1.4.23.27,
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the world, and has no conecern with any activities going
on in the werld. It would thus be a distant and remote
being absolutely cut off from the changes,—an abstract,
incomprehensib.le, extra-mundane being, exalted beyond
all predicates ( fq, afa ).

Even among the friendly interpreters of Vedanta
whose writings we have come across, there are many
who have, unfortunately, thought of Nirguna ( fadw)
Brahman in this light. They speak of Vedantic Nirguna
Brahman as a ¢ void—without consciousness, without
activity,—a characterless nothing.” It is something
‘ abstract and remote and having no relation whatever
with the world.” ¢ The Upanishads”’—one of these
writers declares—‘ reach their goal by the method of
excluding all difference—the goal being pure wndifferenced
being ; Sankara’s doctrine is in this direction.”

Everywhere Sankara has repeatedly declared Brahmar

to be— wfag-fafqdimigia-anay ' ;—
Brahman as Efi- that is to say, Brahman is to be
cient and Material . . o .
cause. regarded in otk of its aspects ; <. e.,
. - Brahman’s transcendency and imma-
nence are tnseparable ( WW#A ) aspectss Brahman is revealed
in the world in the diversities of néma-rupa ( a® g9 )
but yet it is present behind its manifestations in its
own inexhaustible (Y% ) nature. In the 14.25-27,
(8 w®), Brahman is described as evolving from its
own nature the changes or the emergent effects,

itself being their prior cause, present behind each
change —

“ gafadisfa fe @ wan, fadde fammmn
gftgRgmE  w@waR

It is its own Atmd, its own ¢ nature ’ or @x4, which
differentiated itself into the multiplicity of changes, but
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it retains, behind them, its own unity or identity which
it does not lose in them.

In the Gita-Bhésya, the world, <. ¢., the active common
medium ( wiw-w=a ) and the finite individuals—these two
are called as the two Prakritis of God, and they are held
to be eternal ( fam ). Sankara here remarks that unless
the elements to be controlled by God are eternal, God the
controller of these two would himself turn out to be
non-eternal ( wfw& ), and thus his ¢ God-hood ’ ( ¥¥3@ )
would fall to the ground.! In the Vedanta-Bhésya,
he calls ¥1T to be eternal ( famfag ), in several places.?
The creative act of Brahman has also been declared as
eternal ( fua )—

“ ga faq-fege Y9w@ gfe-fgfe-d gfq-favy
frmme wagtfa ” (3° w°, 1.1.5)

That is to say, ¢ the idea, of creation and maintenance
of everything in existence, is eternal in Brahman.” These
gradually-revealed ndma-rupas ( A®-g4s ) havé also been
declared to be the  object ’ to which Brahman stands
related as the ¢ subject. '— - -

“ g gaEq ‘AW 3 AW QACTWE ¢ faed) ’ wadifa o
. AAEY- - afaRifed wfa aa 7 (3°W° 1.1.5).

And @i pervades its @¥is—the latter are taken up
into the life of the former—not simply isolated. They are
permeated by the action of =i

In the face of such distinet and unmistakable expressions,
how can the revealed differences (changes) be severed

1 e S| aq-nEey 3a faean afag . (@° A,
18.19).
* Vide §° wi°, 4.4.17, 18, 21, etc,, eto.



ON BRAHMA AS CREATOR 7

altogether from the underlying Brahman, making it a
“ remote, difference-less being ? 7’
3. In the commentaries of Sankara, the Ndma-rupas

Brahman—not a so-
litary and remote be-
ing; but ever present
behind its manifesta-
tions.

( #ra-gys )—the evolving and emerg-
ing changes—are always described
as accompanied by the underlying
causal Power, 7. e., Brahman.

“ Whenever and wherever the

changes emerge, they can never emerge separated or
detached from their underlying Atm4é or Brahman ”—

“ 31 ATH-€Y A(HAY, 21 AH-1Y NIHEWURERAT,
aeqisnfavs- 2@, sxE g A1mad” |
“ g wi@Aswa.. aq -nfawASARE. .. 4 waq wiawa

agg fa@a » ((a° w1, 2.6.

¢. e., “Nothing can be there, separated from the
Brahman’s ¢ nature’—either in time or in space.”

“ JaMgfaiava fe e AEafas; dSgaIE g3l

qegw > (w° Wi, 6.2)

“ When the mas, ¢. ¢., the emerging differences or
changes are created, are maintained in existence,
and then will merge in their final end—they do
so not separated from the underlying chavtanya,

1.e., the ¢ nature ’—wggqg of the self ”—

Again—

“All the emergent effects or changes are never
severed from their underlying cause on which
they stand. When they emerge and are sus-

tained in existence after their emergence,—they
are always grounded in the underlying saf ( &g)
or the Causal Power '—
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“ue @ Faw gan ¢, wwEaly fafaa@ sTmam: egra
g’ (& w°, 6.84)

“ Can wz,vtz., a transformed state of wfemr stand
even for a moment, if severed or disconneected
from clay, from the underlying afqs I—

“ g ¢ gETmEn wafa, @ 39 wnfawd e, g g
we” (3° wi°, 1.6.1) “what is produced by
something remains inseparably connected with
it ; it cannot be separated out of it.”

If such be the case; if under all circumstances, the
emergent changes, the ndma-rupas, are found to be accom-
panied by their underlying causal reality, and if this
causal reality maintains its unity in the successive
changes,—i1t follows that the underlying Brahman, which
is the source of all these varieties of the evolving changes,
can neverbe looked upon as purely transcendent and as

unrelated to, and cut off from, these changes.
In the Vedanta, Brahman, as well as the finite indivi-

duals are held to have a ¢ nature’—a w@gy, of their own.
This ‘nature’ or ggy of Brahman or of the ind#vidmal
beings, is never, in the Bhésyas, regarded as a solitary
nature standing alone on its own account, remote
from, and unrelated to, the emerging states and activities
produced from that nature. It is always looked upon
as adhisthana ( wfugw)' because it has a ‘nature,’ a
‘ character’ of its own which sustains all.

1 ¢ Jamg wwen, feE swffads, gqw  ‘wiysa &g 7
(va=faf) 1 “# @ wgdisfyema wiOfgadewmarg ” (§° W,
wi° fafe, yar) 1 “ 7@ qg-gRfean gean aq— @9’ —9.19 A° 7
“gEmEaely  wewewmam fafddRwe” (sw° an®, 8.3)
“ gyurgen: anifmfafca —yafe (@° &°, 6.2.1)1 wfysm=

sustaining ground.
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4. It is indeed true that sometimes, the prior condi-
tion—uwra@i—of the world, where
Bofi‘t‘;g;regﬁarizzzi ‘(’,ﬁ there were supposed to be no changes
Brahman and finite 45 yet created or emerged, has been
self—explained. .
described ; and Brahman has also been
described as standing alone, without a second, during that
condition. And this apparently solitary being, wez.,
Brahman has sometimes been likened, in the Bhésyas,
to the individual self during its dream-less sleep (ggysrawmn)
when all its states and activities disappear in the self, and
the self thus stands alone, as it were, at that time. Now,
it may be asked, what explanation can be suggested to
clear off this situation. Apparently this is a condition
described in the Sankara-Bhésya, where the pure transcen-
dence of the self or of Brahman—cut off from all relations
with the world-—seems to be made quite evident,

Our ANSWER TO THIS ENQUIRY IS TWO-FOLD :~—

(¢) Firstly: When the dream-less state of the finite
self is deseribed, it will be seen that the self is not
actually solifary or alone even during this condition.
Sankara tells us that the self is not an ‘ empty subject’
even then. The subject has for its ‘object,” during that
condition, the presence and operation of the Préna
(maunfa)! When the action of the external environment
upon our sense-organs ceases to operate, during the time
when we fall asleep, there are no functions of the organs
excited. In the absence of these, our mind (manas)

Préoa-saktinsver also ceases to act: Necessarily, all
absent from the finite the external and internal functions,
self and— says Sankara, merge in the Prama—
the source of all kinds of activities of the human

2
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organism.! All activities lie latent in the Prdna now.
This latent waxfs, though its functions as differentiated
in time and space-orders have ceased, is actually present
within the organism, as is evidenced by the heat of the
body and the other actions during our dream-less sleep.
The self is not solitary and alone even now. It controls
the Prina-sakti(“wraraw’’). When we again wake up, all
the latent activities of this Prdna will again goon, as
before, as soon as they are elicited from the Prana by the
actions of the external environment upon our sense-organs.
This emergence again of these activities proves the
presence of the Prdna within our organism during our
sleep.?

Similar is the condition of Brahman when the
varieties of the changes of Ndma-rupa (#%-%9) are merged
in the universally existent prdna-spandana or sutra (vibra-

tory tremor of the diffuse Préna); and
never absent from this Prdna is the source of all subse-

Brahman also. quently developed activities emerging

after the creation. It appears there-
fore that this Préna-sakti or the Ma-gu-nf@ was existent in
Brahman during the wwawmn, 7., at the time of first
manifestation (after the last pralaya). Thus we find
that Brahman was not alone or solitary even then. Sankara
took sufficient care to observe—

“ wewe wAfwam a|-gu ) —

t.e., the aw-ga—the root-cause of all differentiations
eristed vn Brahman; and it was an ‘ object ’ in relation to

1« 2% YuwE-MNawegd nwRf ‘wige-fg 1 7’ (3° W, wanw)
3 A AMEE AT ST ¢ A’ nasaaia;
(8° W°) 1 “ZuA-FAR wa f¢ wm.wfed, gemid vag wiAREg
AU I . RewwE qfcasws muaKs €6, (weFcang )
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which Brahman was described as its ¢ subject.” Brahman
was, therefore, not alone and solitary and odject-less, even
then. To show the presence of this Prdna-saktiin Brahman,
the Katha-bb4sya thus expresses the idea : —

‘““ As in an almost imperceptible tiny seed of a

Fig-tree, its final end, v2z.,, the immense and
gigantic tree itself is existent as a fufure-
power (dtmufw); so in the ‘nature’ of
Brahman is interwoven the subsequently
developed world with all its varieties, as a
latent  future power.!  Otherwise, the
changes or differences are to be imagined to
have been produced out of nothing (waa).”

“ qF g AT NAE WAFF-AH-IEAE FHAT -
H{Y-UAH-GATER-] ... ... GLATAT MNaNg-wiwa ganfyd,
azafumaifas sedis-ufm: ’ (w3° w°, 3. 11)

In the Chandogya-Bhdsya also, the presence of this
nima-rupa (TH-59) :2 Brahman and its control by Brahman
are beautifully expressed thus—

‘““ Brahman is distinguished from the néma-rupa
contained within it, and wnfoucked by it, but
yet it controls its activities ’—

“RANH-Y...99@ AWG A I9R...... T4, AHGIRAHT e
- AR-F9-famgw - -qeify adfdaig vd @ aw
(®1° wr°, 8.14.1)

! “3gRe wng vwEawwt.. Anwmeae wgneEaa (30w,
14.2)1 “guld gH@@S@AA  AI@EETINE,  qiEmewve
famafasiem ” (f3°w°, w1° fafK) | ‘giw-[er’—is a distingunishing
property of a /a7 (8o #le, 3.3.53) |
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\

Exactly similar observations occur in the Vedanta-
Bhésya also.! We find then that Brahman has nowhere
been really described as a solifary being without anything
for it to control, t.e., as ‘object-less ’ or difference-less
¢ subject.’

(¢2) We shall now come to our second answer—

The individual self, according to Sankara, has a distinct
‘ nature’ or @&y of its own, and this @wsu cannot be
resolved into its states and activities evoked from it
through its interaction with the external environment.
This nature or @&4 maintains its unity or identity in
all its evolved changes or states. Brahman too, in this
system of philosophy, has a distinet  nature ’ or ®mwm
of its own, and this @w maintains its unity, as dis-
tinguished from the infinite varieties of the changes of
nﬁm;z.-rupa (nw-gq)—ever evolving from this ®wWig.?
The importance of this truth cannot be too highly
emphasised. Most people are liable to resolve this unity into
the visible multiplicity of the changing states,and to take
the aggregate of the states to be the only self. It is
therefore necessary to impress the mind of the seekers of
truth with this great principle, so that the people.a may
not forget this @®s of their own, as well as of
Brahman itself,—as underlying all the diversities of
the changes.

During our dreaming and waking states, our real
‘nature’ or w@&q becomes utterly obscured by our

1 qUe WA 1A Y- A wafafda 1 wfvead
amn ‘au:’ gEn: e’ (3% @0, 2.1.14).

' “afe snfudeft waRRe agRseEee: ¢ wwE avafE”
@ W, 3211 ¢ agmwelrfeanw —ssew-aifaan ”
(3.2.23) 1 “euifpgdy  sfaltsr va waww™, 7 9 ‘@afaw’
wfaflnmpt aefa (3.2.25)
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waking and dreaming ezperiences, as the case may be.
''ne sum-total of these experiences appears to us to be
the only self. It is most difficult to distinguish the
presence and ope}ation of our true self which underlies
these experiences, unaffected by them.! It is needful
therefore to choose a condition where, if possible, these
varieties of experiences, do not appear to disturb
the ¢ nature’ of the self. Our dreamless sleep is
the right condition, when all the outward and inward
distractions seem to cease. There the true underlying
self, unaffected by the experiences, comes distinctly
into the view. TFor this very reason, the dream-less
condition (gywia@n) has been taken to be the wwgurawm,
.., the true condition where the real ¢ nature’ (wsq)
of the self is to be discovered. It is not really
meant to show that the self is actually solitary or
object-less.?

In a similar way, the pre-existing state— (wwrawn)—of
the world has,been chosen to exhibit the true unaffected
‘nature’ or @&49 of Brahman which underlies the world,
1.e., 1ts emerging changes or famws, and which is thus distin-
guished from them. The chance becomes infinitely harder

1« gifypaERufatWET.. @eqE € wanfgEr” (3°
3.2.35)

? ¢ afewd. . TERIETEn - S - IR - g qaaTn e, a
w awifavena’ gedaag faww gufag™ (2° w° 43.7)
* oa-Ew.. andls awa.. . gyfiews @ (97° @)1 “ay-
aafiad g SufyewaanTg suRfadE.. g8 : ‘@aarafaasgd
- QuuE wantrar” (3° W, 8.2.7) | “uxa wAmwwEEmyen:”
(3.2.21) |
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to detect the presence of this ¢ nature ’ unaffected by the
changes, when the diversities of ndma-rupa (aw®a) perpetual-
ly work, as at present. The gymiamy of the individual self
and the wwiam@ of the world both help us in easily detect-
' ing the presence of the ¢ nature’ or
ang”‘;’;sjﬁf:f’ 2£a¥0r$ %9 of both the individual self and
f}?;:: 9:’;2*'{‘11‘;&:2 Brahman respectively,and in becoming
of Brahman and self convinced of a unity amidst diversity.
respectively. .

It has been thought advisable, on
account of this very difficulty, to seleet or rather to
imagine a condition of the world when the changes as yet
did not appear to emerge, but just on the point of emerg-
ing into the view. This condition is named as Prigabasthé
(wargen) of the world. It would be far easier to grasp the
undisturbed true nature (@%q) of Brahman in the absence of
any emerging changes or fasts. During the swami, there is
no possibility to resolve the nature of Brahman into, and to
identify it with, the empirical changes—taking the aggre-
gate of these changes to be the only reality. It is for
this that we find the gwrawn (Prigabasth4) of the world
deseribed in the commentaries of Sankara. Its real purpase
is not to show that there can ever be astate when Brahman
can exist without any differences, as a solifary being self-
sufficient without the created world—an object-less subject.
To imply this fact, the n4ma-rupa (7#-%q) has been expressly
stated, in the beginning of the Vedanta-bhdsya, as the
‘fava’ or the ‘object ’ of Brahman—the ¢ subject.’! It

Y YfE gamamw, agmgay: SEIma@ ‘fad’ wafa P..awed
ifedife? sfa ga:” (3° @ 115)1 “agedae favd wafa—
FHANTGR ¥fq 1 @7 wd FhgEed, w@quefufaing @ f...
w4 fe we frw @ wafa ; wuw aw, TS ; q A%
aenad 7 (a° \r°, 4.4.6))



ON BRAHMA AS CREATOR 15

is therefore an erroneous attempt to interpret Brahman as
¢object-less,” as Dr. Paul Deussen has done in his Phzlo-
sophy of the Upanishads. This Prior state or wwrawn has
been chosen to show that Brabman has a ‘ nature ’ of its
own and this nature must be existent prior to its manifesta-
tions and that Brahman is not an ¢ abstraction.’

That Brahman in its own character is invariably to be

found present behind all the changes
aboig“ig’;‘tti?;’m:fsg:f of the world and that the latter can
kara-bhésya never exist without the underlying

Brahman—is everywhere repeatedly
shown in the commentaries of Sankara. How carefully
and beautifully the above fact is stated will appear from
the following passages which we have selected with a view
to support what has been stated in the preceding page.

In the Mandukya-bhésya, in describing the nature of
the Transcendental (gQa) Bruhman, Sankara states—

(¢) If, it may be asked, Brahman is to be taken as
something ewhich lies beyond what has been manifested in
the world ; if it be apart from all changes, all states, all
agtions which are visible in the empirical world ;—then it
necessarily follows that no speech, no language, no word
can describe its nature ; in as much as the speech, the word
and the language are included in the manifested things of
the world. Then go a step further. That which cannot be
expressed by a word; to which no thoughts—no words
can be applied ;—we may very well take that to be a
non-entity, a mere void (%®). Raising this objection,
Sankara thus meets it :—¢‘No, Brahman is not a void,
never a non-entity. Brahman always wnderlies the changes
and sustains them. All manifestations come out
from that underlying sustaining ground. The ground
which gives support to these changes and constantly
sustains them cannot prove to be a mere void or nonentity.
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It must have a positive nature of its own. Even when
a snake, a silver, a mirage appears to arise,—all
these appearances are invariably found to be supported, in
each case, by a sustaining ground upon which they appear,
viz., a rope, an oyster, and the surface of a desert; un-
supported by which, these appearances cannot for a
moment stand. Hence the Brahman’s ¢ nature’ is the
sustaining ground of all changes, all manifestations,—in
the absence of which the latter cannot stand, ecannot live.
If the sustaining ground is held to be a non-entity,—
nothing ; then, can mere ‘nothing’ give birth to the
positive things of the world ? 1

(1) Our life begins with our exzperiences. These ex-
periences are of two kinds. Those which we experience
in our waking state and those which are experienced in
our dream. All our experiences are various, successive,
and they change their aspects always. But underlying
these changing experiences and unaffected by them, there
is our true self which experiences them as they arise.
This self is the sustaining ground of all our experiences,
in the absence of which the latter cannot stand end
operate. The experiences are, as noted above, successive,
multiple in their nature and transitory. But the under-
lying self which lives in them and sustains them is a
unity and it maintains its identity unaffected by these
changing experiences. Our self is in touch with the
transeendental (8=’ Brahman, which is our real self.

1« gaEmmyaie-ffawgeae, aw a=mfvdgafafa, fetwnfaigas
‘qde’ fafg feafa ... qedaafs P am ) fawfaswe Wiafams-
wad: % fy wna-gd-gen-gienf fawen gfva-os-wosai-
wfe®n @D T Ay o afe nafkedfarees
gas ” (g w°, 1. 7),
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There is no other way left to us to comprehend the nature
of the self, except as the sustaining ground of our
experiences, through which that nature realises or expresses
itself. It cannot be a non-entity.!

No further quotation is necessary. These will suffice
to prove the position of Sankara. From what has been
stated above, it is evident that Brahman is regarded in the
Vedanta, as perpetually present and operative, as an in-
exhaustible source, behind the changes or transformations
evolving from it. It is thus intimately related to the
pdma-riipas, the famws or changes, as their ever-present
ground and controller. It is therefore impossible to regard
Brahman as remote and solitary and as an ‘abstract void.’
And as the creation is perpetually going on—

“ ey agwad wqee faaeq  (§° W) —
and newer and newer differences are emerging continuously,
“ gganT-gawEy ” (M°)—

how can these be separated from Brahman, making
Brahman a difference-less abstract ?

5. The conclusions we have drawn above will appear
more clearly if we show how in the Sankara-Vedanta
the production of this world, of nama-ripas, from the
Nirgun Brahman, and the relation subsisting between
them have been described. The observations made by
Sankara in this connection are of immense value for a clear

1 gEifeEiAY UF CAEATE SeE e 4 qeE:, 3 wqeTd
... g% 7w 1. fafSHAR wa weafa glaafz-faBan wfwan  wan
TRy T, gsa wAfar 7 (@1° W, 1.7) “FAT@AT WA,
gOada sfafqufafaan ™ |
3
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comprehension of the M4y4-theory of Sankara. We have
therefore thought fit to elaborate the idea of Sankara in
these respects here.

(1) In an important passage occurring in the Bhésya
on the Taittiriya Upanishad, Brah-
man is defined as Sdménya (Fr@w)—
t.6., as the universal.

g™ fe aw

Being (U?l) and
Non.being (%83)

wiiggAfavan. - gSammaET awa: (3°%wn°, 2.6.)

This universal, this SAméfnya is the idea of Being
in general, pure being—aq:1 It is obtained by abstract-
ing from all specific determinations (fatys) whatever.
We are to think its Being whieh it has in common with
every other object of the world (w&ewwmaw):1 This
being has no specific determinations, for we have abstract-
ed from all determinations (wilggsfaRlwmia)1 As it is
the absence of everything of all determinations, it is unde-
termined. Apart from its Being, its “isness” (@), it has no
character. It is pure “is,” without any further determi-
nations. This being, this ‘‘isness,” cannot be removed ;
for in that case, Sankara points out, it would be pure
nothing, it would lose its nature altogether. !

But a doubt may arise that what is devoid of all deter-
minations is merely a non-existent thing—

quq fadtedrsrewry awitfa 21— (&° at°, 2.6.)
Sankara resolves this doubt by remarking that as

Brahman is the Cause (@ww), it cannot be said to be non-
existent. In the 'Vedanta, Brahman, the Universal, the

' gAfdefedsf o qewe v, Tenfaere  sfeafee
(—=3° W) | afifirgai® afeifan? vawwrd, ARy
Y frawgeEg Nowed —@° w°, 3.2.25.)
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Being— is held to be the Cause of the world. It has no
other cause beyond it, is its own cause.! And as a cause,
it is not determined by something else (w=); but it deter-
mines itself; the whole of its determinations rises out of its
own resources. Hence it 1s not undetermined, it is self-
determined. All determinations can therefore be removed,
excepting “isness” ; for, Brahman being the Cause of
the Universe, this cause underlies hidden behind this
universe. ?

Now, as Brahman is held to be the cause of the unmi-
verse, the universe is produced out of it. It is a fixed
tenet of the Vedanta that prior to their produe-
tion, the effects (=mw@s), the néma-riipas—existed in
the cause. But in what form the effects, the differences
of Néma-riipa, existed in Brabman? Did the actual
diversities of Nama-riipa, the actual determinations (fadtas)
exist in the cause? No; there was not yet any
differentiation, there was as yet no separation of néma-
ripa into space and time.? Within the Being (%d), no
differences have yet disclosed themselves (wwfiasa mwgd) )
Tkere was nothing to distinguish the #wq from Brahman
in that stage. Differentiations were all implicit, hidden

' gay sy, fnfed ageifa e€ @181 wnfzanceang awe,
7 mfg aw—(a° W, 2.6 1) @ 9 waEa ma fafed W A& =Y |

' FWU: ‘GNI-ERW. @WIE. WIEIfRY wgaHa T —a° Wi°,
gAY AW TeAGEEEE a—a° @1°, 2.6.

3 YR wafva® AWy WEHIF 7 Cvmmaawed wiwd
wadiAn WA AR —a% w°, 2.6 1 “gEwnammy Amfarwdw-

waEw FewmiEmRean”’ (2.1.)
The smrgy existing in Brahman prior to its manifestation is called in
w° W a8 graufm or Fowfw | Sankara here says that the qualitative
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in €9 ; differentiations were all inseparably, indistinguish-
ably, blended in Brahman. Sankara has very beautifully
described this condition by illustrations—

#yfa Tgaq, v3 Awydas, § gaufaenofzay
awed qdfesg—oxlwafn faisAeantatuat

aegfa (gyu-wagay) *
—u3° w°, 4.1.

But, it may be asked, if there were, in that stage, no
differentiations of Ndma-rapa, if there were no specific
determinations yet appearing in the @7, if =g eould
not be separated from Brahman, if there was nothing to
distinguish ndma-ripas from Brahman,—may not the
universe be called non-existent in that condition 7 How
do you know that ndma-riipa, swra—existed in Brah-
man ? In fact, there are passagesin the 3fa itself
where the universe, prior to its production, is called as
wgq—non-existent.—

wgIATHT W1 |
wqeElg_qa; €gsEa | (d o 99, 27)
How do you know then that snq existed in the Being ?

o

differences exist blended in Brahman; otherwise the differences
could not issue from it afterwards. wswefafc remarks here—‘“geig
FENEA - @gfeE W as, gAawgE fanaaeEn” @© W,
ww° ¥°, 5) In Jz° wiw, 2.1.9, this fewfa is called wywgulaEg
fawtnnfm (Power of potential distinction). This is @11, the potential
" ga existing hidden in Brahman. It is objective, not merely
subjective.

! As the sweetness existing in honey cannot be separated from it ;
as the flavour exists indistinguishably blended in the clarified butter
(W) ; as the different rivers flowing into the ocean exist there with
their differences merged, etc, etc. So all differences exist in Brahman
inseparably and indistinguishably merged in it. There i yet no
eeparation of the §1HE{Y from gy | Under no circumstances, ATAEY can
remain separated—divided—from the underlying cause (Brahman).
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Sankara furnishes us with the requisite reply to this
question. First of all he points out that it is not in the
sense of absolute non-existence of the w7g, that the term
wg? is used in the Sruti, The statement simply means
that there were no differentiations developed as yet, no
specific determinations, no actual manifestations. The term
wgdq, therefore, does not mean absolute non-being. Non-
being here only means the absence of specific determina-
tions. It only means that the determinations were
implicit, hidden, not yet manifested or developed.! It
follows therefore that the Being and non-being, wq and
wgq, aw and sad—were ¢dentical in that condition,?
and therefore indistinguishably blended. On account of
the identity of the Being and non-being, Brahman is
called in the Vedanta-bhfsya as—wafza, and w7q also
i8 called in the Chandogya-bhdsya as @g and in the
Taittiriya-bhasya as wran —in that stage.

' wafefe amamwrefads fauda’afamd an S=d ; a1 yam=ay
gy —de we, 2.7, “a wammawwModt ¥wAes: sE
weFIIASL | f afe P ammaTaauETERia wA@mIAERIE YR |
S AARUAIGE RIS WE G W AIAAASIRIEUE,

‘wafea’ @ ’’ (3 A, 2.1.17)
2 We have found before that the Being ( qq ), t.e., Brahman hag

been obtained by abstractmg all specific determinations, The non- being
(qqq) here mentioned is simply the absence of all specific determinations
and differentiations. The Being and non-being are therefore identical
(T=tya, faiswes na: ).  Being identical, they are indistinguish.
able. Cf. Wio fite—‘wimufaad.. wwmgawtaa_ akagfafaoy;
Cf. also gzmfammfna szftoaf:... vas g%w & fsvEw’ wama-
ey qeaEfe afawds gafEa’ (@30 3.11) 1 Cf. ‘gge-
siaatafs; 9ff @9 A aN=? gae; (Sankara's ‘mﬁrwmq )i

3 oy W PaeEdl ‘GRT SHAYY (- URANYE FEAG—ANN; 7
(&° WO, 622) “@gd @ guiguNRAR A 1 WWN §—wniawn-
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Having thus pointed out the fact that w&a_in the Sruti
does not mean absolute non-existence of néma-ripa,
Sankara goes on to show that swra_ could not be said to be
non-existent in the €a_in that condition. For, if s1a_was
absolutely non-existent, if sarg did not exist in Brahman,
it could not be produced from it. Why? Because,
Sankara continues, you cannot get that from a thing
which it does not confatm within it. Brabhman could not
produce the universe from itself, unless the universe is
contained in it—

af& a9 qIERAT 7 A0A, 7 a9 SYIY (!
(8 w1°, 2.1.16)

It follows therefore that the being (@# ) contasned non-
being (wa@a), ? its own differentiations hidden away,
merged, suppressed, within it. As Being gave birth to
nothing,® nothing (%wd¥a_) was therefore within the Being.
Brahman which is Samanya contained within it the differ-
ences (fazgs). It is wrong therefore ta suppose the

gnard fa gan ‘WA’ 3 (wen) wwafzgwd —awwa wiwm@dq-
fea@tas ama wifaws 2aa@ gaiawtyg AR’ |

“URIR MERGAWNRIRE— WRARTZ qQgel w8 —Q°
W Ll |

! fafaane § wwiae scaans qd aufanaild @ sgogdmie
—3° W° 22261 Also of. w8 QRY gy Vayud, 0 afvamn ?
afesia g1 « 92 Sagd, 71 fug P—3° a° 22.1.30.

* wgq_does not mean WWTy or unreality. It is simply the opposite
of ga_; ¢f.

‘IRewERAIY’ @EATImaAagea sava)’ (8° W)

% * Nothing '—We shall see that all determinations are, according to
Sankara, Negations. ‘Nothing’here means therefore determinations

or faRtqys.
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rd

universal, the being, the saf, as totally excluding all deter-
minations ; for it had its own differentiations implicitly
present in it. -Because it contained the smra in it, it has
become possible for the mwa to come out from it.

Now, we shall see how the swa, how the diversities of
Niama-riipa came out—

“ga e 7yl 9; FQf@” (3°8°) |
The Being distinguishes itself from itself and becomes

its other. The unity suffers self-differentiation into
diversity.

As the differentiations come out, there is some distinn-

tion, some dwww which now appears.! For Sankara
remarks—

womgRy rHfEfaae gray: 1—afe
vafy wfand vafafasroam sfa wafa (3° w° 216 £23.9).
“gafa-frawat waa =ydma—(F° 21.27).

It was simply =mcw before, now the ma comes out

in the form of #=.*! And this mrats is the other of
thy wrca)

! Vide Vedanta Bhasya, 2.1.6 and also 2.2.11 where some Faa@

of this srarg from i'ta canse H{Y(FW) has been established. In another
way this F@eqy has been shown by Sankara when he describes the

relation between ay= and  FHICY iv 7° W° 2.1, where ARG is
described as w# from the effect.

! TATRY S1U SAWGIE; ARTANNR wrwamte (fe°
W°2.1.18). Butin the case of Brahman, ;R&HAYI is not necessary.
of. fafmecmaws,  wawG, awafa (go wie 117 mwad@w-
wi sfq wafdl qaan: 7—gowto 2.1.20 | qfigunfiram aw—watw W’
g’ @i qfeaRl—3e Wio 21.24,
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There was g (universal) before, now fa@tsmawn (parti-
culars) comes out.! And this fa@igmwwtis the opposite of
the awmr (2

It is well-known that all determinations are regarded
by Sankara as negations.?

The =waw therefore produces its own negations from it
which it contained within it.

We find therefore that the Being or Brahman produces
its other, its opposite, its negation from it. In this way
there is, according to Sankara, some distinction, some ¥@aw@,
some &g, between the cause and its effect.*

! gwifg falter sqgam e, 713 w2iR.’—aC W° 2.3.9,
“..uqEfa Ry grETERs A0’ falvaga e cAggETE 2115, and
. . [
also 427 § g faANIIIMACHIGA F1F AW W, WEF, 2.3.8 |
* gimaawe-fally-faudd opposite) wfaga® aw (c° wi° 2.7
® It is remarkable that here in this point there is complete agree-
ment between Sankara and Jegel. Determinations are fg@qys, and

faftgw operates by negation (fagwas, aanwf) | We quote the whole
passage from Sankara-bhasya :

g fg widwifw zaifa  casdafe wd=wfaReeRafm, o
faltage wigw' | faRe fARuasd =fagE fARal, 391 Nag e
WAUEH | GRATIAITT T frananfa (negations) faswanfy (determina-
tion) faRwe | afeada-vharn faRtQw: swa GRww faweq-—a°
e 2.1,

“ To determine a thing is to limit it, to cut it off from some spkere
of being. To say that a thing is green limits it by cutting it from the
sphere of red, blue and other coloured things. The diffexrentia (ﬁﬁﬂw)
ig that which carves out a particular class from the general class, by
negating, excluding, the other species. Whatever is said of a thing

denies something else of a thing. All determination is therefore
negation.” (W. T, Stace.)

-+ Sankara shows there is some wfgwnyg, some wifyz, some new
element appearing in the effect ( a1’ ). <f. ‘sham'‘zfuys’ wgws-
yarufeeaf saiwd 3] (R wie 2.1.20). Also ‘g’
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As the Being (@) splits into particulars, as the
Being, of its own accord (¥%®w), by its own act, has
undergone self-differentiation into diversity in which it
manifests itself, it is now g7 and something more ; it is now
#7 and diversity of ndma-riipa.! The universal is therefore
inflated * with a determination, a difference, a negative
element—nothing.  This is the particular (fiits or
famix). The being, the universal, the gq—as determined
by particularity and difference appears as the universe.
It is evident from these that Sankara did not altogether
deny distinction or ¥z batween the cause and its effect.®

But is this distinction an absolule distinction ?

The particulars and determinations which are produced
are, in reality, not utterly and absolutely different,

‘g’ (uandeveloped) qa[...a]m' (Developed) ‘sme”’ wgId (]o Wie
2.1.19). In explaining ‘“‘q% & q!na-:[,” Vidyaranya, thus remarks—
“gade A @A ‘qadl’ wW gEen ‘gifem’ | wivwm g a,
a1 qa”’ (ﬁ‘(ﬁ gt )| There is thus some new element,
some wifyaw, some lift in the gydy | Henoe there is Jmww; e,
it is distinot from the cause. It appears therefore that wgy has
nof altogether abolished the R} 1 [T is there, but it is not ultimate
and absolute.

1 g ‘aR¥emidifRfa ewR ? Wy, WA mpaan: | a1 vgA)-
afdada ..., WiAAGE 939, f 9 Awae-favorfzda=-afy-
faxgg fa ¢ @ wadfar WA g—Iwaw=-yigmRs fa”’—

wle 3o, 6.2.1.
Alio ‘qUAY’  WRAMANARIRGH. .. NIH AAR-FAZ-MNE w31y ;

A E-MHad-RIAT WAN-AR-RQIN L AW A% jOg ey

¥fa fafe.” 3o w0, 1. 1.
' of. Aw—eudaR, smgfaled amy, sy’ —‘ew mt’

nwgfa i—ne wre
2 | The distinction ia thers, but it is not absolute and nltimate, Bee
farther on.
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absolutely and utterly other (w=), from the Being (w7) |
Sankara observes that it is our Avidyd—wfaai—which
sees absolute distinction, absolute separation and opposition
between the cause and the effect, between the fag®Y and
fawg1  Avidyd looks upon the diversities of néma-rupa,
the effects, the siag—as absolutely different, as abso-
lutely separate (wa) from Brahman.! Sankara has thus
characterised the wfag—

s |y a1 ‘wafza’ wwa), ‘aEwT e
wfazar yaqwifad wafq (......wafF

wiwa: ‘gfguw’ av@=l, wafa 9 wiwfa

aa: ‘nfavs’ wa wAg adq—(E° wi° 4 3.3.)
7 991 ‘37’ awfag wwsag wia) *

Sankara has repeatedly shown that it is not possible
and proper at all to separate nidma-rapas, the particulars,

! We regard the effects (qnéz) different — e — g7 —from the
oause which underlies hidden behind them, and treat thpm as separated
from, outside of, the ciuse —as self-subsisting and independent. This
is our sgygifca view of the world. But the sggwifcay view is
wiaznmey | Sankara remarks in the Vedanta that “q(mqiﬁqqﬁq
qawidfg ‘azaaa’ fwaig” | Feom the graifga view, the effects
are really waa—non-different from, identical with, the cause. This
wn¥ relation between #{1& and FHWY is to be found elaborated in
the gas 14 to 20 in the Vedanta Philosophy, Chapter IL. 1. qariga
view is the real view. Although qnq} is somewhat distinct— faqq—
(R o 2.1.8) from the w1y, yet in reality it must be regarded as
WM —not WA, not other. Hence ¥z and 4R are not of equal value.
wwg has been particularly emphasised by Saunkara, but g has not
been abolished.

s By wfag the partioular is regarded as yay—different from the

universal. ‘FARTEWL...... ‘wWA -FNTAAUI—NIiifAfaur—ago Rlo,
2.4.13. And also—

Al sy aeEal ngaReafa —wfag e wie, 4.220, ez |
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from Brahman, and to regard them as w#, as so many
self-sufficient independent entities. There is distinetion,
but also identity.!

Sankara thus brings out the identity, the non-separa-
tion (waswa) between the universal and the parti-
cular :— :

It is Brahman, the Universal, the Being, which evolves
all its determinations and differences of ndma-ripa out
of the depth of its own being ; what it has put forth from
itself is only itself. For, it is the Being which distin-
guishes itself from itself and appears as its other. In
putting forth its own particulars, it has not lost itself,
nor has it become something else (wa). For, its other,
its opposite, ig only itself, as Sankara declares—

‘afg fadqgUAREY ‘Tw@maE’ wafq

.. ‘g Q3@ wafwwmaE’

F@FAM TR ‘NAga’ T |
. (%o w10 2.1.18)

It is the self-differentiation of the mww itself 2 into
ifs other, its opposite—
9T T A A9 WA (C.e., m@imRy) wafggam;. ..
o gAfg 1—(Je wro, 2.3.13).°

! But both are not of equal importance. We must cnltivate
the wwzzfe even in our ordinary practical concerns of life

(=agifeaaan) |

Cf. ‘uq faa) fagat, ymAsf yag gaw, ‘Yam’aa a gy’
—Sonkara's ‘guafsaed’ | ¢ AZN@@ AT WA nfyaay
(%0 wte, 2.1.22),

' “grmisafafion ua wwafa”’ —go wie, 116
Csgm @ vA@WEREATE, wRwakwagwEwata o (22,17,
Fo ¥lo)



28 ADWAITA PHILOSOPHY

Hence, in passing out into its opposite, it remains
identical with itself (@ qifa vafumam )« As it has pus
forth its opposite from itself, the Being (@) remains,
even in its opposite, sdentical with itself. It is the =www
itself which embodies itself in particular shapes—

‘“wqrafait ‘TR qufeRgaza@my
‘W’ dat awd’’ (—3e wre, 2.3.7.

Hence the wiza fiads in its own e3—not an alien
olker, but its own very being (wxa®a) | For, the w
is, in reality, no other but the mere form, the guise, the
shape, which the #tca ¢fsel/ Aas assumed for its own
manifestation—

aRay ‘ A’ fad my (3° w°, 2.2.17.)

It follows therefore that the ot4er is only itself ; part of
atew; the manifestation of its nature !; it is, in reality,
only ttself—

# w1 Mg sRarsifafon’ |fq fafeg
—° w0, 1.6, »

It is the universal itself which has gone forth into ite
particular. In passing from one to the other, nothing has’
been added from outside ; new material has been put forth
from the womb of the being itself.

Hence, the universal sunders itself into its particularity,
yet remains universal. Hence, the distinction which it
gives rise to is no distinction. Therefore the world is at
bottom no other than Brahman.? Therefore the universal,

1 Of.  qyNERAATHE ¥ Wi weAgie wa ngiwe (3° 2.6) |
“ guafe @ genfervEw agnfagumdat, 3° a°, (L4 14) N Wlel ‘an:
rwmfag: swawe v '—° W

3 e ‘SrRmTEn g 9 afcewame” Q° W°i The
Umverse is nothing but the wye#1 in reality. This is qrRAING® gfe

Ccf ‘ffqe gmfaitd, 5T uan ymat fagat *—Bankara's ¢ @renfagye
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while going forth out of itself, yet all the wiile abides
unchanged within stself,

‘YomlRe zal AN Aw ¢ faliwQa ' “ wAR ' q=-
HRgHTE, Nafd..... . gawwsa go@ 1—4§° 2.2.17.

The true =ww 1s therefore identical In all its diverse
forms, which remains hidden behind (mvaiitw fadifgay) |

Under the influence of wfami, we absolutely separate
and thus forget or ignore this underlying being and take
the mere forms as so many independent objects—as wafuw,
=91, w2, ebc. But the one w1 (being) which is identical
in all its diversity of forms, as &7, is not iteelf any single
individual thing or phenomenon. The ¢ multiplicity’ is
not therefore something different (wm) or separate al-
together from the ¢ unity.’

We find from this discussion that there is distinetion
as well as identity or more properly, ¢denfity in difference,
between the %1 and the =

Sankarg hs;s therefore concluded thus—
‘“g@aY faeweR’..... WUy awafa.. . gqw e’ (§° 1.1.6.

Elsewhere we find him remarking that every finite
individual object is a compound of fwo factors—gq and way;

! Vide also qrga, My° wifcan, 6 Sloka.

In Vedanta Bhasya where Sankara shows the relation between gy
and FwCy, he shows the distinction between them by holding wrey to
be & from the #dr | He has shown the identity between them by
holding w1 to be A from the &xwW | The reader should bear this
in mind,

In 3°w° 2148, BSankara distinctly saye that although the
differences are non:different ( wway ) from their cause, still they
remain—they are not abolished. “w w gFFRANNT... FwweyRat
yaRaranafasialy 1o o0« Anf.. wwa wwfer
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of which @ is abiding and constant, while way is ever-
changing.! The readers will note that wgg does not mean
here ¢unreality’ What is variable ;—the perpetually
changing and succeeding forms—are called wag. And what
is constant amidst all these changing forms or appearances
1s called €7,

These discussions unmistakably show that it is not at
all possible for the =g, for the nama-rupas to break loose
from the 1w, ¢.e., from Brahman—

7 a8 ¢ ‘fawa’ afig’ awmd (@ w°, 2.4.7)2
The distinction of ndma-rupa is developed within the
unity of the cause—

fadtar, @R wadafa (—a1° a°, 7.4.1.
g fafa wienaauwea« fanfd 1 —a° Wi, 2.4.7.

Hence, under no circumstances, can the «WEY be
separated from Brahman aund regarded as war, As soon as
they are separated, they become unreal, false—wgdtaaiazgan |
It is in this sense alone, Sankara has called stmqg to be
unreal. @R fawrvl SAH, AN waAd (=1° 6.6.2).

By ignoring or forgetting the Reality of the ever-con-
stant, underlying, hidden, Brahman of whieh the process of
the world is a gradual manifestation or appearance and by

L gy ¥ E) GRETERE GATTEAA. . Ee: ATE; EYRE |
adueiz afgdfweasfa, ag wefq:” (Ma° w° 2.16) waq is what
changes—* gfeqqn 3f%a'qﬁqa(f'a’ ad ‘wgqg | This is also called
‘wd’ | wad means—¢ gziq yfufyd agd afiecy ‘ wra’ fagad
(§° 2.1). It does not mean unreality,

3 “ gy gfe wawals, aae e aa gat wafa” (@° 7.8.1.)
The effects are subsumed under their cause and are pervaded by it.
It runs on into each of the effects.
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severing the connection of mwq with the underlying Brah.
man, if you occupy yourself with merely tkis continuouns
process, imagining a sort of causal relation among the
changing antecedents and consequents ! and a relation of
means and end ? among them, it would be a futile and use-
less occupation on your part. For, you would take that to be
real which is unreal, in as much as, severed from their
connection with Brabman, the nama-rupas hecome at once
wet@wagg;—unessential, We  cannot resist  the

temptation of quoting, with the permission of our readers,
the beautiful lines in which Sankara has embodied this
idea—
“LoudEld@E ae-gua-agw: GHa-weens:
ggaras- -aifu. - whamaEesEg—afasisar Qs
AN -IRGEFARE, AN GHAZIR,  RAATGT-
steanaEnfzen: agiwg-glamfaiaam—
fam: araifas a@d "—a° W, 1.5.2.

(2) In “this connection, we now desire to place

before our readers some very weighty
‘nfinite and finite.  observations made by Sankara while

explaining the term wam—Infinite,
and showing its relation with the finite things of the
world. These observations, properly uuderstood, will

' fagr-wareHar, | Elsewhere it is called ¢ fq-aiaa-oe waw: ' |
! ga-gea 999 |
* Of. also © Wren@RuTy WA ' A€W @TAEHQ YN G-

AT ' —° W°, 85, Also  GYROEHAINHINICGRATY,
geneEyy: '—aM°, 16.3. Severed from Brahman, this world becomes

unessential (qqr(), since —*¢ #fg fanew= Farfm[ FATY Wa5wa.

Of. also ﬁ]f-‘ umf?ﬁ aﬂq ‘mﬂm, ‘W'ﬂalﬂ ’ oy ﬁ"
awfa, & framfia (39, 4.19).
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show that to separate the Vedantic Nirgun Brahman
completely from the world and to treat it as vacuum and
empty is to go directly against the views of the Bhasya-
kara.

All finite objects, Sankara observes, are limited. We
can only know the limit of a thing by knowing what lies
beyond the limit. We can only be aware of the end (wm)
of a thing by being aware of something which stands
beyond the thing. A finite is that which has a limit.
If something is limited, it follows that beyond the limit,
there is another something. Therefore to be finite means

to be limited by something else. Sankara says :—
“ gyai« Nafafs vwgds
wafa | @ ¥ wa (limit)
fimy agy e ” (8° w° 2.1)

But limit always involves negation (fradwa). A
horse is a horse and not a cow, because it possesses the de-
terminations or qualities of a horse and not those of a cow.
Its being a horse is just what limits it, prevents it from
being a cow. It is in its negative aspect that quality is
limit. Sankara says—

a4t g9 sifagfn: (negation),
¢ nw WA (limit) wafa
g Meafgeray * fafrawa i —a° w°, 2.1,

In this way, one determinate thing negafes its opposite,
negates another determinate thing. This is what keeps
one thing separate (fwty agy) from another thing.
Each one excludes or negates the other ones from it. They
are thus different from one another. wwy is wyd for
it negates (fwa¥uf®) its opposite faw; faw is faw for
it negates its other wz. Thus one finite object negates

' “mﬂﬁﬁ nEmeEm T ¢ fravgfa ’ (negates)—&° w°, 2.1.
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another finite object.! This is Sankara’s deseription of the
relation between finite objects.

Now can any of the finite objects exclude or nogate
the Infinite? No; it cannot. Why? Because, accord-
ing to Vedanta, the Infinite is the Cause of all finite
objects. Hence, none of the finite objects can negafe their
cawse. Sankara has declared—

“afg v | AW agalsha,
aa; wrasfy ¢ fafrada 1 —a&° e, 2.1,

For, e’ (the effeot) is not something really

different from the aww (the cause). Had it been

different from the cause, the cause could not have pro-
duced it from itself. For, Sankara remarks—

g9 qEIWAT 99 4 g0, 7 qg9q A} | —2° W°.

What is not contained in a thing cannot be produced
from it. The cause, the Infinite, contained its effect, the
finite, witken it which it has expelled from it. It is the
Infinite, the tause, which has differentiated itself as the
effect, the finite. For, what is an effect (amar) ? Itis
the cause (®ww) itself which has taken the shape of
an effect—a T@iAR |—

ARG Few wanE @ 1—3° 4, 2.1.8.

Really, the effect, the finite, is no other than the cause,
the infinite itself. For, the #ww in becoming its ofder,
has not, in reality, become something different from it.
For, Sankara says—

7 faRqginaag agas wafd...
¥ qdfa wafimmg (—a3°a°, 2.1.18,

Hence, as the finite is not something different from,
other than, the Infinite, how can it negate the idea of its

1« agmaafelie nemwwEy ¢ franafl’ (cegates)—3° wi® 21
b
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cause ! Even when Infinite passes over to its opposite—
finite, it still remains the same. The effect, the faits,
the finite—has not broken loose from the cause, the &,
the infinite ;—but remains the product of it, so that in
it the cause, the Infinite, is still present, though hidden.!

It is wfaenr which separates the two, wfdmn sup-
poses finite is 7of infinite and infinite is zof finite. They
stand facing each other, totally opposed. But this view
will make the infinite finite. Infinite, in this view, would
be limited by the finite. Sankara Says— ‘

“a aww: 9 (outside) x@mTCHlw |
awfafcd ag= araf=
wanfagasafs, =g sw@aayg
‘mEva’ sfa ufceg (limit) wa
wiwa: ygsug | (3° wi°, 3.2.37.
Henee, infinite is not something oufside the finite ; it
has the finite witAsn the Infinite.
In another way, Sankara brings out the same thing—
We Liave seen above that @@ negates or excludes fiw ;
and fuw excludes or negates (mfiexfq) its opposite Tz.
But do the #xw, fuw, we—negate afaam, of which they are
the products'? He says—

fuw: w2 =faexfs, 9z fiw,
faq fom-92 7w 7 afvwwa: | (@ w° 6.2.2,)

Neither fuw, nor 5z negates the underlying ecausal
substance—=ny which has taken these forms, which the
|y has expelled from itself; for, these are merely @3 g@m

' of. ‘ ggfweem’ and ‘ gxw@A ufifar’ —in the Brihadsranyaka,
“areraTanpitat @ gaawe: faeg araTewaly ’ (Senkara’s ¢ yEdE)
{wgwnfge ag, saenfefaa:’ (Sankera's ¢ gdy) | ¢ wreqa®
wiu &, srEeae ' —8° W°, 2.3.14.
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waf '« It is the cause (wq) which has distinguished itself
from itself in the forms of fyw, Wz, etc. Hence we see the
justification of Sankara’s remark—

afe @l AW agatsf,
ga: sugfafifaana 1—a° we, 2.1.

The =mwy is not something different from the =ww;
hence it cannot negate the idea of the cause. We have
already seen that what stands at the end of a thing, what
is outside of a thing, can negate it. But the Infinite
being the cause runs through all the effects, underlies each
of the finite effects, hence how can #w be treated as stand-
ing outsiile of, or at the end of, its "ww p It is therefore
clear that no finite effect can negate or exclude the idea of
its cause, the infinite. For, it is the cause itself which has
issued from it as its effect, has differentiated as its effect,
has manifested itself as its other—as particular effects.
Hence the Infinite does not exclude but ¢nclude its effects
within it. JFor it has not become something else, in
assuming a mere form.

« The readers will remember that in the Vedanta Sutras
(11.1.14-20) where the relation between the effect (=)
and the cause (#1Tw) finds an elaborate discussion, it has
been shown that the effect cannot be separated from, and
placed outside of, the cause and regarded as utterly other
(w®) from the cause. It is really ? ww# from the cause.
For, there is dustinction no doubt, but the distinetion is not
absolute, not ultimate? ; for, the @ww itself appears as =,
as its other, It is therefore not really other, but =tcw itself.

! Le., mere shapes, forms, means—for its manifestation.
* Le.,, From the yre#ifd= stand-point.
* It is our wfggy which makes it utterly distinot (gmm). Itis

our spawifis gfe.
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In this way, it is impossible to separate the effects
from their cause, separate the #mwy from their underly-
ing Brahman, Yet, under the influence of Avidya, we
separate the effects and treat them as outside of the ecause,
as something wa@. This is a wrong view of the case.! It
is done in either of two ways: by separating Brahman
from the world altogether as an unknowable and unknown
something, or by entirely reducing the nature of the cause
(Brahman) to the Nama-riipas, taking nama-ripas as self-
subsisting independent-things,? and ignoring the underly-
ing hidden® Brahman altogether.

6. We now come to consider the important question
of the alleged wnreality of the

Iswara or creator is S :
not o iforont baing Creator t?e Vedantic Iswara (¥33).
other (wm ) than Several writers on Vedanta maintain
Brahman and conse-  t}o yiow that  Sankara was unable

quently not unreal. i ]
to rise to a higher conception of
Divine character and that %=t as creator is recognised
by the wise as wnreal.” Thisis indeed a very serious
allegation against Sankara and, we confess, there are
passages in the Vedanta bhagya which are responsible
for this hasty conclusion formed with regard to the
unreality of the nature of Iswara. We shall consider
these passages presently. But before we do so, a remark
or two on the subject is necessary.
() Sankara has made no distinetion between the
two—Brahman and Iswara. The act of creation, he
says, ought not to be regarded as a separate and distinct

Y Of Yo faitdfaget, oG sweded)  yemmn # fnfey
qg"‘g; | Bankara’s ¢ gimfagyew’.
* Thia is Sankara's wuayg.

 awaiwic fadfen
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act, by which Brahman has become something otZer than
its own self ;—as if it was Brahman fi7sf, and then became
a creator. Such' manner of thought would introduce a
false difference in the ‘nature’ of Brahman which is
always a real unity. The act of creation is but the
revelation of its own pature. As the revelation cannot be
exhaustive and must necessarily be partial, every fresh
act of creation must be regarded as tbe revelation of its
nature so far fortk. The nature of Brahman being infinite
(gw) and inexhaustible ( w=@ ), no act of creation can
be the exhaustive expression of its nature. Sankara
observes— '
“qafy mama o9, aaf aq@ny
yus an seifa | gudy sfewa (3°w°, 5. 1. 1)—

¢..,38 Brahman is inexhaustible in its nature, it is eternally
making (Sfew®) itself—creating itself—to realise its own
nature. If Brahman, creating the world, were to exhaust
its nature, the world, in that case, would have to be
regarded as®a complete and finished whole. But such
cannot be the nature of Brahman which is inexhaustible
and infinite. Sankara has told us that—

“&g aw, ¢.e., Iswara can never really be an aggregate

of many parts—azamas wdww’ (8° @°, 5.1.1.)!
In the Gitd-Bhdsya he observes that—

“the being which bhas revealed itself as the world is

no otker than the ¢ nature’ of Brahman itself.” 2

T’ ﬂf%...WWE'ﬁzﬂﬂTﬁd qu‘m (i.e., a whole—aggregate
of parts : mere unity of ocollection) wAwW Fw—wigan favgaq
N—IAT Qafgmga ” (go wre, 5.1.1.). “gww wRR@IE-AAIYH;”’
(80 W1e). Otherwise a false difference would be introduced into the
‘nature’ (@wrg) of Brahman which is always a unity (z: mva).

! gy ae’ wse wawewEly, weifeEnfee sifaatawEsaa. .

Q-
Iaw gEE 9 faqee-‘aw ggw’ ‘ gdwanowgE ...
fafadgmare” (Mowre, 15. 11.),
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In the Kena-Bhésya, a similar remark is recorded—
“gAT AFY:- - GITAT SUIEAY | AW qC, fawrq
a f§ wag qOEry.. 24 ey waata” (3.1.).

That is to say—the immanent God is really the same
as the transcendent Brahman. Sankara is still more
explicit and expressive there in the sentence—

\

“ggramare 9T ¥ wadiga’”’ (§° &1, 3.1.)

Elsewhere, the same fact is stated expressly thus—

“It is the same transcendental Paramétm4 who sus-
tains everything in the world by His Power.”!

In the Mundaka-Bhasya, he observes that—
‘““the immanent God is in reality nothing
but the transcendental Brahman’
“ w3 fafd 85 gau g
AR Y 9H, JAEea ‘gfaRy’ awm=-
fafa wagd ” 1 (g° w°, 2.1.3). ]
Sankara has definitely condemned those who would
make the slightest distinction? between % and ¥5R— *
“ Hzge Wmud, 939 aw,
weRAEL FEar wd wafa ? (8° W, 2.7),

1 “oRy wely ‘s@T @nud (fag @ ) @ wfwate, e
wy ‘fafreed’ 1. . @eqanEaEy g9 famfa”’ (Mowte, 15.19). =)
is only the fgfyegy of Brahman itself, not something separate or waq |

* Iswara is not to be really looked upon as identified with the
world ; for Brahman bas not really and actually been reduced to the
oreated elements and thereby has become sometking else. It is really
the same Brahman still. Hence, Brahman and Iswara are not distinct,
Put the same being. This is the yrfgmefe, de, true view of
the case.

| Y guugRENaY 9 fWiY—a § ‘auagar |
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Thus, it is wrong to aseribe to Sankara the view that
in his system, his Iswara is something other than (W)
and distinet from -Brahman, that Iswara is a Jower and
empirical Brahman. It is the Sankara’s established theory
that, in revealing itself as the world, Brahman has not
become something ofker than its own nature.

It is not possible to regard the filg and the @qw as
two separate entities. We have already seen that behind
the multiplicity of N&ma-riipa there is the underlying
unity (aIm). With a view to show that this unity is not
to be reduced to the multiplicity, the fasiw aspect has
been emphasised, which shows that awm is unaffected
by the changing Nama-.rtpas. As this unity is the
indwelling spirit working in the world, as it is the
impelling force—energy which makes things move or
change, its ®gu aspect has been mentioned, which shows
that it controls and directs all movements—changes—
in the world. , To show this two-fold ! relation of Brahman
with the world, vzz., standing unaffected yet controlling

N. B—Col. Jacob in his introduction to his edition of the Vedanta-
sara is wrong in pointing out ‘inconsistencies’ in the writings of
Sankara. The reader will see that he has failed to grasp the true sense
of the relation of mg; and §3¥ |

1 (a) 3@ Afq afifa ww-ufalueRa (Negative) sy frg'm:
o4, a9 fafugln (Positive) gy fag w: avi= xfa g8 9 swr@) awd
(% w°, 3.1.27),

(b) wAfag 8= faad (s.e. regularly controlled) afes wfafed
et W Nae—aw framfune ‘Afq 3@ g wt=: (3.9.26).

(c) wwa-wew afafcs —areacy darmgueay a=ifa:(4.3.6).

(d) wa; sPEufdeidea: fafsm @a gg—(frs)
magufn aganfaaita avig afias (4.3.11.).
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and aoting—the fijw and the @yw aspects are given in the
Vedanta.

(6) Without taking into consideration the foregoing
passages of Sankara, much emphasis has been laid upon
cortain passages which occur in the Vedanta-bhisya
(II.1.14). One of such passages runs to this effect—

“It is only in the practical concerns of
life that there is Iswara and the idea of a
Controller and the Controlled. But when
the real knowledge will dawn, where is
the creation and where is the creator ? ”’

“qramgtaemat QA faas-
FAGTCWTE; MR |
FITAYET @ Fyaafy
Tufemaeic ((§° w°, 2.1.14).

The true idea of the passage, as it appears to us, has
not been correctly grasped and Sankara has been unjustly
ridiculed as ‘‘ recognising a pinchbeck deity ” and his
system has been thought ‘to have no place in it for
theism.”

We shall here try to arrive at the right view of
Sankara’s remarks from his own standpoint, and we
crave our readers’ particular attention to this important
point.

The world is the manifested form of Brahman. We
have already seen that Brahman, of its own motion, has
manifested its ¢ nature ’ in the form of the universe. This
is its smmanent aspect. Ordinarily, people take this aspect
of Brahman as Zswara. In our everyday =rqew, in our
all practical concerns of life, we are quite satisfied with
taking the world—the nima-ripas—as the manifested
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form of God—%%xt* | As Iswara is the cawse of the world,
the world is regarded as His manifested form. We do
not care to direct our thought to the deeper implications
involved in tbis view of Iswara.

That this is the people’s conception of Iswara was
known to Sankara quite well. For, we find him remarking
in his Vedanta-bhdsya thus—

“gamicary famaRdy wfefefae’
qUiTT; eqEaET fafg @R |
—gaah [ |STE; e’

—3° 10, 1,1.20.

Iswara, then, is ordinarily restricted to the frarcewis,
as He is the cause of the fa®mws, the Nama-riipas, the world.
This is the fafre-form, of Brahman.?2 Brahman, in this
view, is taken to be enfirely manifested in this world.
That there is still a transcendental form is not at all
thought of. 1t is assumed that because the world has been
deduced from Him, He becomes the world, He 72 the
wqrld. That, in reality, He zs indeed the world, but yet
something more is quite forgotten.®> People think that

' COf. ‘gAw@a W qGRRT A, ME: gEHRifa—¥gn W
awgRe wafa'—m° w°, 18.22.

3 It is the notion of the Divine immanence. It is the panthéistic

idea of “All is one”, “qa;qn(qﬁqrq gatmsaiqqy:” (¥°1120)
RS gEtgmia’—sfa ‘ganaiog®:’ —3° w°, L1.26. As it is the
cause itself whioh transforms itself intp various forms of effects, so
God is taken to be an all-inclusive Whole. “‘g}y waly a1 a1 wwwfm:,

a1 @ Wy ( e ) ‘fafeegoq’ —aygen in A° wg
* Oompare—‘ gayimeny wdmfumcy: ‘s’ wafa  faw
amsfy ¢ wigwac’' fag wafq ’—afd wmw, 1.6, “ghadw g
Rty fagamany  ofcfewdwaedsf sofeeden ek
6
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¥ is the only Reality existing on his own account,
and that there is no other Reality ( #& ) beyond God
(3T)

We have already seen that under the influence of
Avidya (wfim), people quite ignore the separate being
of the cause and regard the effects as something quite
distinet ( WA ), as self-subsisting objects. This is called
by Sankara as ==wifc@-stand-point. Thus, we quite
forget the transcendental aspect of Brahman and restrict
it to its immanent aspect alone. In this way, the fafae-ga
of Brahman, 7.c., Iswara is looked upon as quite sufficient
for the purpose of worship. This is our ordinary view
of Iswara.! This view has been emphasised by Sankara
when he declares lswara to be—*‘g=a4: gsta;,” ete., quoted
above.

But, although, we admit, this view of Iswara is
sufficient for the ordinary purposes of life, still there is
the other side which, philosophy demands, can never
be lost sight of. As Brahman is perfect and trans-
cendental, as it is inexhaustive and inexhaustible (w=a
and 949 ), no one of its determinations, no one of'its
definitions can exhaust its potentiality, no one of its
actualisation can fix it in a rigid form and be regarded
as final,?

(3°w° 127, ), “ owifyy ‘afafar’ @ wawes, 7 9 |@wiias
‘wfadtgimat’ srefd, agq” (3°, 3225 ) 1 “‘g&ua:’ ge@nwe, o
‘Qa7’ ¥ and “%9 ¥ ‘gfqqd)’, ‘afeq’ ”’ (wdwiw )1 In Vedanta,
qURHT 18 everything, yet hegs more. This is the true view.

! “gaEg@a WA, qw@IQ A1, A qeeia—ien W
( amea@a wafa )—an° ac, 18.22.

* To restriot the cause to its particular manifested effects and to
regard these as its complete and final expressions is wrong. gy has

denounced this view as giqfa® |—
“gu BAGISHTH I gwwlyS ... awmwegEEs” (18.22,) |
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But, we have seen, it is our Avidya ( wfazi) which
makes us forget this transcendental aspect of Brahman
and to reduce or restrict it to a particular manifestation.
For this reason Sankara has described Iswara—God—
as—3 4TI & and also as wiemnm=®.! The readers will see
that by this, Iswara does not become an unreality.
Sankara remarks—

AAHIAAT]  aq  wRwAsTEEawaEngaq—( 3° 2.1.1 ),

v.6., It is ®@ which conceals? the transcendental and
inexhaustible nature of Brahman and entirely reduces
it to, or identifies it with, the three manifested states of
activities ( viz., gfe, f@afqa and w@g )1 But the frue view of
the case is that Iswara (God) though the creator or the
cause of the world, has not and does 7o¢ necessarily become
restricted or entirely reduced to the effects ( @is or fags )
created ; but He has also a {ranscendental nature which
remains unaffected by these.® This is the true view of
God. Sankara has declared for this reason that—

‘g 2aef@ sww: swfufadtsemag...ngw-
. fafuufare @ fagad 1 —( 3° 1.1.24)

1 “ gagrEmEEg S ganafy Srafemae ” (8° 2.1,14).
and wfagmma-mEENaEIQAY O wafa” —sfE |

“ 0f. guify gmAw aziswRaf@a nfaaad, agead) ana W
faRdig@w; swigmel @ fagwd ' —3° 3.2.15

‘FWUT WATGE CNIRYUH...... 7 ZES | AW OHWEHE qIFEH
pagaE” —g°, 5.1.1.

? ¢ guifysa@safaduEry”’ (823235 )1 Also  ‘gEwan
fafa@a wiat q@ ‘wr-xud @dsanE”’ (w3° 5.15) | ¢ ouiwaRuy
fammmfeuR.fafgf@a ” (&, 21) —xwife ‘wre: dxwaEtz
vag ‘wmmma’ am (&7, 4.5 )

' vaida fammar, Gefrfa e@ sfeenamy wmaasfafoas
fmaw fay”’ (s & w° )1 “simrawfrsafe oty #
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For, although Brahman assumes particular forms or
aspeots, it remains all along identical with itself, For—

“ 4 faRtY-IUANIAY A@WE Wala
...... g Gafa yefasar’—3° 2.1.18
and aleo
“ 7 fg snfyRnzf wuene age.
wHTEn; |@nE; awefE ) ’—8° 3.2.11,

It is clear therefore that although Iswara has assumed
the manifested forms—although He is famwyw: fafure:,
still it is ¢z reality nothing but Brahman; that is to say,
although Brahman appears acting in the world in its
immanent aspect, yet it remains unaffected in its trans-
cendental nature. It is wrong to take the immanent
aspect alone as an independent reality and to ¢gnore the
transcendental aspect which is the real aspect!.

For, the fact is that—
gafy Fatwa efzw’,

A I guERY an Avifa,
gy Sfrwd’—a° w°

s, wiafeada sw  wawicfgas”—3° wi°, 3.2.14.  zuunaw
femgaifass ‘afadd’ @y wed’'—g. 2,21,

1 ¢ gmafafie wweRs aww AEafe w1’ ¢ Yea sg@aNER
wig @awang —a°  w®, 3211 Alo ‘eufufafane  ag-
yNaigugs; ' —a°, 3.2.15.

. ‘waw sfwwmd quW AWIES: |
UL NIRRT FRIEE AR (.

1t.is the ignorant (wgwy:) who regard the inexhaustible Brahman
= entirely reduced to .ite manifestations { sgfay ) ¢
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From these discussions, the readers will find now that
—the immanence of God must not be taken in the sense
of Divine ¢dentification with the process of the finite
world, and the transcendency also ought not to be taken
in the sense of absolutely separating God from the world
as an unknowable something, without recognising His
activity as indwelling spirit, It is the immanence of
transcendence, in reality.

(¢) Now, we shall come to explain some other
passages in the Sankara-bhfisya which have produced
the erroneous opinion about the unreality of the Vedantic
Iswara. It will be seen that Sankara begins his discussion

about Iswara in this part of his commentary with the
sentence—

“wfamews-mag@area A 30 wafa”’ (3° a°, 2.1.14)
“wfrmi@E-TRgTAR ATy vy —([4id).

Finding that the word wfsmww® has been used in
connection With £3Y, the conclusion has been hastily form-
ed that 5T must be unreal, false.

* Now, what does the word wfami@® really mean? Woe
have carefully examined the various commentaries of
Sankara and have found that in connection with #w-gy,
he has used these words—wfaafws, wisgweguanfya,
wisgiarifad and wf@a@& | In a passage in the Taittiriya-
bhésya, Sankara has concluded that the Ndma-rupas cannot
be regarded as the essential property ( wéi ) of the self;
that they are the property of our ¢ntellect. Our intellect
(understanding) falsely ascribes Ndma-riipa to the self as
its essential property!. If we follow this explanation,

! “famnsfradiegdatafa 91 a1 falwifaddt qufyas waw

TR R SR A, . A fafed, awed 1 mewet”
—xifg (8° W1°, 28) | It is also found in N° yy°
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we come to see that wheresoever he uses the epithet wfaaafea
in connection with #wsg, the enquiry would naturally
arise to the effect—wfaamafea on what? and wfaaafea
how ? That is to say, are the #wWeds imagined by wfaan
on the self' ? ;—and are the MAwys imagined by wfaa on
the self as <¢fs essential property? This disposes of
the enquiry about the ‘on what’and ‘how’? The two
phrases wfaq-vavenfya and wfag-wdifaa convey the same
sense with wifaai#fwa' | Only one phrase, namely,—
wfagwa now remains to be explained. The readers will
see that when this phrase invariably occurs in connection
with the term awW-g4, as in the case of the three other
phrases, it must also convey the same sense and sig-
nificance which  those other phrases convey. We
therefore would not be wrong, if we say that the awwus
are ‘wfagwm®’, because they are imagined to be the
essential property of the self. This is the sense of
‘ wifazmars * here.

In the famous Introduction to the Vedanta-bhésya,
Sankara has taken care to explain the sense of the term
wfygn which it would convey in his commentaries. From
the explanation given here, it will appear that under the
influence of wfazt, men ignore the distinet presence of the
underlying unity and identify it with the changing
states and activities evolved from it. Men, under the
power of Avidya, tdentify the underlying @m with the
manifested world. In this way, the manifested Nama-
riipas, i.e., the world becomes the only Reality standing

! The readers will see therefore that wherever Sankara would
employ such phrase as wfgma{®® Aw%R, it would mean that sy
is always erroneously imagined by wfgayy as the ya or the essential

property of the wmelf; (whereas it is really the property of the
intellect itself).
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on its own account, and beyond this reality there is no
other Reality (#® ) at all. In this way, 3T is regarded
quite an independent reality, absolutely separafe and
different (W) from aw. Now, Sankara has declared
gsuch view of ¥3t as unreal, false and wfaavws .  For,
Brahman in appearing as creator—as ¥4t—has not in
reality lost its own nature, neither has it passed out of
itself into something else—

afe faltqetandw, sg~a wafa,
.8 wifq safemarg 1—(3° w° 2.1.18)

The fact is that if you look upon =T as a diferent
being, as other than (%@ ) Brahman, you are wrong. But
if you regard Him as an aspect of Brahman and
therefore nothing but Brahman itself—this is the correct
view.

Thus the readers will find now that Sankara has not
denied =T\,

(d) The created elements have been evolved from the
‘nature’ of Brahman for its own realisation. Brahman has
not sundered itself into these elements; it has not actually
passed into, or been converted into, these elements and
thereby has become something otker than its own nature. It
expresses itself through these. We have therefore no right
to separate these from it and take them as ¢something’
distinet and complete in themselves. Hence is Sankara’s
remark—

“ qeamaegt ga ga avgfe; P
(3°wr°, 2.1.22)

The evolving changes—the diversities of emerging
Néma.ripa—are not something other than (v#) Brahman’s
nature, We can not sever their connection with the
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underlying Brahman, but they must be looked upon as
really the further and further revelations of this nature 1.
When we come to truly realise the unity of Brahman
as untouched and unaffected by the evolving changes, we
will then look upon the world and all the changes evolving
therein as mere means, medium, symbols, * through which
Brahman is realising its own nature—is expressing
itself. Everything will appear as incorporated 3 in
Brahman as its necessary expressions. This is the
correct interpretation of the passage under notice,
in the light of the Sankara’s entire theory. No other
view is possible. One who has declared Iswara to be
eternally existent (famfeg) cannot declare him to be
unreal.
That this is the case will appear also from the illustra-
tion ¢ recorded by Sankara which we

Illustration in : : \ .
proof of the above DOV desire to explain, To express
position. the idea of the letters, we employ

certain points, lines, strokes, ete. The
letters do not themselves pass into or become actually

1 Vide grgfuzem in 3° wi°, 24.7. “gwme TeaAT agmiaRm,
i wafm @ g awx faflg adg awa’ . O ‘9 yugwa
o ag-ereuadiy —qa@aY, 63,1 “azywafges 3y, wrewiyela:
aunq g¥ad aw, N gfifafed’ — | “gqalqfe wifawTa-

o~

Anean: weanmang —a° o, 2.1.3.

1 “znafa efevyew awafaeedar -9 @aamE” (3° 4,
1.4.14). ‘ogranafonfrats awetdlouss fTwgwy (3 WO,
2.1.14). ‘wwewf...eymfand wafa (@° w° 7.17.1) | ggEwm-
Arafad 8% (6.2.2.) &o.

) ‘geree Tedng ‘aww faRm @t waf..admetag”
(w°) ‘g afe@w Do

¢ gt caRwmUE-gEnERg-afonTe,  tEedew sene
¥ @, g wA sfa aveafe, waRin demewd fwe; w g
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converted into these points, lines, strokes. These merely
express the nature of the letters. ~These are merely
symbols standing “for the letters which find their expres-
sion in them. Such is the case also with the numbers. The
numbers—one, two, three, etc.—are expressed through cer-
tain lines and points. They do not actually pass into, or
are converted into, these lines and points. These are merely
symbols which are employed to express the nature of the
numbers. Separated from the numbers which find expres-
sion in them, and taken as independent things,—the
lines, points, etc., lose their value and become unreal.!
So long as they are taken in connection with the numbers
which they express, they have their value. But sever
them off from the numbers, they at once become useless.
Such is the case with the created elements, and Brahman.
As soon as they are separated from the underlying Brahman
which expresses itself through them, they lose their value
and are quite useless. Hence these cannot be regarded
as somethind independent—wa—self-sufficient and com-
plete in themselves ; but they are w@a from (s.e., not really
other than) Brahman underlying them. In the third chapter
of this book we have tried to explain the relation of the
cause aud the effect elaborately. We need not repeat here
the arguments used there. It will suffice to say that * The
first part of Sankara’s causal theory implies tbat the
causal reality is distinct from its effects or its successive
manifestations, because it has a ‘nature,’ a @ey, a @wWIa
(swartipa or swavaba) of its own, and it cannot therefore

Yy t@many 1 gu 9 waEife weufa fafaarefay:, qasel-
Tefegaeaiee, suint g9€ wideafd ; @ q-aegEawaE-
wuwi aeafar a9l 9y oxufv-fafq-eaw fNgwwrew, o
awawdagafs ’ safe (2° Wi, 4,4.25).

' “ g waofgeerewfagfe gler, t@meeefagy; v
(3° w°, 2.1.14).

(4
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be resolved into, or identified with, the effects or the
changes emerging from it. Sankars expresses this idea
in—

“q g wegw IEnad (3% w°, 2.1.9)

““ The second part of the theory implies that the cause is
no doubt distinet from, and independent of, its effects or
the emergent changes ; but the effects cannot be separated
from their underlying cause and regarded as independent
and self-sufficient  things’ ( aggs ), each complete in itself.
The effects must therefore be regarded as ananya (%) from
their cause; z.e., the real ‘nature’ of the cause expresses
itself gradually, or becomes realised in, these successive
effects.! The latter are therefore mere forms, means, instru-
ments for the realisation of the nature of the cause which
underlies them. It is not therefore possible to separate
any of the effects from the underlying cause which expresses
itself in them. Separated from it, they would lose their
value and become useless.”

We find therefore from the illustrations tquoted above
that the successive changes are snseparable from their
underlying cause which gradually realises or expresses its
own nature in and through them. The underlying causal
reality has not actually passed into, or been converted into,
these evolving changes,—thereby becoming something
else other than its own nature (w).*

7. It follows from this exposition that what gradually

expresses its inexhaustible nature in
ang‘intilf:ir ;‘;‘:;‘(’)f;%'f its changes, cannot exhaust itself
lity for their works. in them and so become ¢dentical with
them. Yet translating the word
ananya (W) as absolutely ¢ identical,” Sankara’s theory

~—

1 ¢ areaem wifawta:  (8° Wi, 1.1.11).  Also 1.3.30.
0. “ymmrmidadet < wmar favga U —a° we, 5.1.1,
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has been reduced to a kind of ‘Pantheism’ which he
took so much pains to refute in various parts of his
commentaries.

Taking Sankara to be a Pantheist, it has also been
supposed that he has, in his theory, not only abolished
Iswara but also abolished or negated the °Individuality’
or the ¢personality’ of the finite individuals, making
them merely parts of an all-inclusive abstract whole,
viz., Brahman:—¢aseribing to this Brahman alone the
agency of all works.”” Many eritics of Sankara’s
theory believe that in the Adwaita philosophy as expounded
by Sankara, the finite individuals are not responsible for
their works, that all activities proceed from the agency
of Brahman alone.

There are valuable arguments by which Sankara has
established the ¢individuality ’ of the selves which we
have discussed elsewhere. Here in this chapter, we %hall
content ourselves only examining the position whether
the individ®al beings are not responsible for their works
in this system of philosophy, so far as the ¢theory of
creation ’ is concerned.

We find in our daily observation that the ¢speriences of

Differences in ex- one individual man differ in their
Egzi?c'fz pr?;gi:,iiifﬂi, character from the experiences of
‘ natures.’ another individual. Your experience
and mine are not of the same character. Even the
individuals born and brought up under similar circumstances
develop different experiences, exclusively belonging to each.
If Brahman—the only Individual —be reduced to the relations
of the world, he alone can be held responsible for this unequal
distribution of the experiences or fortunes of different
individuals, and the finite individuals would thereby be
absolved from their share in the responsibility for their
experiences. Sankara appears to remark in the Vedanta-
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bhasya (II. 1.84) that for the inequalities of the
experiences, the works of the individuals are to be held
responsible. A hasty idea has been formed from this remark
that as in this system there are no real individuals at all,
these actions alone constitute the so-called individuality
of men. A western writer has thus written about Sankara’s
theory—

“Its resolutron of human life into a series of

acts m¥chanically related keeps it at what we

must describe at a low level.”

That in the Sankara-system, the actions are but the
responses made by the individual to the external environ-
ment with which there is an interaction, and that the
gsource of this response is the ‘nature’ of the individual
which underlies these actions, and that this nature can-
not be resolved into these activities—all these points can
be proved without much ado from the pages of
Sankara’s commentaries. We shall record in this place
only one argument employed in the Vedanta-bhésya to
expose the absurdity of the position held by the ecritic
above referred to, which will suffice for our present purpose.

8. Every individual self, Sankara remarks, has a two-fold

. . mode of existence—substantive (@wwu

Individuals—their

substantive and ad- Or fafi®) and adjectival (wwfw-qq or
jeotival ~modes of Ggyg) 1 In his substantive mode,

existence.
he exists for Aimself, he belongs to
himself. In his adjectival mode, he is related to otbers,

1 ¢ gadsly wee-TIEenNeal, wAnwRNGuEaY | g9 wsfy
99 fagm, @wd gwfy-yow Wi, wRewRvenny wafg... .69
ATWC:... - AT WAL ... ... far avan namn sfqg

“gut Ty gt T@r, wrmEn fafagamn, OE-gU-ug-gvats-
WRANAE-Fawafa

“zor@ia Aw AN feiwyw  yATWAEE, W ZE-quEEZEAfE-
w&@” (@e we 2.2.17).
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he exists for others. His substantive existence or @¥9
cannot be resolved into the adjectival existence; for, the
individual is always more than his mere relations. His
@e4 (Swarupa) is permanent and transcendent (FZz®@); but
his @wfi-g4, 2.e., his relations with others depend on the
things with which he comes into interaction, and these
relations therefore are always liable to changes. Thus,
there is a Swarup (@%u) belonging to each individual being
which underlies the relations or the activities elicited

from this &%y (Swarupa) through its relation with other
objects.

How is it possible, in the face of such clear argu-
Nature” of indivi. ments, to come to the conclusion that
dual selves cannot be the system of Sankara has left no
f::imegri::grg’m e place for the ‘individuality,’ and that
the individuals are mere aggregate

of their actions or relations? It follows irresistibly from
this discussion on the subject in question that when
Sankara apparently makes the works of the individuals
re.sponsible for their inequalities, he really makes the
underlying ‘patures’ or @&y (swarupas) of each individual
responsible for the special character of the works issuing
out from him., This will be evident, if we consider the
character of the collateral arguments used by Sankara
in this very place (3°#° II. T. 34). He illustrates his
position here by showers of rain and the germination of
distinet kinds of crops from their respective seeds.
The peculiar and the distinet nature inherent in each
class of seeds is the true cause, says he, for the visible
inequalities in the development of different plants, each
distinguished from each class;—though the general and
common cause for the growth and germination of crops
must be held to be the showers aecting upon the
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seeds.! It is well-known that Sankars has used the term
‘seed,’ 7.e., o with reference to the four different types
of individuals distinguished from one another in their nature
and character, We would refer our readers to a passage
in the Bhésya on the Chandogya Upanishad where this
line 1s to be found—

“ ARt |@H ¥ YAt N@7F ¢ A’ qafw,

——wgd, MawglEmfafa | (Maa

——includes @es" and 5TgH" ) 1+ ( e wie, 6,3.1.)

The seed (®=1) therefore includes in it the living

‘natures’ of the individual selves, each distinguished from
the other class.? The difference in experience therefore is
to be accountel for by the difference in the respective
‘natures’ or @®Y of the individuals. The result reached
here will be far more evident if another passage 1is
considered in this connection. In the Vedanta-bhésya
(ITI. 2. 9), a discussion runs to the effect whether,
when a man wakes up after a deep sleep, it is the

1 qen fy oG AMAiRES aid g WAt Aetgate-
39X g auloaIRY weWRUIn gwReEifr @eaf waf| o gaAEd
RaAGMTELY FURY WY waE!  LzRquRINA § auSENaE 7
waaif® wdfe wcwmfa wafg ” (3o wie, 21.84).  Of. qugafy

& ~ e ha Y a ¢
fe a9, @, ®0Q7 sita: ... k9x" ¥ wamAdwS... gosaRe Taw )
8o Wlo, 2.3.42)

$ ¢ ZYa is what grows and hence continuously permanent. ¢ ey’

FOeFRG...a f§ wdo fafeq sdefar  fmw waveaan -
gfan Afa sfa a@®” (WMo wo, 918).  ‘Beeds’ (&m) in the

Sankara system wmeans those which have living individual selves behind
them, and hence they grow. Cf. Ftaf @t g&uamt *—(7.10) Mo and
st el 7 o (1032).
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same identical individual who had slept has now waken
up or it is a different individual. It is shown here
that it is the same identical individual to whom both
the past and the present belong. Among other arguments
used to prove this fact, we should like to refer to only two
arguments given there, The first is about the works
done by the individual and the second is the fact of
recollection. To prove the identity of the same individual
both before and after his sleep, Sankara argues that
otherwise the man waking up could not have begun
again the same works which he had left unfinished
before he went to sleep. Here we would request our
readers to carefully examine the nature of this argu-
ment employed by Sankara to establish the identity of
the individual. If the idea of Sankara were, as our
opponents hold, really to resolve the individual self into
his actions or works, how, we ask, could he employ this
argument; and how could the argument establish the
identity of the Soul ? The works the man had left off
when he fell asleep, are a thing of the past. Those works
hdve vanished already because they belonged to a past
time. How can the man who now wakes up begin again
the works which are #ow non-existent ¥ What is the link
here to connect the past work with the present ? It must
be, therefore, Sankara’s inner purpose to show that
it is the identical inner ‘pature’ of the man to which
both his past and present works must belong, which
‘nature’ must be the underlying link here, connecting
the works. This line also brings to licht what was
really working in the mind of Ssnkara when he wrote this
commentary—

“u v wAW gifvEew aHW, wu.dafaat wafageeta '—

t.e., A piece of work half done by one man, eannot

be brought into completion by a different man.
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Again, Sankara speaks of ‘memory ’ (@fa) here. The
man exercising his memory, recollects where he left off
his past work and where he is to begin now. The works
themselves cannot exercise 3he memory.! It must be
the underlying self which does it and recollects his past
work and connects it with the present. It is therefore to
this self that both the works must belong, and it is not
the:wor/cs themselves,which can recollect tiemselves. Here
again, by the phrase—

“ smanaE and Fawom ’ —

Sankara makes the underlying self responsible for his

works. By holding the individual
_ Human responsibi-  man responsible fo- his works done by
lity for works. .

him (or left uodone by him), San.
kara clearly establishes the;.fact that behind the works
done, there is the underlying ¢ nature’ or @sy (Swarupa)
of the man which is really accountable for its works,
Otherwise, if the man be simply an aggregate of his
works, then his present work being the necessary outcome
of his antecedent work in time and predetermined by it,—
you cannot make ?ke man responsible for his present
works.

9. It may not be out of place here to refer, in this

connection, to the arguments used by

Every individual has  Sgnkara in the Vedanta-bhésya, which
a distinot ‘ nature’ of . . .

its own, will also show that difference in the

works or activities really implies

difference in the deeper ‘natures’ which underlie the

works or activities. The argument is originally used

1 qﬁq (memory) is the distinguishing characteristic attribute (e
or @gy) of the self. ‘ grq¥eT¥EMIERIEAY WWYWAEA Wi
wwafeat ’ (3o wre, 3.3,53).
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to expose the absurdity of the theory of A4sad-
kdryya-vdda. 1t is everywhere observed that certain
definite changes or activities are invariably accompanied
by a definite ‘nature’ behind them. Certain ofker
definite changes or acti#hs are invariably accom-
panied by another definite ¢ nature’ which is utterly
distinet and different from the ¢ nature’ mentioned
above. In all the successive transformations or
changes of #fwar (say, a lump of earth), the ¢ nature’ of
wfwar is seen behind them (but not the nature of a free).
Again, in all the successive transformations or changes of
a tree, the nature of the tree—but not the nature of the
earth—is seen behind them. Why, it may be asked, is
such the case everywhere in connection with all kinds of
definite changes or activities ? !—Simply because, these
definite changes or transformations are determinations of
the nature of the earth, and not of any other nature. This
proves the fact that definite changes or actions belong to
definite ¢ natures,” and these natures are distinguished, one
from the other.2 A similar argument, slightly changed,
18 given elsewhere. If a man wants to produce an earthen
vessel, he must collect some earéZ for the purpose. But
melk must be collected, if he wants to produce curd. The
collection of earth will not serve his purpose in the latter
case. Thus,definite ‘natures’ only, can produce definite
works or changes. 1If there are not definite natures

1 “q g gefaan wERdwE, awRfaam: fafeaeawd
aftsrads g gefEae v aie: g&fa .. A wgd awd,
s gy =xJdondtam: ‘Frafadany ww  wiae A a9e '
Tqn; ‘@n |9 qq  (Ge, @eyq="Their own natures) WAy
sywwmEl” (3° w°, 2.2.26).

' Of. “afeammilse, AT qarey:” wafe’ (M° w°, 18.66),

8
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actually present in the world, anything could be made to
produce any work indiseriminately. There would have
been no difference in the works at all. For, there would be
nothing to distinguish one kind of work from another.'
These arguments very cledly prove that every finite
individual possesses a definite nafure of its own which can-
not be resolved into the works or aotivities produced from
it. We fail to understand how Sankara’s system can be
held to negate the individualities.?

10. ¢ The creation,” according to Sankara, “is but
the  Universal the gradual manifestation of diverse
(@wiw) ond  the Universals (W) in the form of
Particular (fadly). individual objects (faftw) produced
from them.”3 All finite individual

objects are a compound of two factors—the universal and
the particular. The universal or g stands to the
individual objects (faflas) as unity to multipheity.
There is but one universal cow, while there are many
individual cows. There is the clay, while ¢there are its
many particular differentiations—#gq, faw,ws. Thus the
world of the Universals (¥wmw) manifests itself . in

1 vfqvzevataiafy; sfafaaf srat -gfom-gagidi
euawimfn Tww (4 9 zaAffn wfew snRyw, @ w=feh
Nt wfafw® v 7gad:, gww g@m wew, weg Doy 2
gega, 7 Gfaman: ¢” (§°491°, 2.1.18.)) [Does not the expression
—‘yfafrgmfa wwwifa’ imply the different grades of Individuals ¢]

% Besides the arguments given in this chapter, there are other

valuable arguments used by 8ankara to prove the existence of the

‘nature’ of different individuals.
3 “gwm-faltmnadimagmceng fafea” (3° w°, wia®, 2.4.9).
‘gAY WIWETY nETAv faitar fwfe” (3° w0, 1.6.1),
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the multiplicities (faftws) of the sense-world. Thus,
the truth of all particular things we find in the
Universals.

The true @™ is thus used in the Vedanta-bhasya to
denote the Universals or the deeper
Each individual is  ¢papyreg ’ of the single individuals, and

a compound of GHM
and fyits. the term faftys to denote the states and
activities (which constitute the finite
individual beings) produced from these ‘ natures’ through
interaction with the environment! (®wa=mR). The
readers should remember that in his theory of causality
as explained by Sankara (3°w1° 2.1.14—20) the term
Sama@nya stands for the causal reality ; and the term
Visegas stands for its effects which are but its appearances
or forms or shapes or its modes of acting in which the
causal reality reveals its nature.? The same reality

appears in many different forms. The true causal

1 “ygqrafalty awwiws aRU  faRgIzsEiaIAmEgaE et
awd ” (8° W, 2.1.15 and 2.3 7).

“FEAIERY AU [AWHIAY.  FREHAURE°  GIIEHIGI]
(3° W, 2.1.18 ) |

* Vijn&na-bhikshu very oclearly explains these terms and agrees

with Sankara entirely in this respect. He explains—

“ g @y -uRd qfifid | @eyefor 9 feRawEaw

Sankars also says—
“ fgrawat- - wRewEzaay (3 W, 2.2.6).
Vijnéna also explaing—

“ faiten 5 wwwifgaa « g9 |yuifag V)

Sankars also says—

“ faitagg fafigat ” (&° w°, 2.8)1
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reality is therefore identical in all its diverse effects
or forms, but is noft itself any single individual
thing.*—

* gwmafy faitay sqggam:
T4, agdusry: ” (3° W, 2.3.9).
“ arwraTaTTy - - fa@tearata
TATUS T SAFNAIE-
wfonanfa.. . favsa s squa=”’
—3° ¥re, 1.6.1.

That the causal reality (@™ is acfive points to
something beyond it with which it interacts. The term
wrw-gur stands for stimulating conditions which. make
possible its interaction, evoking its responses and activities

(s.e. faidys).
“a fiy wrCaTRY i awars” (8°, 2.4.14).

Elsewhere in this connection Sankara has written—

“There are in the world diverse universals
(mwnas) involving their particulars (faitws)
which they produce—both sentient and
insentient. All these Universals form a
hicrarchy and in their graduated series
(arcwrdrare) are ineluded and comprehended
in theone highest universal, z.¢.,in Brahman.
It is Brahman which contains and connects
with it all these universals.” Brahman
is the central controlling unity of all

P Gf. “a; wyw 9= a@a 91.. . ALGWAAIAY ; qaS ANt Mafyiaat
o ARG ... faiReTTe g wawiay P —3° W, 1.6.1.
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universals, so that the whole form an
organie unity in which all awnas are fused.!

Now, it is clear that in the Sankara-system, the deeper
‘ natures ’ or @xgs of the finite individuals are not denied.
It is in this way then that the difference of experiences
or works implies difference in the deeper ¢individual
natures’ which underlie them. Brahman is thus absolved
from any share in the inequalities or differences of the
works for which the inner ¢natures’ (®wus) of the
individuals are solely responsible,—Brahman being looked
upon as a general controller or director of all the activities
set a-zoing in the world. It proves also that Brahman
has a distinet ¢ nature’ (@gw) of its own which cannot
be resolved ? into the evolving changes, and neither can

! w33 fv famquigamBa@aqun.  @Ew-faRa; « d9 qrEwE-
7@ Uafae AvEWIE waWia: guEea (@ w0, 2.4.9).

“afs gRfE—ygarfx afa R wgaarta (@° «°, 1.7)1  wgaa
—i.e. Each universal runs on continuously into every other; not a
mere aggregate. We have seen before that aiatﬁ:zﬁmﬁ:living
indtviduals (sftar:). ‘yarfa =sMaifufea fanfa (10.32 and 7.10).’

N. B.—These giH1®8s are elsewhere (%O W1°, 2.6) called as Divine
Ideas—g®1; @™, —(%¥&Hw) and these are not different from (w#=a:)
the nature of Brahman. There is, the gy®}tg says, a causal relation
between these Divine Ideas and the manifested individual things in
the world (g1°w° 8.5.4).

Also of. “ggaraguw fe...fadgmifr aifa—afey...od wfwar
wfagaa’—(3° w°, 1.4.7).

N. B—The ‘ Universals’ may be called as the Ends. Brahman is the
absolute End to whicb all beings strive. Each being has its own end
in itself. But Brahman—as absolute End—includes all lower ends

(Wi,

[Vide the terms g and qury agplained in Chapter II of this book.]

! CHw YRFHFAGATY, TG GHIAAT T,  BA-FIRNGTEAT
wRwmaEH’—7° W°, 2.1.14. Also vide 3g° y°, 5.1.1.
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the individuals be treated, in this system, as mere parts
of an all-inclusive abstract whole. We have found that
Brahman is a Reality which maintains its unity and
identity ¢» the multiplicity of the ever-changing, but
inseparable, elements of the universe—which cannot
therefore be taken as a ““difference-less, empty, pantheistic
void.”

Il. We shall now proceed to show how Sankara has
characterised the ‘nature’ of Brahman.
Brahma's ‘ nature ’ . ' 1

It is (2) self-consoi- In many parts of his commentaries,

ous and (b) self-deter- Sankara has made a very valuable
mining power, and (c) . .

is the supreme good.  Observation which, we regret to note,

seems to have escaped the attention

of many coritics of his Adwaita theory.

He has repeatedly stated, and drawn our special atten-
tion to, the important truth that ‘unity’ and ‘multipli-
city ’ cannot &otZ be held to be equally true in respect of
the same thing. If a particular object be ‘one,” it cannot
also be held to be its opposite, z.c. ‘ many.” Because, ¢ one,’
and ‘many’ are of opposing characters and contradiet one
another. One cannot be put as a rival to the other ; for,
the claims of both cannot be adjusted. If a thing be
possessed of several qualities or states, it cannot
also be deveid of all qualities.! Brahman is a ‘unity’ and,

P “q fy uwe awe: oftwavdew’, axfeame o  gfagy
(3° w° 2.1.14).

“fafuenfmaw-newd, faRe-afasyy—sfa fafafg” (Mome, 12.1).

‘“a fe oF amy weeda waifefadvay, awew—ewaw ze
T (A%, 1.11). ‘

“a facagds wAmARal (AR Fwfay w@” (Pw°, 4.3.30).
“ay qma’ MATAE—SNaRly gAY ¢ agenq’”’ ( 3°9°, 2.1.14).
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as such, it retains that character, throughout, under all
circumstances,! It camnot be reduced to the multiplicity
of the transformations which are produced out of it. Such
being the case, the multiplicity which is working in the
world indicates the presence of a unity behind it and this
unity eannot be phenomenalised. For, it is the presupposi-
tion of the ‘ many,” and its presence and operation are
necessary to connect the ‘ many ’ to it.2 The multiplicity
of transformations issuing out of the ‘unity’ is not,
therefore, of equal value,® though inseparable * from it.
'The ‘many ’ are the expressions or manifestations of the
‘ one,” without which the real nature of ¢unity’ could not
have been comprehended.®

1 “ggeE O: qene; waidy waraY wafa, 9 Sumenremadsfy,
agvi uF wafa”’ — (3%’ 2.1.20).

* “quna e fadee wiweganad fmfe 1’ (3%, 1.6.1).
vafazafy g9a ARy wafd—aay faaRy  wealew g 1
“q fg MIEWHALY WA gaE FEEggEER’ L (@A, 6.7.1,

and (3° 2,3,14),

" vy vy el Wt afree st —(@°°, 3.2.29).
Sankara elsewhere observes that there can be no co-ordination
(FmmnfysT@)between the one and the many. ‘g am fa v srfy-
soE - oee: | fafay wedfa Wi wafy, at fedfegans”
(3°, 1.3.1).

¢ g fe afedw dan (N°w°, 7.7, andg° wi®) 1+ “gw w
gazwanwafs, € &n wnfawwr ze:, ag widmi  ax”
(7° wt’, 1.6.1).

5 0f. ‘g mqwena 1| a7 fs wiwvagsRfe e —
1otz (3%01°, 4.4.2). Also vide g° 2.5.19. “ gar- veveaq-afes oy
e giEy  waTHE e dETaeRY faE; 7 § d@AUREGrAaRs’
(@w°, 4.4.25).
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Nature of Brakman.

With these general observations, we come now to consider
how Sankara has characterised the nature (@%q) of Brahman.

1. Brahman—is a self-conscious subject (wrar)—

(2) We can, to a certain extent, learn the nature of
Brahman by discovering the nature of ourselves—our own
self. The self of man is in essence one, but yet this
unity is manifested in several cognitive states and
functions. Consciousness is our essence, and it is really the
consciousness of Brahman, and it is this consciousness
within whose embrace we live.! Whenever an object is
presented to our senses, we immediately come to be
conscious of it. That an object of consciousness is there,
and yet we are not conscious of it—is a contradiction.”
But the objects of consciousness may change, one object
may succeed another, but the subject (=@ which is
conscious of these changing objects does not change.
It underlies, unaffected, all its conscious states, hidden

behind them.?

t “Igee wiafee MIgE:, qar wig-glowd <a” (3° @
2.3.43). “awman fs wa (MAw) @y, vy a1 -y (2.3.29).

“gYR— WS @ WAl guicame” (2.3.40). ‘“‘aw 1 § Teaaqifd
gufu-wm (3.2.7).

v Afggaem aw 1 xfa zvmt fgifcdisd: | '—(&7° ° w°, 2.1).

“gEERNT wmagwLwEaR | Ceevafrefy gy Sammfe-
O, IO qt A1 ord: fawmed, aun A vEAMEISe aw AW Saue
wafirefia | afeefd g v v d 4 afreds safeefa’—a%mC

“qY g fama:, o 3 Nigd X3 N (F°W° ) |

s ¢« gryafreiftg Tz Yqvw wafreem U —a’ w°) “a
wirmfa-anmiva, frafawan’—®w’, 4.4.6. “Q¥fgargmiuta:
wyyfaowm:
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(6) Consciousness which 1s our essence is constant.
It retains its own character always. The particular states
of consciousness (fafiufaw) are the modes which are evoked
from it by its connection with the external objects.! And
whenever the se are produced, they appear permeated by,
and embraced within, the Conseciousness,? and what is
pervaded must lie witkin the pervader.3 These particular
modes or the cognitive states are included within the
consciousness itself. They are felt as its objects
(fawygan gquawwn:), and the conscious subject (war)
remains unaffected by them (I a@ fasa:, @ &= €1=a a¥]...a1).

(¢) The presence of a conscious subject, the ¢I,”
thus accompanies each of our particular states whenever
they are produced.* This “1” is present in all our acts

1 g galifawaie e dad-wregal ffER’—a° W, 4.3.9,
FgUeay  ‘ogaw’  fadsfaama’—3° w°, 3.234. “surfy-
‘gEHF’ faRmmEwy. - - wW swar fwate-fatefaee’ sqgw, amfad
wfafy wiwfand—a° w° 2.1.18. “ Joweyaar wiafwes, q@ar-
‘geng  wufadufaae @@’ —er WO, 6.3.2.  “‘wfmmmwtr (¥
faqmfyd mewmfy-‘sar fals: agaEsya fe...sufufade- sfamfa
fatwaifa amifa’—a°,1.4.7. “sae@afafad arge fear” (8°,4.3.6),

* “ermer: ged wfes ) Aoy 3@ -wgofEnT... @ agEmwa-
wer & wwfamne ‘fagagar’  sqg@am wa wrwfamida ‘amEr
waugw’—a° W, 2.1.

P lwme W, WE A& | 9 {8 /7 ag @rmd—a° W, 4.4.6.

+ “ gERREETR, qoAT areRd’ safead ... “aury gEwdR-
‘mreny’ R WA we: | 9 v fagy, q@ awa wafq gensy:”
— ‘@mfrguaw’ 87 and 88, ‘g @fafriw-vaawa: ‘wv fWEy
wgwa: (3° W, 4.1.2).

‘g wafewiag ‘veEwUe’ 9udE.. aNRiR@RY @ oA
(i g suged wgErqaq”’ @ o W°, 1.7). “sgwy

9
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of conseiousness, without being itself an ofject of
consciousness.! It manifests itself as knower, at the time
it manifests its states or its objects.? The ecognitive
states are variable, being determined by stimulating
objeots® ; but the underlying conscious subject does not
change. For, if it were to change itself, who is to know
these changing states 7+ It is the constant faector in us,

wasEm Ay’ fad « uwifa... exnfemafa gafawmeg e’ —saifz
(3° w°, 2.2.25).

' “qgufemungfaafed  samatd, a ‘fasagd’ 9 fag
(°, 4.4.18).

“‘Camdifag= ’ g armrenfaata yaitfasifa sava” (3°w°, 3.3.54).

“ gRATe e g2 ‘asugaedl’ fegfmesrwa:, gwata wedy
vwfafueaa a= 3, mugE@a famam  (8° w°, 2.4).

3« wfg wadamded! famm=faton wen (8°, 4.3.7).

“ g= qag favdtwale g 9 Wis .. GEEEE ¥ SYIMIa-
afdqen@guatas Mfadtaae—a° w°, 2.4).

“uifemawiy  wuidfy...Swikafaiasa  fawmewda wweHs
fasnfa (@3° w°, 4.3).” “@ui faqiad o Awmaly wwada (de.
wRawa) waEafa fofa maamm sfeg —@° we, 18-50).”

“ fawmrerede Wit fraedeeg “@° w°, 13.2).

‘u fe 5dq; @amivE Al sER@AA s TeR @8 v ($0antuiS, 1.4).,

S FEEsEqR (vide 3%71°, 2.1.18),

* Smafa’dds o awn sEEafesw: (@gaeme) esE
YWF | WATA WAL GqmAT sfawd oad  amdfa—sanfe
w° w°, 6.2).

‘Y ZE-TRAEAHEWIAR, ze: afcafray Way, aifea o
QM | FOEY &Y QAL A gfeeEt’ (S9° are®, Tmatdt, 1514),
‘qrErerE T wafredl, wawnElde sfimften v o gl
(@°w, 21.9). )
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not determined by anything else (ffrwm fma). It is
our frue self, and the particular states constitute our
ordinary empirical-self. The latter is really the ¢ object’
of the former.! We are thus finite and infinite
in our nature,—a combination of subject and object.?
It is the infinite lying hidden in us which, as an
End, moves us towards its fulfilment or realization.

From these considerations, we come to the following
conclusions :—

() As Brahman has no otker cause of itself and is thus
self-caused ; so it has no otker knower of itself : It is self-
knower. As it is the knower of all, its knowability is not
dependent on anything else. It knowsitself: It is thus the
absolute knower.® If it bean odject of a conscious subject
other than itself, it would he dependent upon that. Its self-
subsisting independence would vanish: it would not be a
self-explanatory principle. That which is determined
by something other than itself cannot be regarded as the
first knowen But Sankara has defined Brahman as ¢ that

' gefsag ‘wY qeaeRfE @ wwfa -—waand 2efaifzdde
WA ‘TEA |y (.. its object) gzifgay, WiwS. . guATANTRH A
sfa wnfa’ (+3° W, 3.12).

1 () * ¢d wAwAIRA: gagEaifufn Swlwe: 99 wmMRagR
qrgE: 95 wiiga: ;. (b) &g @wifsdafy... sf@aq.. oaR-
fada.. . wiwam: ( &°, 2.3). Again—(a) ¥ ga¥: |AW yawAl-
sEhamy.. ufswm: (Ce wasa). (b)) € yaW: @9 @wifada WA
guften: gatga: e aw’ fawa gatafe &g (2°, 4.3.21).
Again—(a) FETAGAGAATE AT fafgma weeitw. (D) wewRw
ez wifkwd wiadfafu: (@ w° 7.25 and 26).

3 Otherwise wwgwn (regressus ad infinitum) would arise. ‘gl

my: a7 (& n° we, 14).
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which is in itself and is conceived through itself.” If it has
another knower, it must fail to be a self-determined and self-
couscious prineiple.! Sruti has declared therefore—

famarc w1 &« fammang ?

(¢¢) Owur knowledge, as we have already seen, is
dependent on, and determined by, the object? which is
‘other’ than us, which is outside 3 us. Our ww@& is thus
variable and dependent. But the consciousness of
Brahman is self-determined and self-sufficient (wifes,
we#ufgg)* ; 1t is not produced or determined by something
other than dtself. In the earlier part of this chapter it
has been pointed out that it produces its object from out
of itself, and therefore its object, the world,—is not some-
thing ofker (wm), but only itself.? It 1s thus a

' () am 99 wzifcmaw war WA =nafafa, a9 wEaf
(¢.e. raTafa) MARRY (e WAA W) WAFAW Mg 7 7 Jaefa
wa: wamyfasy wid, wafq waea wfegua  (was-wfgg—~Seli-

sufficient, independent, self-determined and self-conscious)—f° §1°,
18. 50. “gz1 f§ ¥ F4.....aqfal’sd wd maRT (Ce. maa)—

¥ a’, 62 “fammEgeds ‘fage@vaug—asds; —a° 13.2,
() sgwm wMWWARA fregaq...w8q fafzqaq =g fawfafed...
fagg famd ¢ @ ; @i fageme ffade: | wggamaeEE) a9
zefraa gfe Ra@d faam, zefasal zfe @ai wawd (2°, 1.4.10).
(c) fagmuegria wa fagEaifed) aswanEF@eay  wwaQ@-
TXTAIYN. | |d fggw ¥ qifaq wrer @garg—a° a°, 2.2.28,
P fawg-fanfg-gaawfan: ' (&o wo, 2.8).
* “ Reifgada waaz afequeanman ” (3o wie, 4.1.2),

* What is determined by something else can not be a self.
determined and self-sufficient thing.

* “w famw  wgee... d@w-gengfraydae  awafs ”
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self-determined principle.  In manifesting its object, it
manifests itself ; in thinking of the world, it only thinks
itself.1 It is thus at once the subject and object of its
thought.2 We find therefore that Brahman is a self-
conscious subject—the first knower.

We thus find that in Vedanta, Brahman is a self-
conscious, self-determined subject.®? It 1s not, as many
hold, a ‘“ homogeneous impersonal intelligence.”

II. Brahman—is Directive Power (Wzfgar)—

All the activities manifested in the world have behind
them a unity which must be the source, of which they are
the visible products ; and this source or power is realising
itself s these activities. Sankara’s arguments in proof of
Brahman as the seat of power are well-known. They are :—

(!) Where regularity (faa@ wata#®) and adaptability
(Xga1) *—are visible in any action, these marks indicate
the presence and operation of a Director (w=ai#}).o

(o Wo 4). ““dyx aaA faawafa 9...99 vq ¥fa fafmaens; gaga;
sfae gz w1 7 gfiew q@w  (Fo e, 2.4).
"1 Of. “qymma Avewen Bafe, gsrirEaTaar’. Also vide §%q1°,1.2,
2 ¢ gfww @wfaa:, 4 fava-fasfraaasta ” (e, 2.8).

3 In Sankara-bhésya, the terms wim=ufay, wsifgg—occur fre-
quently. These terms, as we have already explained, mean—Not
dependent on, not determined by, something other than itgelf. It is
self-determined and hence self-conscious. For, the world is in reality
not other, but itself. In knowing the world, it knows itself. Hence it
is not determined by anything other, but itself.

N. B.—It is to be noted that this does not mean that Sankara has
abolished the world. He simply holds it to be sy#a7 from Brahman, from
the qAIfg & standpoint.

* 7. Adaptation of means towards an end—i.e. arrangement in a
purposive way (fafreaidnfagavafa —8° w°, 2.2.1).

¢ “wigmggdnfes g wen@a swW fawg, faa@a @=mWR

¥and sfa..am uafgga @0 @A Quegd, T qIgHER”
(8° w°, 1.3.39).
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(¢2) Where a combined activity (@estq) for a common
purpose (T#19sfaEa) is visible—where parts are mutually
related and act in subordination of the whole—it is to be
inferred that a purposive power is present and operative
behind such activity—which (power—a@w™=) has combined
the elements and directs them for its own purpose.*

(¢2¢) All material object ¢n actévity proves the
presence of an intelligent principle as the source of
these activities.?

(¢v) In the Kena-bhagya, the true self is proved to
be a Prayokta (s@m1) or Prerayita (s3faar), and throughout
this Upanishad, the real underlying self is regarded
as a purpose—a will-power—the supreme End.?

1 “qfy aat ¢ qumiar ’ demmiftaT MavsgE guvad ( ‘@Ea’
W FA(agyR dvarm Aaw@E A TEH |...veafseqya g €=
dean g AQIET: Naf | IT G%aE 9T . GH FOH F5 497
g%a; 99, § qais«: "’ (ws°, 9.9).

Also “ RfgfraiFer ¥ed: FE-F@MES M T (—ag * -
gfa@a * dead awlw YawwEsd gwaf (@ W, 2.7). « afe
weiey: waqn.. . Jaqeafufean ¢ fafresaifigareed ' egq ”
@°w°, 2.22). ‘deamg ga=gutn: g " —a° |, 2.1.15.
[This is the relation of ‘End’ and ‘ means.” As End, it is the organising

principle, a Unity. As means, it is the factor of plurality
(gearamaAsmanyqfe;) — which are moulded into this End.]

T ¢ wRgamgfaamivswiaasm  wlaamefaay  (wifzag
(zawwn).

“ q¥qHE FENTGAR Farawafiaw vewguuR: O’ (3° Wwr°,
3.2.38). Vide also g° ¥°, 3.8.9, “awmrg (wwrgag) fagaw
(wata) wfaaq ’ —saifz.

3 ¢ guTamfafone qaw@ ‘ swWAYa §9-WE-Tefgay - saw
vewmg  Fafeafaefe  fadmuwageuzmd,’  And this purpose cannot



ON BRAHMA AS CREATOR 71

III. Brahman is the supreme End or the supreme
Good (wm=R@®Y)—

The varieties of .pleasure, pain, etc., Sankara declares,
which we find manifested in the world and which
the sitas enjoy show the constant presence of a perfect
good which finds higher and higher realisation in them.!

Now, the readers will find from these discussions that
all the phenomenal cognitions elicited from the self
are premeated and pervaded by the eternal consciousness
underlying them? ; and the self is the source of all its
visible activities in which the underlying power is mani-
festing itself partially. The self is, for this reason,

be resolved into the activities of the organs, manas, body, etc.
‘fa gewfayds AW-FU-d9ME usfgaEq o '—sanfg.  Préna is
the root-cause of all kinds of activities and the soul is the power
behind this Préna in activity. The source of all activities must
itself be a Power. This Upanishad is invaluable, for it holds the
soul to be will-p(‘)wer.

1 ¢ grReEs faug-fasaala W@t geaL. q@RERE |
wagal AMRAGAIGRT YARANFR..... . IACATRRY  wfguafy-
fanfaufa ’ (8° w°, 4.3.33). Ing1° Wy, this good is called qy.
“ g @ERAIAY ARG WJIEET]  GYURaY...AW A
mafeaay  wawag —2.2.1. Also of. “ggwgewian et

gEEgaEi 3y wqEaE... FRNAafenaly gEew efowd ' —
a®wi°, 2.5, Here ¢f. “Yqt@m FNWYA wemi@ swfu.. g
yavad ewala’ (W@ AamwE, aagss, Chap. 213).

* Corme: ‘®Ed'—efW 1 qnfy 38 quifvewaeEn sgafEn-
fagemaRe aRQfHEn & TRENHRTEWTET (4.¢., cognitions or states of
consciousness), - .- WIATAAN JTH TF BH\W&I% l...qanq faqaa=-
are:, famemawrErg 87 (Fe We, 2.2).  Of. also * sy syrer’, s
g ; A A0 A @A | w5 w9 v @Erar wafy (7o o,
44.6). “g yayr fawdtvafe gw, @ W Gsyeggat”
(%o HTeo, 2'4')'
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characterised as Saltd-sphurti-ripak (@wr-w f6-xa:).! It
is partially manifest ¢z its cognitions and in its activities,
and in varieties of pleasure, pain, ete., and they are therefore
regarded as a means—gyarfa—indicative marks—for the
presence and operation of the underlying Rational power.®

It is very hard to believe how such broad and clear facts
have escaped several writers who have, unjustly, exhibited
Sankara’s Brahman or the self as a mere “abstract intelli-
gence ” to the learned world.

12. We cannot conclude this chapter without record-
ing Sankara’s view on the purpose of

of tg‘::rg‘;:&‘f? orend the greation of the universe as stated
by him in his commentaries. It has

been shown above that in the System of Vedanta, it is
held that Brahman has a ‘nature,’ a @4, a ey, of its
own; and this nature cannot be resolved into anything
else. This nature (gwrd) is constant and does not vary

¢ grefawogRa — enE v — faaueg | wgaRy
(=we 8T10) (wqr=Being; uﬁfﬁ____ Active Power),

“ e fafqd.. omftomas fragar wwatfads wafa 7—
(e wre) | “ Yadmalffaw qawrgaew; ” (3o wro, 3.2.38.),

* 8o it is likened sometimes to the reflected image of the sun upon
a surface of a lake. A s the reflected image is an imperfect and partial
expression of the sun which underlies the image; so the nature of the
self is imperfectly and partially reflected or manifested in our
cognitive states and activities, etc.—

Wi §qW. aRNEEda; nfaww; (w9 ga seperate) ST} wweT-
fanfafamray, mawc@ 3w sfae; ” (70 wro, 4.2.21).

“ g A Rt fafy'wd ¢ famafy -a: |

“wig...aatmad gew . NARf ag-awEfafaw ) AR
AfavgEmERy. . S aarsied guter wfa wafs, aadtfa” (390 o,
12), of “@isfa sdwce daafaee:, gdeafa (2°, 3.8.8-9).”



ON BRAHMA AS CREATOR 73

under any circumstances. This nature remains identical,
even in its relation with the things of the manifested
world (emfegtnzfa). An object, Sankara remarks,! must
have always oze¢ nature and one nature alone; it cannot
have more than one nature. Otherwise, it would be
impossible to recognise the object. Brahman is always a
unity and it does not vary in its relation to any place,
time, object or circumstances.

The diversities of the changing nima-riipas (arA-gas)
which have evolved and are still continuously evolving
point, Sankara observes, to something beyond, as their
cause ; they cannot but indicate the presence of some
conditioning activity which must have produced them—

“ gygufad Agage wlaadifa”’ (gre wre
quoted in o Wro, 4.3.14).
Again, these emerging changes point to some firal End
(sz%), towards which they are moving; they indicate
the final stage, the complete realisation, of the purpose
which has created them—

“ gz qm @ speew CfaTaw tadafa )
It is thus that Sankara states here the fact that the

created world—the emerging changes—always carry with
them the idea of a purpose as yet umrealised.® The

' Y owE wAw-@wiEaEgIey . (Re Ao, 3.2.21).
“@ A @avs W®@ AU, SWIfEwE {IRA |...afe Sqife-
TR WA agA; WA e, | awpafa ? (3o wre 3.2.11).

“gqfufafaas v ‘agudargEw ’ (Re wie, 3.2.15),

* The term fg@yg used here and elsewhere means the End (as
contrasted with the means). It is explained in the Gita-bhasya thus—

“ g we & TAwe (End) wgf@” (fe wWre, 13, 17).
2 4 Jaguenfgg@al MowwrEE-nETaawRERia? (3o W,
4.3.14),
10
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readers are requested to carefully mark the arguments
employed by Sankara to establish this important position.
He speaks of ‘g’ ¢.., Brahman (to be realised), as the
final end of realisation--
“ e wafg | —
that is to say, Brahman is completely realised in the final
stage, and that is the final purpose or end of the created
world. !
This truth is very distinetly explained in the Gita-

bhasya—

“Eg1 WIRET € | (RN

fanfeama gty wawng” | (9.10.)
What do these emerging changes—ufiawas —uqftams
of the world imply ? Whatever has been manifested in
the world—all its =3a%ws, 7. ¢., all its states, activities,
the objects, in fact, everything of the world—all these

are for— i
“RATITRIGITIEET] TR -+

7. e., “all these move towards the fina/ realisation of the
Atma. Brahman is the final End (wa@m), for the realisation
of which, these changing manifestations are perpetually
moving on.?

! Vide Gita-bhasya, 13.17—“FgRq wid ¥q wawalfafa ‘sm-
T'Hwa.’”’ Brahman is the @, i.e., the final End. Heuce it is that

in Vedanta, it is called as @', . e, the last or final End.
“eafa-ad s, mawd fefeq w@swf@” When this End is
realigsed, there remains no farther end for realisation, and our desires
and aspirations get their fulfilment (3° #1° 1.1.1). “ ag:qs
fafgq wiargraf@’” (2.1.14). It is the goal where our higher and
higher aspirations are finally fulfilled.

* The same idea s expressed in * gr@IANMIGTMIATY THTIPRR
(Ma w°, 18.50). All our actions (ygwy:) being qud, they are for
the realisation of the Power behind them—which is their gggia, final

End,
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This is the purport, Sankara goes on to point out; of
the creation mentioned in the Sruti-texts. When the
final stage is reached, then and then alone the changing
ndma-riipas (a™-%us) will reach the complete realisation
of the purpose working behind them. Hence this =&t
viz., this realisation of the final end or purpose is inherent
—interwoven—into the structure of the created elements
of the world, The creation is meant to show this
important truth in the Sruti. It is zof meant to show
that the underlying Brahman is ¢denfical with the world,
as if Brahman has no ¢ nature ’ of its own to realise.

We had occasion to point out above that in the
Vedanta-System, we find mention of the four Zyprcal
classes of Bijas (dt%1s) ; and that these are characterised
by growth and development, and this characteristic feature
marks them out to be living individuals (sttas).? In
the Gita-bhagya, it is stated that they are continuous.
This description of the Bijas (f15s) clearly indicates that
by them the. different grades of finite individuals from
the lowest to the highest are meant. Now, these con-
tinuously evolving higher and higher grades of the
individuals are all interwoven in the Infinite Self (Brahman)
which is always present behind them.? In the lower
finite individuals, the Infinite is realised unconsciously.

! “Hrer gOwane wQeufder q fe wats fafeg wdefa)
fams wdwenmy, A5-gxfq 4 aAfa gfq a@a ” (@M%, 9.18).

This term dtw is synonymous with the term g in the Gita; and

the yygs are described as sarfyfgamr in 10.32. 0f. “fsi &t Géﬁiﬂﬁf"
(7.10). It is clear therefore that fo1s =yas =as.

Pt gEfe iRy @ggd @R aaa
(Moo, 7.7)1 Of also: “‘ga yrgr g TR wream@:
Faw  agfEggeEaE waR (3o Wte, 2.1.20). Also go e,
2.5.15. “3ut unwr qt Qwfae AvvEEE W (2%, 24.9).
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Itis only in man that the Infinite is present and is
being realised consciously.

According to Sankara, then, this realisation of the
Infinite in the world and in the finite human beings in
higher and higher forms until the final stage is reached—
is the purpose of the creation.®

“1 Such is the ‘ nature’ or gytg—of Brahman—‘“‘gw@127 gR11fg"’
(3c wro, 2.1.33-34), “ufgunfmsy ag—wauw N9 GIdi—
Qi aRawd ” (3o wre, 2.1.24)]



CHAPTER II

THE PURE EGo as Active PowkR.

s 2

. The individual ego, as depicted in the Adwaita
philosophy, has given rise to several
EgoT};: :’22’" t:;‘;v;& controversial points, as regards its
how arose ? nature and character, in certain
quarters. Among other points, the
most important controversy has gathered round the ques-
tion of the ‘ activity ’ of the pure Ego. An idea prevails
that in the Sankara system the Individual Ego, like
Brahman, is merely an “abstract intelligence destitute of
activity.” How the idea arose we shall try to set forth. It
was found out from the Bhé4sya that Sankara raised
a clear voice of warning against ascribing the objective
qualities to the subject; that as soon as it acquires an
objective content, the ““ I’ passes over into the Me. The
Ego or subject is that through which we know all; it
follows from this that it cannot itself become an object
of knowledge. And because the self cannot be known,
Sankara treated it.as an © abstract concept, as pure know-
ledge or intelligence.” This idea was strengthened and
received an additional force when it was discovered that
there were sentences in the Sankara-bhisya itself which
unmistakably refuse to allow ‘agency’ to the Pure Ego.
Take for instance such sentences as the following :—

“ a4 graifad w0 @ Weww: awat, vl
TO¥T] | A, @ ¥ s, @ w e
fasta: gwafa ; wof fir sy "—

10 Wi, 2,3.40.
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v.e., The self cannot be an agent ; it is not active. 1If
there be agency in the nature of the self, it can never free
itself from it—no more than the fire can free itself from
its heat. The activity does not really belong to the self,
and if we ocould only realise this, we gain a true concep-
tion of the individual self.

Now, the natural consequence of these discoveries in
the Sankara-bhdsyas was not slow to make its appearance.
'The conclusion which the critics of the Sankara system
drew from these, resolves itself into such a train of thoughts
a8 this :—

““The idea of intelligence dissociated from the idea of
activity is an idea which passes from the subjective order
to the objective order. The self thus conceived merges
necessarily in the universal and it disappears into a pan-
theistic void....... We can only be sure of this pure Ego,
nol as an object, but as a subject persistently active so long
as we have experience. But this activity Sankara denies
to the self.”

But the self which the critics of the Sankara-system
have found out is not the true self at all according to
Sankara as we shall presently see. Sankara is reluctant
to call tais a self at all; he rather wants to call it a non-
ego—wmiA1, !

Sankara not only refuses to allow agency to thss self,
but he has refused to allow it Znowledge also. For, all the
elements which constitute this self are not free in their
activities ; the next term being given by the preceding

LY @A e ARC—NAR S wE— 9 wQarE  yafe-
!i'"?[” ('h‘ Hio, 1866). “Q‘]‘rma ‘“’ m fm["—lbid.

It is called @Hr because it is the product of interaction with the

Non-Bgo “ wfwfmar g nrad 1 #a-wifgy” (& e wi, 1.1),
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which determines its action.! And the states constituting
this self have borrowed their consciousness from the frue
consctous self which is present bekind them.?

2. We propose in this chapter to consider carefully

the view if in Sankara’s system, he
The ompirical, aotual - regards the Pure Ego merely as an
dental, true self: The ‘“abstract intelligence,” and whether
:;?:::: ?:’;ﬂtf °lf%® it isactive or not. It is needless to

say that there is hardly any justifica-
tion for this belief in the writings of Sankara himself.
Let us now proceed to consider what evidence the Bhagyas
themselves offer which show that the individual Ego bhas
ever been regarded by Sankara as ‘“dissociated from
activities.”

The finite self is ordinarily regarded as a self-contained
entity existing on its own account. It is merely a bundle
of passive feelings and states, and possesses a fund of
impulses and passions which constitute the source of its
physical and mental movements or activities. It is conti-
nuous with, and a part of, the external nature which has
equipped it with its organs of sense and the nervous
system. When the organs of sense come in contact with
the external environment (fasa@fga-aw=), the latter evokes
certain states and activities in the former, and these actions

} fafqradt fo WA dewd ewElE ; dve a1 ‘ad @’ @ |
wn g wfawmaw Wi Safeq deamwetfa, # a9y ‘w49 @'quogd”
(Mo wre, 18.17).

* “wridn frgfrmreie—e aret JIRAT wiARfaET e
wgraE.” (da-a° wie, 1. 4).  “Quifedwme wanfymauanfateg
fav gafalyiy, w aw’ ‘fasmma” | qeng Perfeeay faamannda
e wenmta’ (w0 wre, 4.3).”



80 ADWAITA PHILOSOPHY

and reactions constitute the self,! This is the actual
empirical self. According to Sankara, it is not the real
gelf ; and he calls it—

* = @-fa-fafre o
and
“ wrewt woAT: 0

The agency disclosed in its activities is not the true
agency at all; for, all the elements constituting this
agency ( #9,& ) determine, and are determined by, one
another in an unbroken series of mechanical causality.®
What this self does at the present moment is but the
necessary outcome of his motive and character (w&fa) and
habit formed in the past—

“ guar... ®wW:, 99 ygW: waw ..y |,
7 g @& ufqenafa
(7e® wis, 1.4.17),

v @ ygdfa sfeafe... qEn ) wEt gah—a=ifzhi g9
(Mo wte) 1 “favdfginfy-gmn-sifqda wa s enar fwaw-faldy-
faman’ mawwgat g =@f@’’ (@ e, 2.1.17). w=x« faudq
MNafafgd Q... qafeffs suifey  waweldy... wafq...vafa-
fagmgdt wafa ” (g0, 4.36).

8 Sankara calls this self as “qu‘aﬁmﬁ[m ” and “gqmugife-
ggaisfafwe:.” This is regarded by kim as passive self, and the
real self is what underlies it. ‘¢ myuifer fg wa-wA o HaRT vags ;
ay, @ wafd @anafa wfugraf sqaad ” (&40 310w, 1.1),

* dgrudit Tn IR RE Y92 A1 fewd s
wfagarngeufe: . mdrsf fawganq (o 9enq), szammete: ,
wary W ‘sfafon’ afifa; (G.e. true Atma)” (7o 1o, 438).
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7.¢., he is a slave of impulses and instincts which move
in him and sway him hither and thither ; these impulses
move him to act in-the direction of their guidance. He
has no eye to look to the otker path.

This self is not free to choose the end of his life—

“ gEEgEETIfaTdt wawe quaniaatene ” |
(8 we, 4.3.35)

But, Brahman indwells and is revealed in man in the
form of infinite “ g@x%y ” hidden

mli;agzn?: égi!;zveigzzdl_if in him—in the form of infinite ideal
infinite 7A@ —and it of truth, beauty and goodness.! These
is the moving power. indwelling sw=dis—these Ideals—
are gradually being revealed in man

in higher and higher form and they are carrying the man
to infinite possibilities in future. The infinite Brahman 1s
thus immanent in man and it is for this presence that we
do not feel content with our actual situation (fawa-fazfw)

and seek higherand higher ends. .

The swa-ufw-di=d, ete., as we actually find them mani-
fested in human nature are all imperfect, broken and
fragmentary. But the w@a&i—which lies hidden deep
behind in man is infinite and inexhaustible, and hence the
two cannot be identified. Yet we identify the two, and
the indwelling infinite sw9@ which constitutes the real
self and which is the moving force within us becomes
concealed, and the actual human nature as expressed in

1 “oaw mAd-fadwe, SRfga-anafefavademding 0
(%o w10, 3.26)..
“ agqw wuear, ... suifusawsy-fadaan ' (3o o, 8.2.38)
“ mmr?aﬁmtfqma‘; g (w30 wie 2.12),
11
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deeds and words is all-in-all to us, and future possibilities
are shut out.!

But the pursuit of knowledge more and more, the quest
of beauty in higher and higher forms which no finite
objects of the world can perfectly satisfy, our infinite capa-
city and work for higher and higher ends, our dissatisfaction
with mundane goods—all these prove the presence of
Brahman in us in a newer way, such that it was never
present in the lower animals in the same manner. Sankara
points out—

‘“ The supreme self is revealed in the spirit of
man in a higher and superior form. It is for
this presence that man ever wants to Znow motre
and more, and by mundane means ever to reach
what is supra-mundane.”

“orarerg | R 9 WMTE gRE P — HMTATERIT |
Jy va f§ wwaTy, W@, swEza—egt, faag,
gHY:...qqa Aa NifagaawT | @ fe aman genan;
faq omf Twd .. AUW wRadald ) wg sacat
oAt waar-f19@ va wwfage ) | —

( afe° wim, 2.1.)

' No one of its actual expressions can fix the infinite possibilities of
the self in a rigid and final form. The Gita has condemned the idea of
fixing or identifying the infinite possibility with its actual expressions—
as—gmafgw |  gqWE ®QWIAG,...  T@ATAT WA FHQAT  AE;
R .. qRemRE fz A gy’ (AN°, 18.22). Vide also
¥ qm, 3,2,22 “redaraw’ wiadula” |

! The implication of the term sygg# is that you cannot keep a man
gatisfied with the knowledge of to-day, he will seek for the knowledge
of to-morrow and 80 on. FW & WHgg—implies, he will seek the supra-
mundane End, through the mundane means;—you cannot keep him
content with what is mundane only. We have translated the passage

peoordingly.
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Then again—
“ goy-gd-gafmd g, swiways-
vefama® gEaAfvg@a vee aigmdarg  |—
(@° wre, 18.66).
e, “By higher and higher works and pursuits, man
desires to realise higher and higher ends, until all his
pursuits are directed to the realisation of the supreme
End.”
And he further adds that—
“ to other animals, their knowledge and action
are limited to present eating and enjoyment.”
Brahman thus indwells in us as an Ideal or End and
this End is the ¢higher self *—the real nature’ of man.
This ‘nature’ underlies all his manifested states and acti-
vities. This End or Purpose lying hidden in man carries the
maan to infinite possibilities in future. To quote a typical
illustration ! from the Vedanta—

As gfesr (a lump of earth) moves to realise its
future ideal &2 (the earthen jar), which lies hidden
in its nature; so the ideal which is inherent in
man’s nature gradually works out its end.

this end is thus the moving force or the real agent in
man—
“ gAFERIAETRIATEIE AT
t.e., the realisation of Brahman in our self—the
ameAma—is the ggwid or the final end of our life.

1 Pide Ohap. III of this book for an elaboration of this,
* Of. aleo—" wwfed ward...q@: 9¢ fofey ‘erwgr  afq”
(3 we, 2.1.14),
“ gmraafate gaa:,  wanfagds e ” (L1.1).
“ afy TRAREATY @9t .. FERGERIfETgTaE: ' (4.3.14).
This is called ¢ qgia,’ +.e, the final End. “ 73Ry s qa_
“smod’ wafg? (M° W%, 13.17)
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Now, this ¢ higher self ’ or the End is our real self lying
behind our states and activities. It is present as Purposive
Power or Eod of our life.! It is not a slave like the
empirical self, but is the true determining agent. It is
nat in time-series, but above it. It can 1introduce a new
element or a difference in the time-series. Its actions, are
not; determined by antecedents in time. 1t can direct the
natural courses of the functions of its organs and lead them
to the realisation of its own ¢ purpose ’—

“ grifywm_ widrsTensiameE
oo, yevEE @Y yaaata |
(@2 wrm, 1.1.4).
“ A1 -HY-FAA] GWIAT |94,
reRa—aWmE od e |
(N° e, 13.7).

3. Here in this connection, we should like to invite our
readers’ attention to an invaluable
Djstimmn botmaon opinion of Sankara which occurs fre-

@y (Purpose or End)
and gqug (Means) quently in his Bhagyas. We mean
between self and not-  how Sankara has drawn out a dis-
tinction between the respective charac-
teristics of the Intelligent self (9@a) snd the non-
intelligent elements of opature (w¥&). The readers
would do well to bear these characteristic features carefully
in their minds. Sankara has characterised the <&@
or the Intelligent Self as wi§ (swartha), that is to say—it
exists for ulself and it has the purpose or the reason of its
existence in itself. The %aw is always described as wa; feg
or famfag,—z.c., it is self-existent and self-sufficient and

! These states and activities cannot really conceal it,
“yorqafaiiny @awMa ew@Ng  wa-wRkd yfgad. . dea
ooy (&9 we, 1,1).



THE PURE EGO AS ACTIVE POWER 86

does not depend for its existence on any other thing. In
contrast with this characteristic mark of the <¥a#, he has
called the #9&1 or the material elements as wq¥
(Pardrtha),~i.c., existing and working for something else
which is distinet from them in its nature; or in other
words, which work and exist for the ¢ purpose’ of something
other than these elements. Sankara bas pointed out the
faot that the w=i&w has no purpose of ¢fs own—

“gaqq @argar ;1”7 (3° w° 4.3.7).

He has thus described the nature of ¢ purpose’ inherent
in Brahman—

“ grw@saan: e |
“7 fe wwfag weamiE " |

As our uncontrolled human desires and purposes are
dependent on, and determined by, their exfraneous stimula-
ting causes ; as these, when produced, master us ;—such
are not the purposes of Brahman, which are %% (ananya)
from its nature, ¢.c., not distinet or separable from the
nature of Brahman.

The desires of living beings do not appertain to self,
and require motives like virtue, ete.,, in the accom-
plishment of objects destinct from the self. But Brah-
man’s wishes or purposes are prompted by no such motives,
nor is Brahman influenced by them ; because its purposes
are not distinguishable from it.*

'oYger WA qUadled  ®AGE; WA g, 1 a9 AW
e W WA | W A% P @RAAREE | qur AT RLE!:
(wfrwdei:.. . e fafon: . - e, 7 a9 A | Y afe ?
anamgam; ' (3° wiw, 2.6).

* These purposes are Divine Ideas which are elsewhere called as
giwige subsumed under and organised by the highest gy |— Vide
Chap. 1, pp. 60-61, of this book.
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To recognise the character of a man-—his will—we
must find the expression of his will in acfion. Brahman
is best apprehended by our mind through its self-manifes-
tation,—through the manifestation and expression of its
purposes in the created world. Apart from its self-mani-
festation, Brahman for humaun thought tends to become a
metaphysical abstraction. A Divine purpose is constantly
working out and gradually developing from within and
the world is progressively working out a purpese—a plan
which is fulfilling itself in and through the order of
nature.

Now, manifested nature and its elements, being
qad¥, are not self-sufficient and indepeudent at all, but are
constantly dependent on the self whose purpose they
fulfil. They have ouly an instrumental value;—they
are mere means through which the purpose of the self
is constantly realised. If you deny this, “ what are really
qud in their nature would themselves become @& and
would therefore be meaningless ’—

“amgt; get; ywg: =gt gesA
(A° W, 18.50).

“ Pleasure and pain and the like would, in that case,
work and exist for the sake of pleasure and pain and
the like ”—

“a ¥ x@eaATed W wWiAg |

7 gE gu, gEd A gE |
From these observations of Sankara, it irresistibly follows
that the world and the differentiations visible in the world
are to be regarded as a means or instruments for the
realisation of the Divine purpose ; that a Divine purpose
is realising itself gradually through the differences or stages

of nature.
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The important truth just noted can also be gathered
from Sankara’s comment on the Vedanta-sutra (4.8.14).
In this commentary, Sankara shows Brahman to be the
supreme goal or end. When this goal is reached, all our
desires are satisfied and no fwrther desire arises beyond
this—

“a ¥ wiEg TR STNFS,
YRR a5 T ;|

Here, in Brahman,—the eznd of human aspirations finds its
final satisfaction. Thus the Vedantic ¥aw sw, is to be
always thought of as a Purpose or End.!

But Sankara observes in the same commentary that
it is otherwise with the created elements of the world—

“Argawifegdat fAuswa—
sfaqrgraweEata” ;—

that is to say, the idea of the fina/ End, the idea of the
final realisation—is not to be expected witkin the sphere
of created nature and in its elements. For, this idea lies
beyond them. As the process of the world is progressively
moving 2 to the final goal which lies beyond it, no one of
its elements can give us the final satisfaction. This
remark implies that nature is wxrd (parartha)—a means—
for the realisation of the final goal or end ; for, it gives rise
to the idea of something which lies as its source and which
also lies as its final goal towards which it is moving. 3

! Which is being gradually realised in the changing eldinents of
the world and which is constantly directing them to their final goal.

s ¢ R AR TaTE g ... ... WA, oo oo . THRGYRTY...... SAQW-
wifaqae e dadaimiERs: (3° w0, L1.11).

) “Regqeefen @i Acmwr-vfanereadEata | ety
Ao Wl @ 9TvY, 9gE GAE THRewwEd ¢ fay g
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4. The readers perhaps remember that in Chap. I,
we have found that our idea of the

"]_ghg finite self i‘) Glg conditioned is composed of (1) gome
s organiom ts ars kinds of being (&) and (2) the
(A means). conditions or limits (faRe—fEmx)
under which they are known. All

these definite individual beings are gualitatively distinet
in our consciousness and are all relative realities. 'I'hese
relative realities can be conceived only in connection with
an absolute Reality. Sankara has shown that ¢those who
wish to produce certain effects, such as curds, jars, ete.,
employ for their purpose certain delermined causal sub-
stances, such as milk, clay, ete. Each causal substance
has a certain capacity for some particular effects only and
not for other effects ;—this capacity is the certain Power
of the cause.’! We have seen that the effects are the
means for the realisation of the End or the purpose work-
ing within, and each of the definite causes are but the
proximate ends and these are all subservieut to a simgle
wltimate end.? 1t shows an immanent unifying power
realising purpose ;—it is a power differentiating its parts

Rflﬂﬁ’f" (go i‘ﬂo, 4,_3.14.) { e, The manifested or created elements

invariably involve the idea of a Purpose or End (fgy ga’) beyond
them, which has not been realised as yet.

1 ¢ gfqugres@faf; sfafma@ scufm R@Efasgaatdma
earYadwta @Y% ewd | 7 fe wfdfn; g sTYed, 4 wiu
.. purg NRa I SqE? w gfewmn 2N w2y,
wigzfauy:, a Fwawt”—mnfg (3o wre 2.1.18)

1 ¢ gremg-falvand! AeETRCY-nR feafea:.. @ fy feuwa:
grg-faflar—agt wroudnm Twfa aeaw® wants; ” (g0 o) |
“ gr® sarew TRy faftwret st slwRw” (e We, 7.4.1),
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from tithin and making the parts to serve as meaks for
the realisation of a purpose.?

We find therefore, that all the elements of kumin orga-
nism also exist and work together for the realisation of
the purpose of the self which controls and directs them.? ‘i
Sankara has observed—

“ The director is inferred by a logical necessity from the
activity manifested by the ear and others combined, such ss
deliberation, volition, ete., inured for tke benefit of some-
thing distinct from them all (ear, etc.). As things com-
bined and organised for a common purpose or end exists
Jor the use of other thing not so combined, we argue there
is a director of the ear, ete., and for whose use the whole
lot exists and has been combined.” 3 Each of these fulfils

1 “gmt fy wy-wow-fafmar ferSaeaey.. an vafg |
“au qardafod @ gy
mwty Y # wafa @ w, 2.7)
[ wsrdefad @ §¥¢as =A central power makes the plurality of
parts co-operate as factors of a higher unity.)
' FeEsfafony @ame remA QG qr-wifig-dyfrae.. deqmrt
quaEg * (fe wte, 1.1)

“gu g WARCGWE ‘QIOEA’ ded  wwsqrare-Rake
(90 wr0, 4.8).
We invite our reader’s attehtion to the Bh&sya on the Kena-

Upsnishad, 1. Here Sankara calls the true self as the Parpose

or End which directs our impulses, organs, manas, eto., for the
tenlisation of itself ‘GAME yeHIHIZGA ﬂw-mﬁz-ﬁwfaqﬁg'mx&’ |
In th? Wy of this Upanishad this self is described and proved as
Jrcfyan, 4.8, a diréctive or purposive Power,

i owfy ot ‘roet’ dwmanfary StbyEgon | Cande’
wiedn gt Ruley wHIW  EdvmmEREe @ we..awr woewaty
dvowany wiegnefd | v dvaeriireeen - g oW de

12 . ) .
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a function and in fulfilling it, each contributes to the
realisation of the purpose—wd—of the cause within.
Sankara says—
“ ymrgieE @ H¥d Wty 984 A wafa
—(&° w°, 2.7).

¢.e.,, Mutually dependent activities for the purpose of a
common object are not possible withont an independent
tntelligent power.

The following observations of Sankara will help us in
arriving at the same conclusion :—

“ We are not told by seripture that the final
welfare of man (gswig) depends on the serip-
tural passages about the creation and the like.
All the passages setting forth creation and so
on only sabserve the purpose of the realisation
of Brahman. The passages about Brahman
modifying ttself into the form of this world
is merely to be applied as a means for the
realisation of the absolute Brahman, but does
not bring about an independent result.’’ 1

These remarks tell us that we are never to understind
the universe of nima-riipa as mere self-existing (wawr’)

e oAl |.. W wHeAd W& wurmmlE; @S @ gy s
Yeq: a%, § adrga: fex: 7 (w=° wi°, 55).
N.B.—Tkis shows that the Vedantic Brahman and the individual

self as w‘l are not abstract intelligences, as many seem fo hold, but
they are conscious organising unities or powers. ’

Y e genfeme: wfanafafya; ; v v aufaas: wfey
g TR qtaf € genfange aamaenday” (e, 1.4,14),
Of. * wom woeh 97 oA afcwranfy... o AGZAANTYE 7
fafagead, w g @awt geng wegd ' (2.1.14),
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‘changes, but as movement to a definite goal—a progress ;
‘not, as becoming merely, but as bdeing that is becoming.
The changing elements (famws) are the means sevving
the purpose of the being of the cause—the Power—
working from within, They are sustained by the cause,
so that in their evolution and interaction they conspire to
realise the Divine Purpose.

The above discussion clearly brings home to our mind
the fact that in as much as the self is held by Sankara to
be a purposive Power (&), and all other objects and ele-
ments besides the self are regarded as a means (quid) for the
realisation of the purpose of the self, it follows that we must
use the actions of our organs, passions, impulses in a way
that our highest purpose may be realised through them.!
The relf is therefore the true agent.

(2) We have already come to learn * that in the Com-
mentaries of Sankara one fact cannot

Every individual fail to stand out prominently. We mean

‘ ?‘:’;;3“0:' s own.  the fact that a finite individual, be
S:::::‘:ng“i‘::‘";t;i‘:: it a thing or a self, possesses adisti.nct
and activities. “pature ’ of its own. It is impossible
for an attentive reader to escape this

fact. This nature Sankara holds to be permanent or fam
in the sense that it maintains its unity and preserves its
identity in the successive changes of its manifested states

and activities which it underlies. This nature, Sankara is

'Rl E WA-Ee-aw, @ gwa vewe—
swa v fra” (W°w°, 13.7).

(This ides has been further elaborated in Chap. IV of this book.]

' Vide p. 57 of this book,
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caraful to point out, is not at all dependent on anything
heyand, or external to it ; neither is it produced, like its
states or activities, by an external stimulus or the environ-
ment with which it is put into relation.! It not only
retains its unity in its changing states, it continues to live
in each of its successive states evoked from it. But such
is not the case with its states and activities. These are
transient and impermanent; these are produced on the
opeasion of the action of the environment.? But they are
not produced out of nothing (w€q) ; there must be some-
thing underlying them, out of which they are produced or
manifested.® This underlying nature is called by Sankars
§%9 (swariipa) or W& (Dharma) or @wia (Swabhdva).
Sometimes the word giaw (S4mé4nya) is used to denote
this nature. Throughout his system, the term =mww or
cause invariably refers to this nature. As it transcends its
gtates, it is sometimes called yz@& (Kitastha).

Here is how he describes this nature, and contrasts it
with its states :—

“The Real in a thing is that which
does not depend on any other thing and

e,

! vwfe disf 1% qweE:, ffaftwany  wEmcEEEs,
fr® far.) % @ arcai{da agg @Y frae fag” o ww @’ (%0, 1.4.10)
‘o fy Wi swEWE waffaw, sgma o W) “sfabrgEn
fuag;...qmRgaaY’ (4.4.22)—y@ify |

' ‘g wxifey wivawR.. wanaya’ afefe, wadisfrsate-vey: ;
agr « wi@fw-graadean .. 1¢ g wonERe.. . faafesag” (°
w0’ 4.4.6) | “aiy 7q 7. ‘@AY’ falea:, @ & ey sqfeaf
 (31.15)

¢ - “aqalrg ma fmar, @1 awY By wREwE N, Ty fvar .
IR Ay, wwYy W Wfa fmffeda” (3° we, 2.1.18) )
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which is permanent. It does not change
its character under any circumstances
but maintains it. What appears or
is produced by an external operative
cause and is thus dependent on it is
not the nature of the thing ’—

“war fe a@afafma—euqdgarg ) fafmar e
@' —qigary | W § fEwEe IqIEs |
gaY fady:—wcwuw: ; faRwy—fafmarn
afy ga amiy @gd, aq a9 a9 | JTUEY,
7 auw, Y13 wWAq |1 deny ‘@wifasang
N (LI AC UL H
(afa° wiw, 2.8).
Sankara’s elaborate discussions in bhis Vedanta-bhasya
(2.1) on the relation between the cause and its effects
bring into prominence these important truths. The =ww
or the nature of the individual things or beings maintains
its identity and continues to live in their successive effects
brought about by the action of the external stimulus
(wwm-=qe). These effects or states or activities do not
touch or affect the nature of the cause—

“serag-gredt uw: v,
wagrade Afrwfar a e’ |
(3rowmw, 2.1.9) |

! In the @ita-bhasya, Sankars employs similar argaments, and uses
the term gy (sat) for the “ nature ” or ggy, #nd way (gpat) for the
changing states. ‘ufewar 3T # afwacls, ag—eg’ | afgwan
wfweta, ag— s —fg (M° w°, 2. 16)

‘“n g ga: qIgt - uMT wEel T & @ @ erefa”’ (Fa° T W,
3.12)) “annfed zogwEm @ foyr...wiff @ sl Ghvedy
R a1 " (& w° w°, 4.9)
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(8) The changing states or activities cannot, Sankara
. takes particular care to observe, con-
The underlying . , )
‘nature’ cannot be stitute the ¢ nature’ of things. For,
resolved into ite acti-  these are always changing and tran-
n“:"": is the true gient, but the underlying nature is
agent. .
§ not liable to change.!? Among other
arguments used by Sankara to prove this nature, the fol-

lowing may be specially noted here. Sankara points out—

Every individual object, every individual
self, exists for tlself, as well as for others
(@su and @w{®-6v ). In other words, each
individnal has a substantive and adjectival
existence. The one, Sankaia observes,
cannot be reduced into the other. But
an individual, in order to exist for others,
must first of all exist for iself. If an
individual does not exist for it-elf—has
no nature of its own—how can it come
into relation with others and how can
others evoke from it its states and acti-
vities? You cavnot say that finite
individuals exist only by reference to
something beyond them. Things cannot

! Vgl frr @y ; winwleds wig; Ay QW W
fasiry equgd”’ (v° w°, 4.3.15) |

“n w grufaaieet v mie gt ofy o e @ 9 @anEry
vy e’ Wy’ T Y| “a fy e W frefiee” (80,
4.4.6).

‘@ wwfr—aTy —rer  swgnndfe | gtenfafr st
8QT YNYTHIE, weaR —wENy wirwrite wivwwd w7 (|7° wr°
w°, 4. 10-11),
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be merely adjectival to one another. The
same identieal Devadatta (83%w) comes to
be designated differently in relation to
-different objects with which he comes
into connection, but Devadatta does not,
says Sankara, lose his own nature, does
not abandon bis identity, when he is thus
designated differently.— '

‘“gaw 4 geU-TwENowq Aw-
NRAGIIAATY | WHISTY & Ragw;,
QY G/ (X-5uq wow, wAN-
T yEgAIE Wafg ———ete. eto.

(@° v, 2.2.17).

Making his position thus secure, Sankara now goes on
to argue that the nafure of the individual cannot be re-
solved into its states and activities, in as much as
the nature maintains its ideuntity and continuity in its
chaunging and succe:sive states aud activitics. He gbserves
that—

“u fw fFrgginwaq qa/aam'
wafq---q Q3@ qaiw yiaeg
@3.° ww, 2. 1. 18),

“ An individual, simply because a new difference
has emerged—certain particular states and
activities have been produced in it,~—does not
lose its own character and becomes something
else.”’—

Elsewhere, he teaches that—

“ You will never meet with any particular suc-
cessive states which are not interwoven in and
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sustained by, the underlying econtinuity of
their real ¢ nature’—

“grmmgfagt falmraagdary”
(30 wre, 16,1 and 2,4.7).

Yet, such is the perversity of the ordinary human mind
that it forgets or ignores the presence and operation of
the true self which underlies its successive states, and takes
the self to consist entirely in its mutually exclusive states
and activities connected by a mechanical causal law.
Sankara says that this is done by the influence of avidya
or our natural ignorance. The agpregate of these states
and activities is the empirical self of the ordinary ignorant
people and this is the only self to them. This self is stated

by Sankara as the—
‘o m-fiw, - fafoe o |

The nature or the underlying @%q of the individuals,
as we have shown above, is the rea/ self and it is transeceti-
dental or gz, to which its states and activities belong
as to a centre. Itisfree in its activities, because it is
above time and it has no antecedent in time to determine
its actions. This agency is the true agency in the system
of Sankara. Out of its own resources which are inexhaus-
tible, this real self can introduce an entirely new element
in time, and it can chalk out a new path for itself, and
initiate & hew movement. Its vision is képt confined to
its fufire infinite possibilities, and it js moving on and on
in the direction of its Divine goal, for which reason it is
called by Satikara as swwa (7., it is essentially Brahman
in ite nature). '

Wherever Sankara denies agency to the self, it is
always the passive agenoy (if such term can be used) of the
empiricat 361?, becatse all its manifested activities are, ag
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shown above, mechanically determined in an unbroken
series in time. Sankara never denies anywhere the free
active agency of the underlying real self.?

The Self 13 a Real Agent.

5. We shall now proceed more particularly to show
that Sankara regarded the real self

The  underlying as an acfive power, and its activity is
‘nature’ {8 & seab of ¢ . 9o ted in all our sensitive, idea-

wer.
(a) It is revealed  tiong] and in other aspects of our

in sensitwe and intel.

lectual activities. experience.” The following discus-
sion will bring out the two-fold sense,

in Sankar’s system, in which the term ‘agency’

has been used, and will, we also hope, bring into

prominence the fact that the Pure Ego is an active

power, when it gains the perception of the external world.

Sankara thus describes—

“ Whenever azy of our organs functions, there
are always two kinds of activsiies simultane-
ously present there. Of these, the one is
visible and the other invisible ; one is transi-
tory and dependent, and the other is permanent
and independent ; the one works in time, the
other is beyond time. There are two vrsions—

‘g ger—zfefifa {xfaer wafy,
fifwa, ToAfeay 9'—

1 Sankara denies movement or change to the real self. He calls
such activity as @@AIEHS, 1-€. in which the sense-organs, body, manns,
buddhi, eto., eto., actually move. Such activity he keeps confined to the
empirical self. ‘‘wemieHwE WG, ﬂwlmmifﬁe] ‘v’ wONA
W&E‘}'“'ﬁ” (zh%:n-:’ 18, 66). These movements he calls wwrz—Non.
Ego, object. For, these are really objects to the true self which under-
lies these and connects these ta itgelf as their ‘subject,’

13
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‘the first kind is an action evoked in the mind
through the affection of the organ of eye.
This activity is transitory in its character ; it
appears, it disappears. It is a change produced,
when the eye is stimulated into activity by an
external object with which it has come into
contact; and it vanishes when the contact
ceases to operate. But underlying this activity
here, there is an eternal and permanent vision
of the self, and this vision or activity consti-
tutes its real nature,—as heat and light consti-
tute the nature of the fire. This vision of the
self cannot be said to be produced, neither
can it be said to be liable to disappear. The
former vision of the eye, as soon as it is pro-
duced, is found to be invariably permeated or
pervaded by the latter vision or the permanent
activity of the self which is constantly present
and operative behind it.! Thus the two kinds
of vision or activity appear b&lended together,
and the ignorant unable to discriminate the
one from the other, are liable to misrepresent
the activity of theself as actually produced and
as actually disappearing, with the appearance
and disappearance of the changing activity of the
eye. Hence, although the activity of the self is
eternal and unchanging, it is held to be seeing

L Of. albo : “‘WifemT w¥: webhman gew @y famar wer
wmrd @ oy P—® wi®, 3.4.2, |

“wwfy wewm wfufgrawan e e 2 o “ag
MG T yQgie"—y° w°, 4.3,33,
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when the vision of the eye is excited, and fo be
not seeing when the vision vanishes. This ig
also the case with the functions of the other
organs of sense.”

(Brik. Bhasya, 3.4.2 and Art. Bhasya, 4.1.)

Now, what do these remarks show? They unmistak-
ably bring to light the important fact that in the percep-
tion of the external objects what really perceives is the
true self and that it is this self which exhibits its real
agentship (®H @) in its activities of comparison, dis-
crimination and assimilation. Sankara holds that there
can be no perception of a definite objeet unless there is an
active comparison of similars and dissimilars—

“frag GRTTEATAINAYRTT " q& aq wfa fafy ga—
(afw° wre, 2.6.)

In the Brihadaranyaka and in the Vedanta Bhasyas
also, Sankara thus briefly describes the activity of the
underlying self in the act of perception :—

“]1 bhappen to receive two distinct kinds of
sense-impressions when somebody touches
me by his leg and next by his hand. There
is as yet no disecrimination, until the self
energetically sets to work to compare
one kind of sensation with the other, and
differentiate one from dissimilar other sensa-
tions. These activities of comparison, reflec-
tion, discrimination and assimilation are all
operations of our intelleet ( afg ) which is a
mere snstrument in the hands of the self ; for all
these activities are indeed my present changes ;
but these activities duscover or reveal the active
self as the subject from whom they issue. An
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activity which distinguishes, an activity which
carries the work of comparison and raises the
sense-presentations to the level of discrimina-
tive consciousness canpot be a mere item of
passive feelings. By these activities the Ego
is duscovered as the energetic source from
which the actions issue—

‘@A™ © Far fagw-niauta; 2” 1.5.3. (3° w°)
Then again, so long as the self does not direct
its atfention to the changes received, they can
never become the odjects of our knowledge. It
is for this that Sankara remarks—

“srrmae w4, AR, etc. ete.,” (3° wi°, 2,3.32.)
All these reveal the presence and operation of
an active self underlying these feelings and
activities, which maiutains its identity in its
constant movement ! among similar and dis-
similar elements, and to which both the past
and the present belong. We find Sankara
remarking—

“# g waee' v wifa, sfaemifa

| “3dg sed—aFRfa Te-aRa

——3fq (IENETY FETRH. ..

s ¢ AT gAY a¥g Ty

wwiay, arewfafaunfaeam fafg

faery@q wg @1’ (321° wiw, 2.2.25).

' Of slso: C“wgudifn vy Frmfewmww, A Sg2 =,
frame aad wfrewTTgTaw : | AT frvTrary (Faar) ge,amgT-
gfer: | @y v afafon’ afifa’ ” (8° Wi, 4.3.6, etc.)

Of. “ wwm ¥ wligae, wrmay e |
v Y &fw Prafe Sicefamavra (sl 21)”
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The <dentity of the self which persists
through its changing states is implied
in any exercise of memory. “To know a
flower by scent, we must remember a prior
experience of it and discriminate it from other
appeals to the same sense.”

“wrewIsErE IEqwAYfa 9, —
yertecefifa vafarmefa @’
mfm—m:emv ”

These observations of Sankara prove that to him, the
real character of the Pure Ego is not merely ““a being,”
or “a knowledge”—but an ‘active power” and a
source of activities. And this source cannot be phevo-
mensalised ; for, in its absence there would be no percep-
tion at all.

In connection with this subject, we crave our reader’s
indulgence for the liberty of quoting a few other passages
bearing on this important point,

6. Inthe Gita (Chap. XIII, 12-18), Brahman’s nature is
described as neither saf, nor asat—
apparently possessing no definite
characteristics. Now, the question
arises—Is démd to be regarded, then, as a mere
non-entity, a non-existent something ? For, if there is no
positive mark to characterise its nature, it is as good as
non-existent—asat. Now, we invite our reader’s attention
to the reply which Sankara suggests to this very pertinent
question.—

(b) It 18 revealed in
tdeational activities.

“ No, you cannot say that Atm4 is non-existent
or asat (weq). For, there are indicative marks
by the help of which we are enabled to infer—
we are assured of—its nature. What are
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these indications ? To prevent the supposition
that the Atm4 (wiat) must be a mere void or
non-entity (ga) the Gita proceeds to teach that
the Atm4 exists as—(1) the inner self (wemtam)
and as—(2) the sowrce of all activsties of the
senses and the like.”

Sankara points out—

“ Krisna proves, by way of inference, the
existence of Atm4 as the inner self thus :—
There must be self-conscious principle (power)
behind the insentient elements i# activity, such
as the physical body and the senses; for, we
invariably find self-conscious principle under-
lying all insentient objects «n activity, such as
carriage in motion. Hands, feet .and the like
constituting the limbs of all bodies in all places,
derive therr activity from the energy inkerent in
the knowable (w1am) and, as such, they are the
marks of its existence and operation.”?

Sankara also says—that “Atm4 (wmm) reveals its
nature through the wupddiis (smfy) of external and
internal senses, through the functions of all the senses,
vis., determination, thoughts, desires, hearing, speech,
ete., ete., t.e., the knowable (W@ functions as ¢t were
through the functions of the senses. But does it actually
function ? The Srufe implies the knowable has the power
to accommodate itself to the varying functions of all the
senses...,..not that it actually possesses swift motion and

! That which is the source of these activities must—itself be an
active power. Sankara calls it yoiymr | “dwamat Nardat mﬁawmi
Pardat wirme 1w w w3t wefvdwa | afy fow
Y siugrgcfaa’ (&° a° w°)
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such other activities.” This is shown also by Sankars
elsewhere by his remarks—

“garara T @, 4 § AgEaar |

It does not imply that the self is to be regarded as merely
‘g being.” It does not mean that the self is not a power.
It simply implies that this power cannot be phenomena-
lised or reduced toits manifested activities. This expression
has been chosen to guard against the supposition that the
gelf is subject or liable to transient changes or famixs,
and to show that it is a fafssaw power.® This power is
constantly present and operative behind the activities, as
their free active sowrce or seat—of which these are but
partial manifestations, and these manifestations can never
exhaust this inexbaustible source. These manifested
activities are the indicative matks of their underlying
power. In the Chandogya-bhasya, the nature of the self
is actually called “aww” or the source of power (8.12.4).
And it is characterised as—

“mwwﬁ’g WY, afgEau;”’
(@° wr°, 13.22)

¢.6,, the source cannot be resolved into the activities of

the senses and the like, but is present and operative in and
through them, and is above them. This important truth
is expressed in the Vedanta-bhdsya by the expression—

“a wraw srateE” (3° 2.1.9).

1 “ﬁfw&ﬁiufm WA 79 -wifg-gae) ffawa”
(F° =° w°, 1,2),
Cf.  waafawi; &9 waenwARa 30| AT Wy, www
Hgefaaayg”’ (armefe, g¢) | Vide §° 11, 2.2.2, )
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that is to say, the underlying power (cause) cannot be
reduced to, and identified with, its manifested, actual
activities (effects), because this sowrce is inexhaustible and,
as such, no one of its manifestations can fix it in a rigid
form and be regarded as final.

It is the influence of 4vidya alone which, as Sankara
tells us, is responsible for this erroneous identification.
If the cause cannot be resolved into, or identified with,
its effects; if the true nature of the individual self main-
tains its identity through its successive changes; if it is by
avidya that we confound the underlying unity with its
multiple states and activities ;—it follows, as the night
follows the day, that all activities which we find in the
phenomena must be traced to their underlying self or the
unity—as their sowrce. Had Sadkara reduced, like the
Pantheists, the Causal Reality into its successive activities
and states, then of course for the source of these activities
we must seek the phenomena alone. But Sankara has
repeatedly remarked that when an individual being or thing
assumes different forms or phases in consequence of its
connection with the things outside it, it does not lose its
identity—it does not become something else entirely differ-
ent from its own nature—

“n fy fatggiaaa v T@NdE wafq
veenvenee s QA gEfvTIAT ;
(ag° ww) —2.1.18.

It still maintains its unity, preserves its identical
nature in and through these successively changing phases
or differences. We must therefore look for the source of
all phenomenal activities, according to Sankata, to the
nature of the individual thing or the self which underlies
these activities, and continues to operate through them

wnaffected by them.



THE PURE EGO AS ACTIVE POWER 106,

7. As in the intellectual, so also in our moral experi-
ence, the operations of an active

(¢) It is revealed underlying self cannot be abolished
in ethical and religions . .
:,:tfm-;,i‘;_ ARG TEGIONT op negated. We, here, briefly describe

Sankara’s method in the selection

of the ends in our moral sphere.
In the Katha-bhasya, Sankara explains this method

thus :—
In his system, Brahman is both transcendent
and immanent. 1fit be of purely transecendental
nature, all possibility of comprehending Him
would be shut out for man. He would be a
remote and abstract being. But, fortunately,
He is also immanent in nature and in man, and

through this revelation, man can comprehend
His  nature ’ to a certain extent. Man seeks
the realisation of the End inherent in his own
nature. But if he seeks this end merely in
the external mundane order, he will not find

it there—
“ife afega; vava gaa;, ¢ A
ymzfae ¥ angfeld ; @ @ av Wl

qENEENR” |
(3 w°, 1.1.4)

For, outward nature, as it is, cannot be regarded
as complete and self-sufficient. The rational and ethical
human being seems to be the goal of outward nature.

Sankara teaches—

“AFTRT. o FHATEHRA
q@mArET v am —  (3e° W°, 2.4.11).

Nuature has supplied man with his senses and the

nervous system, by which he is put into relation with

14
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the world.! The more his organs and his mind are
developed, he is able more and more to realise the grand-
eur of the universe. He must therefore seek his end
within his own nature. The infinite Divine wWa%&—the
Ideal of truth and beauty, ete.,, is revealed in man, and
man is endowed with the capacity to realise it. But if
man seeks the w#@sd as it is found acfwally present in
the human beings, and regards this as the final end, he
will be disappointed. For, the in-dwelling w#=dr ufw-di=d
is transcendental and it cannot be identified with the
actual svx& as is working in the human beings. He
must therefore seek]the wam-nfwdtem in the future
possibilities of man. It is progressively revealing in man
and will reach perfection in future.

“ Two Ends,” Sankara writes—* one mundane
and the other transcendental-—come to man
indiscriminately for his choice. All men are
propelled by these two goods according as one
wishes for mundane prosperity, or the supreme
happiness. These two are opposed and conflict-
ing in their nature to each other. They are
therefore not possible to be pursued by the
same individual at the same moment. One
who [pursues the mundane good 'and regards
this as the true end of his life, misses the true
end of man. These two are not easily dis-
tinguishable by persons of poor intelligence

1 gt qQOTWRAT TR AR ARTRGIIAT ww@n
s (3° w°, 2.5.4). ‘il W ¥Ry e ; § g
frnRgee.” (8iy, ote.) “dawtwiR faRufamae s’ (8°, 1.4.22),

s.e. The individuale have their deferminate character and meaning
elicited through this interaction within a common connecting ground

(nw).
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and of irresolute mind. The truly wise man
examines both the pleasant and the good—the
mundane and the supra-mundane ends—as a
flamingo separates milk and water ; and having
considered in his mind the relative weight of
the two courses, divides them botb and selects
only the supreme end as preferable to the mun-
dane ends. But the man of poor intelligence
incapable of such diserimination, pursues the
lower good, such as-——cattle, sons, position,
wealth, ete., for the purpose of gratifying his

pleasures of sense.”
(Katha. bhas. 2.2.)

Here again, the discrimination between the higher and
the lower good, the comparison of the relative worth of the
two courses, the rejection of the one and the selection of the
other and the pursuing of the same until the supreme end is
perfectly realised—all these activities distinctly reveal the
presence and operation of an energetic self, not as a “mere
being,” or a ““ mere knowledge "’—but as an active power.

In spite of such clear expression of his views, is it not
doing & great injustice to Sankara’s system to hold that
Sankara’s pure Ego is not a persistent activity ? We shall
further speak on this supreme end later on.

8. Plants and trees are looked upon in the school of
Sankara as a kind of lower organism,
1 b l d 1 . . .

gl It e led v This school admits the existence and
plant organism amd  gyolution of four kinds of organism
animal organism, . )
vie.—* @I, 98, A and g o, !

Now, within even the organism of the plants, says

' 4. e. Those born in perspiration, etc., that which is born from the
egg, that which is born from seed or which shoots out ; and that which
is born from the womb.
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Sankara, is the constant operation of an active self
aMa and its Power is fo be inferred from the incessant
movement of the sap (@) within the body (s.e., its plasti-
city) of the plants and from the gradual growth and deve-
lopment of the plant through its successive stages, till the
full development of the tree is reached.!

Sankara in his commentary on the Chandogya Upa-
nigad and in other places has distinctly expressed his views
as to the impossibility of regarding any of the stages of the
plant development as separate and self-sufficient (wa) from
the process of development of the plant as a whole. The
stage of sprout (wguEwn) is seen to arise after
the destruction or disappearance of its antecedent stage,
viz., the stage of seed (dtsiawn); but that does not,
Sankara tells us, prove that non-existence or wad is the
cause of the sprout (w¥T). The future possibility of
the tree which is the final end ? is present in its seed-stage
and other subsequent stages and this it is which is the
real cause which has successively operated in bringing the
plant to its final stage or full development. In the
Brihadaranyaka bhasya (1. 2. 1), he explains his theory
of causalibty with the help of the illustration of wfa=m
(a lump of earth) and its successive development into

Y “MEm ¥ wradgda wfed frag TEat @ NawdT s adag
WwWRUU—aae @5 faF waf@)......00@  weae-neifarg
stad......9qqrq7;  @Ee:”  (g° w°, 6.10.2). “ga  wwa
fewagaga’ — @ W, T |

* That it is present as a future end has been expressed by Sankara
in the phrase—smmE@Ifd yaw ¥-(8,° 1.2.1). =& is the end, towards
which the wgf (i.e., the caumsal substance, gfesy, in the present
illustration) strives. For, the potter for the purpose of constructing
gz, gave the gfgsr its successive shapes. [We shall further
elaborate the idea in the next chapter.]
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wz (Jar). This is to be regarded as a typical illustra-
tion which holds good in all cases of causal development,
in the light of the rules given in the Brahma-Sutras,
1. 1.14-20.

“@a wlrgguw w2t f@’ (...
“gz@ AAWNIE 3fd, § TTEEIRd

NS arara’ |——
F¥ w° 121))
In this way, the end is present in the eause from the very
beginning and it is this end which gradually carries the
real nature of the cause through its successive stages,
until it is fully realised in the last stage. He says—

“ggfa wfdagr vafwa e’ |1—
(102d.)
To realise this end or purposs, the movement of the
causal substance had begun in the past and this continues
in the present, until it reaches its final realisation in
fature.

If we keep this teaching before our view, we shall
be able to comprehend the real significance of the fact as
to why in Sankara’s system, the effect or the end is
stated to be wwm (z.e., no other than) from its cause.
To understand the true nature of the cause, we must see it
realised successively through all its stages of manifestation
up till the final stage, and no one of its stages can,
therefore, be separated from it and regarded as something
wm (other than that ¢ nature’).

9. In the human organism also,in the similar manner,

it is the self as an active power which, for the realisation

() It is revealed of its purpose in'herent in it (qroem

in the construction of fﬂfﬂﬂﬁaﬂ), has built up the body. It
haman organism. h . . .

as brought into being certain. ele-

ments within it and combined and organised them in
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such a way that one and all co-operate to realise a
common purpose—

‘“‘Yrgfamger; ded: aey-wow;

e AoM; T4 | AW qadaihan

dgnd, My Yaaqdvd awafa 1’
(afe° wra, 2.7.)

In the Katha-bhasya, similar observations are found —

“ ‘g’ wdeRn yu HAfey
wagw dvamt (7.e., qaint )
A 7 g |
@ wEva® ‘wE’ g
g8 I g=e Tva,
dwa; |9, 9 a1
(%3°, 5. 5);——

that is to say,—the self which is @wW (self-existing and
self-working and having the ‘reason’ or ¢ purpose’ of its
being in itself) and which is w® (s.e,, which transcends)
from these elements,—has combined them with a view to
realise its own purpose through them, and thus the organism
has been built up.!

The elemente and the senses (and their activities) are
called wud, because these are the means or mere

—

! The terms @iy (Swartha) and gqry (ParSrtha) have been
explained before, in the beginning of this chapter. Sankara hag laid
down this as a general rule that wherever there is a combination and
combined activity, there must be an underlying power which bas
combined the elements for the realisation of its purpose. ‘‘egigw

wHgAn gty fafay wngw dyarmwaen+ 4 g2’ (%3° wiw)
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instruments through which the purpose of the self is
realised.—

« eiﬁzam aq WA e+ oo
Qe fafemgda aq Saanasaiy |
GR° a°, 13.22))

yraw is the fafew here; that is to say, the realisation
of its final end is the fafaw or the impelling occaston, and
the building up of the body and its successive develop-
ments are WaNIWAAAT, ¢.c., are brought about by the agent-
ship of the self,

Can a clearer exposition of the theory go further? That
the self is an active power is thus everywhere shown by
Sankara.

10, Inthe Vedanta-Sutra and in the Upanishads, Brahman
is deseribed as wvww wrw: (z.e., it is the
Brahman—a seat of  Prgna of the prana). That is to say,—

power revealed  as . )
prime-mover of Prana  Brahman is the underlying power of

in which it is reakived  prgng (), it is the controlling and

directing power which underlies the
Prana-Sakti (wenfw). This Prapa-Sakti ( svwemfw ), in
Sankara’s system, has been held to be the first manifestation
of Brahman’s nature. Held by the underlying power and
sustained by it, this Prana has differentiated ! itself into
the form of the objects of the world and this differentiation
is always going on. Brabman, in Sankara’s system,
is not a characterless being ; it has a distinet nature,
a character, a ®%¥9 (swariipa), @wia (swabhfiva) of its
own, and this pature underlies the differentiations of

! This differentiation is in three forms of activities-‘“ﬁam’

wifpiifas and wranfew | All these are the interacted relations and
are grounded in the various activities of definite individuals which

have been brought into closest interaction by the everpresent Préna,
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the Pran-Sakti (wwwufw), untouched and unaffected by
them—

“ amguaAdwe’,)”  “maqanaEe;,”

“ mAgueaifaEey  aqify adfdely ' —
all these refer to the same truth.

As Brahman is both a transcendental and immanent
principle, it is revealed in the world as the differentiations
of Prana, but still it is not resolved into or identified with
them, but maintains its own unity or its own nature in
them. This has been beautifully *expressed in a passage
in the Isha-bbasya.

‘ Held and sustained by the underlying
Brahman—a @®® power—the Prana has
differentiated itself—externally as the acti-
vities of heat, light as exhibited by the
objects—the sun, the fire,etec.,and internally
as the physical and mental activities of the
sentient beings.’ !

Elsewhere, the underlying principle of Prana is called

Antaryam! (w®amWt), d.e.; the sustaining power which con-
trols and directs the Prapa-SBakti and its differentiation.

In the Vedanta bhasya, one of the distinguishing charac-
teristics of the Atmad is stated as maer, . e., the control
and direction of the Praga, or which sets Prana to work.?

1 Safemwae fausswewd (Ggwfafrgds aq ), wafor...
geraTfn  Wd-wee-aafae gy gEvnE .. onfear ewwafy,
- qmaEt  memgemiwasafe-awain  faamfar g fe
wE-acufafma, fMavsaweed  s@twmzgd gfa wafm —" 4.
“waqy fafnaey e vad® (A° w°, 10,8) |

1 “frae’ fafgd we' Q@aed @SR - A aa-
dx” frowem wwife-dn’ wafe” @a°, 538.) 1 ¢ gl
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11, One Vrittikara reduced Brahman or the unity into the
differentiations of nama-riipa (ArFEy),
_ Pantheigm refuted.- In this view, Brahman was the whole
:;l:;:e pﬁ:e xi)fn%in? and the differentiations of the namg~
theistic whole. ripa including the finite individual
selves were looked upon as parts of that
whole—as modes of its self-expression—as mere reproduc-
tions of the whole. Reducing the unity into the plurality,
the Vrittikara yet held, quite inconsistently no dou};t,
botk of them to be real.! This was a kind of pantheism
current in the time of Sankara.

Sankara has, in several parts of his commentaries,
taken particular care to refute this opinion of the Vrittikara.
He argues that when the differences emerge, the underlying
unity does not and cannot become reduced into them.
The unity does not, as the plurality arises—as the
differentiations of nawa-riipa arise,—become something
else, lgsing its own nature in them—

““7 fy ARTILAWIAW

g vafa gy

..., A" Wy el | |, fayd fasa: | | qeng feswe wfE@-
e | wafenft fe afew, sgrEefest fad awd; Jaamad
mfgarAaty dazgw (%A 3.89.) 1 ¢ aqadfe wrae wrea-
awad ” (8° w°, 9.1.2),

1 YA WARTEE AF... 97 GELWAT THE, RA-qCF@TH ATAS ;
va; TaeE AmEg—swaafy ggag P (8° wi°, 2.1.14).

“ oo Rfeq EIR—NWAPA, @ W@ A qAA@q ; 90 a9
Neaar w&e, et wwhw w8 (e, ame)”—
7° «°, 4.3.30.

Algo Vide 3° @1°, 6.1.1,, and 3° °, 1.1.8.

15
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*It'retains its unity, its own character, 'its separate
substantial life, behind these differences. In criticising
Vrittikara’s opinion, Sankara shows that when the
unity is ‘thought to be entirely reduced to multiplicity,
the former cannot retain its distinet character—the
separate life of its own. For, it is now to be found present
in the form of many ; it has now become composed of
parts—wdm@ws.t The unity, of which the Vrittikara
still speaks, is an abstract nothing—a mere empty logical
abstraction. For, it has no existence except in the
multiplicity, because it has no nature by which it 1is
recognisable apart from the many. It is a contentless
abstract idea in general. Hence, argues Sankara, it can-
not be held to be real. It isa mere unity of collection,
an aggregate of parts. And the parts—the differences—
of' which the whole is a mechanical aggregate are
disconnected parts with no organising priaciple to connect
them, The parts—the differences—the multiplicity can-
not also, in this view, be held to be real. For, mere
differences with no real organising unity behind them
would be an unreality. There are mere differences,
haphazard changes—with no purpose, no plan, no end to
govern them., And Sankara asks—how can such parts—
differences—stand with nothing to connect them ?—

“q fg ‘fMama’ faleg
LIGIY WIRNA ;
@ f v guteanshy
‘faaeey wafe ™’ |
“ wream ‘fafrge’ mEew(e
R . wEy wata |

P ¢ gy Wi TN AE, 1 Ae; fafe we

YUTUET WA |..o... AVETRG-TafE; WAL (80 WO, 13.1),
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The finite selves, too, being mere phases of an indeter-
minate whole would have no character, no real life, of their
own. They would be liable to be driven, like a ship
without a rudder on the bosom of a stormy sea, by the
gust of each impulse and passion which find them. Mere
parts, mere differences, unrelated to, and separated from,
any organising unity behind them are, in the opinion of
Sankara, unreal.—

“ gFIWAl gUA, GEISAA

Wﬁ 9 '
“q OIS HA|LY
wfayan @E @ng-

qEea

In this way Sankara, in his criticism of Vrittikara’s
theory, has shown that neither unity nor multiplicity can
be held to be real. Both of them must be declared false
(wgm),

Sankara again asks, if one is reduced to many, how
can botk be held to be real ? One and the same self can-
not, he says, be regarded as—possessed of qualities (many)
and also devoid of all qualities (one). There <-ould thus
arise mutual contradiction (famzy® swarfga).! Yet such
absurd supposition would be the irresistible consequence of
the theory of Vrittikdra who regarded &ott to the real,
But this absurdity does not at all touch the position of
Sankara. 1In the earlier part of thie Chapter we have
shown that the Infinite is present s» the finite individual
and that is the true self. It is present asan end—a possibi-
lity—which is the guiding energy of his life. It is this

' “fafwenfwArargdd, fatunfadee—sfa fanfafeg” (Mon°, 13.12).
“ g EERa s — T ST avEe” (300 8.5.1).
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self which in relation with other individuals and the
environment ! becomes manifested as the qualities and
states of the finite self. When these states and qualities
are erroneously separated from the underlying self and
treated as a self-existing and independent reality, these
become wnreal. But under no circumstances can these
differences (many) or changes remain separated from the
self, because they are to be taken as manifestations of the
self through which it is gradually realising itself.?

! Environment——i.e., the differentiations of Prépa in the form of
Néma-riipas of the world under the control of Brahman behind it
(see section 10, pp. 111.112),

* This is the celebrated ‘Sat-kéryya.vAda’ (gg=midary) of the
Vedanta Philosophy. The effects or changes produced reveal the
nature of the cause. In the MA&ndukya-Bhaéisya Sankara has told us
that it is the manifestations which throw light on that which is
manifested. The nature of the underlying reality is to be read in the
manifestations. If, therefore, what is revealed is taken to be unreal
—non-existent—then it can come into no relation with the underlying
Reality. For, to be related there must be two terms of relation
(wgrgwaErg gw#e) which must be both real (7 gg@ar T@AEY),
Otherwise, the causal Reality would, as yiR= g explains the idea,
itself prove to be unreal, and thus Brahman would be an unreality.
“gram e fadn wrowew-Add gfegdal ) atgegedy 4 A
wicwe T frila—swaqa srcewfy @ )’

For this Sankara has said—“g#}f¢ wo); g~ ¢ gged’ cgaal’
(% wi°, 2.1.18). Hence the future effect (end) ezists in the nature

of the cause
N. B.—The changes cannot be separated from the cause and treated
as something self.existing, For this important fact, compare—

‘g1 WIW® ARG AIEHAR, d27 AWEY SIREIERERay
wextaeg anfmay ” (38° W, 2.6).

“SEETIINT W enARTARAEAT; SR oS aEW
(%° %, 2.6).

‘g W qEETEn; watE, 9@ 3 smine v, g S wa”
o wi®, 16.1).
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The conneation of the finite individuals with one
another shows that they all depend on a common ground
——an ever-present connecting principle (srwufw) bringing'
all into closest interaction.! Relations imply the interac-
tion of the individuals and, we have seen,? these indivi-
duals are something for themselves (@wq), ere they can be
something fo one another (wwfd-wu). The individuals
have their determinate character ® elicited through interac-
tion with other individuals and the whole within which
they exist. Brahman is immanent in all individual
centres, yet does not reduce these centres to mere phases
of its own, as it is Transcendental also and therefore
distinguished from the elements it connects.

In the theory of Sankara, therefore, unity is not to be
reduced to multiplicity, but unity confains multiplicity
which cannot be separated from it., Multiplicity is not
self-existing and independent (%), but is its revelations
and hence multiplicity is incorporated (wgfagy or M)
as its expressions in the unity.

There are other arguments advanced by Sankara
agaipst Vrittikara’s theory of pantheism, but we have
held them in reserve for future treatment. Here, we
would place before our readers only one or two other
arguments which have a direct bearing on the finite
individuals. Sankara has clearly shown that the indivi-
dual selves cannot be mere parts (waza) of an all-inelusive

1 “gy iy wAanlonTmE aq RRRIYEY,  uw-
Qe .28 | WEATEEleaREE o e gigenty”
(8%, 2.5.2) | “ yami QUTAAIA STHRY 7Y, QA WA

gUHY wgS ' (2.6.4). Vide p. 111 for yrqufa |

2 Vide p. 84, sec. 3, of this book.
* Vide p. 91, sec. b, of this book,
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whole; for, in that case, the whole, ¢.c., Brahman would
lose its own ¢ nature’ or @&7 and will have to come down
here to become a mundane jiva (®ta); and Brahman
would be affected by the pleasure, pain and other experi-
ences of the parts. The finite individuals also will have
to lose their own ‘nature’ or w@ew and disappear in the
pantheistic whole.!.

12. Before we conclude this part of the subject, we should
like to place on record here in this connection two other
arguments found in the Vedanta-bhasya from which it
would appear that the idea of absorption of the individuals
(sae) in the Infinite whole and .treating them as mere
phases of that whole—was far from the mind of Sankara.

We shall first invite our reader’s attention to the
passage where Sankara is considering
the relation between the Infinite (a®)
and the finite individuals (sitas).
The relation is thus expressed—

Relation of aftg to
.

“gfaferd @ § wards; §9TE, 9@ad,
‘o)’ ger AT AT |I— qTAFLP—
fasmmres_ ‘.’ |\’ (g w=°, 1.1.17),

! Wy WANTHGATEIE 9AFAW, YIH@AA:  emRaiagioardr
fagmaE, ... WY MEEEETEEARIEsaa D e, qas TEen
fanmma @) ?...quify geEtagaiguaag waafan va wagmn e
IO W sfq...favmeEa; QEw qwaETE dawR — ety wirer s
(@ Wy 2.1.20). |
Lo gy @3 ooy (@) ‘@e’ -amew.” (3° wr°, 4.3.14),

Alsoof. “qumy WAt STl 4 fE, mi ...
AT AY AN, T ARG SSIRCGAE A, qaw
werawy 7 frwrc mig wags.” (|re, wre wie 3.7).
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Sankara argues that the individual self (=) cannot
be separated from the Infinite which is present in him, and
treated as a self-Gontained, independent entity (wm). The
individual Jivas are always to be regarded as wam (really
not other than) from the Infinite from which they have de-
rived their knowledge, action, everything. Neither can they
be taken as mere phases of the Infinite, because the Infinite
is W™ from them ; <. e., because the Infinite has a being of
its own and is thus distinguished (w®m) from the indivi-
duals, As Brahman is transcendent, there is no necessity
for suppressing the individualities of any one of these.

(a) We shall now come to another passage where the
individual Jivas are deseribed as the

Prativimba th . :
rati eory “ reflections” (wrwig@) of the true self

behind them.—

“WINTE T Y oE; G, sreqaEiEa |
# g vq g9y, aifa s@aq” (8z1°, wi°, 2.3.50).

We all know that the reflected image of the san is but
an imperfect and partial manifestation of the sun in the
sky, of which—

“it is a reflection. And the image shows
that there is something behind it—the
original sun in the sky—whose reflection
it is. In this way, the actual individual
Jiva is but a partial and imperfect !
revelation of the Infinite true self

1 0f. “a g @ qIiygifene swuled @ ‘W i ; gafi—
sfdrfiifene wa anded 3 &, agf g 9’/ dm” |—
&° yg-ww, 21. Of. elso—“gr-uuifywarfy w3 dawEmifE
vy cfommad ww” (4.9), e
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which is behind bim., This Infinite
cannot be reduced to the individual
self, as the sun in the sky cannot be
reduced to the reflected image. For
this reasun, Sankara says—

¢ g qx grary, M a@ed ” §e, 2.3.50.
i.., neither can the individual Jivas be identified
with Brahman, nor can they be regarded as something
otker than Brahman.

() In another passage in the Vedanta-bhasya, Sankara
has explained this relation with the

ju‘gé‘l?r“z;:;%) of & help of an illustratiot:x ‘of a J ugg'ler
his tricks. and the tricks exhibited by him.

Sankara writes—

“ A Juggler was exhibiting his tricks before a number
of spectators. People saw that a man holding in his
hand a shield and sword climbed up to the sky and they
all took this man to be the real Juggler. But the

‘fact was - that the man whom the people saw playing in
the sky was the production of the st brought into being
by the real Juggler who stood on the ground invisible to
the spectators. In the same way, the true self of the
finite individual is Brahman which andeilies hidden
behind the actual Jiva.!

1 “gfgfd wa g owmee:---q@FEq ‘s’ gl ar Ay
QR - O frmamray ‘v | qur wrnfe e
AU WATEQeA, ¥ v @ s ffas: v
(8@ wro; L.L17).

This alsa soours in, qrey m-W19 |—“‘q¥ard waHEn. GAARANGH:
YREATTRERAI .. GRITAEETATHY. TR, 6 O 3 ol Wy
am on fagm; 1 (1.6).
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Now, the sum total of the states, actions, passions,
impulses, ete., constitute to us the actual finite individual—
the “Me"” (ada-wafafire: fawmwr). We take this
self to be & separate (war) and self-sufficient reality exist-
ing onits own account, utterly ignoring the real self
which is present be hind! it unaffected by these states, ete.,
and distinguished from them. But the states, ete., can-
not be separated from the real self behind and treated as
an independent reality ; they must be viewed ¢z connecéton
with 3 the true self as 748 revelation, through which it is
expressing its nature and realising itself. Separated & from
the underlying self, the states, etc., become unreal.# The
readers will note that it is in this sense alone that the
finite self has been declared to be unreal in the Sankara-

vedanta.®

We must change our outlook and think of Brahman
or the absolute Reality alone which is revealing in

! ety -faw: wews’ (F3e o, 2.12),

* 0f ‘% qumgwa; fa aq-arsvaly” (xaa) |

S T aQRSAl, ag9E Twiq 7Y —@ge o 4.9.

¢ gy wwer g, aaeae ‘fafrga’ waq wafe ' —age 2.20.

[For, they would be mere crass plurality, there would be no
purpose, no end in them.]

8 The illustration of Juggler appears to us to be more appropriate
than even the illustration of tﬂ-g&, The illugion of a second man

(whom the spectators saw) was produced by the power of the Juggler
who stood—invisible all along unaffected by this illusion. In the case

of tg-qﬁ', the illusion of Snake is not produced by any action of the
rope, it is simply & subjective idea of the people who sees it. [The
‘man’ ought notto be thought of as an independent reality, but
only as a production 'of the Juggler and this would be the real

view there.]

16
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ourselves, and of our states, ete., as itse mere expressions.
This is the true gqrwifgw view. We find thus that the
Infinite true self cannot be reduced to, and identified with,
the actual individual self. Such self is unreal, Sankara

would say.



- CHAPTER 1I1L.

ON THE FALSITY OF THE WORLD.

i Gt

1. A charge has often been brought against the
Adwaita system of philosophy to the effect that in this
sehool the world has been treated
oﬁﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁ;ﬁgﬁ:ﬁ: merely as an appearance and as an
;’P“!i“’ about the jllugion; that the objeet world, in
alsity of the world. . ) .
this system, is an ‘‘unsubstantial
pageant” having no “stuff of reality ” in it. And this
they say, finds an appropriate and admirable support in the
short but significant line of the old Vedantic Professor
Goudapida— |
“qw g Ifwa, e W A Bawe 1’

The current belief in this respect is that Sankara’s
theory of Adwaitavada unmistakably teaches us the falsity
of the world,~—that Brahman being considered to be the
only Reality, everything else we find in the world must
needs be unreal and false. From a frequent use in the
commentaries ‘of Sankara, of the terms ¢ M&y4’ and
¢ AvidyA'—it has been hastily concluded that everything
of the universe must be MAyA.maya—illusory. The
employment of some similes, in the works of Sankara,
such as the similes of the Juggler and his Jugglery, of
the celestial oity in the sky conjured up by a magician, of
the desert and the mirage, and the like has lent no in-
considerable help in corroborating the idea thus formed
of the multiplicity (#wn®) in the world as unreal and
a mere appearangs. It hae not been felt adsisable to
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carefully examine the terms and the contexts in connection
with which they occur. No need has also been felt
to scrutinise how Sankara himself has explained these
terms and similes. Now, we feel it incumbent upon us to
test the ground with caution, upon which such dogmatic
assertion about the falsity of the world and its diversities
of nima-rupas ‘®-¥9) has been founded and to see also
if the alleged unreality finds any real support from the
writings of Sankara himself.

2. Those who care to go through the commentaries

, of Sankara will find out that he has

_Three olasses of maentioned three distinet classes of ob-
objects. Analysis of

their fandamental and  jects, each possessing characteristic

distinctive  features . . . .
does not favour the features which distinguish each class

idea of falsity. of objects from the other eclass. This
important classification can be very easily gathered from
various portions of his Bhéisyas and it has a most valuable
bearing upon the question of the falsity of the world which
has gained such a notorious currency in his name.

(/) The first class includes in it such
objects as are generally known as—
rabbit-horn (ww-fasrw) ; barren-woman’s
son (sam-ga); and sky-flower {wram-
¥g¥) 1—and the like.

We find Sankara employing the term
alika (wdts), d.e., ‘false, ‘non-existing,’
and the general term asat (wuy), 7., ‘
‘unreal ’ in connection with these objects.

(¢¢) The objects falling under the second class
are generally known as things like <=y-gq

1-These are all imaginary objeota conjured up-by diseased fanoy.
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(& rope appearing as a snake) ; Wfm-tws (an
oyster appearing as silver ; wg-adifqat (desert-.
mirage) ; and wm-aifea (the sky appearing as
blue) and the like.

The term (asat) w9, ¢.e,, ‘ unreal’ is sometimes
applied to such class of objeets.

(112) Then comes the last class which comprises
the created phenomenal objects of the world,
t.¢., the nama-rapas (ma-gus), i.c., the changes
(famws) in all their diversities which we find
in the world.

After enumerating these three classes of objects,!
Sankara tells us that the objects designated under the
first class, viz. the ww-fawrw, etc,, ete., bave a peculiar
nature of their own. They form a separate class distin-
guished from the two other classes of objects. For, these
objects are of such a character that they do not worZ at all
in the world, that do not serve any practical purpose of
men. We cannot put these objects to any practical use
at all. Why ? Because, Sankara observes, the things
which have nothing to take their stand upon, which have
no permanent ground to sustain them and which are not
supported by any underlying substratum—must be false ;
since such things can do us no practical good ; they would
break down, they would not work——in our varied experi-
ences of the world—

“ufe ‘Moms’ fafes FagE vamwa . @N° 9.4

“ n fg gu-gfawzasie ¢ faomar’ wafa "—ar° «@1° 6, MA° 13.14.
Wy awxt a3f@ A ag,
‘e fafagw ' wIY TR "—w3° 2.20.

! Whatever is presented to the consciousness may be called an—
‘objocty’
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In respect of these objects, Sankara’s remarks run to this
effect .—

The objects like =u-fagww, ete., ete., have

no prior cause from which they are

prodaced ; neither these objects are

sustained or supported at the present

moment by any underlying cause or

‘ being '—these have no underlying

ground upon which they stand at

present. Again, when these objects

disappear (in future), they will have

‘ nothing—no sustaining  ground—in

which they will merge. For these

reasons, such objects must be pro-

nounced as really false or w&ta. As

there is no underlying ‘being’ (&g

or wiag) to support them, they must

be ¢ non-existent’ things. Hence they

are not true; they are false.1

But such is not the case with the objects which are
subsumed under the second class; viz, the objects ufw-vora,
= -§4, etc.  We cannot, Sankara remarks, call these things
false or wét® in the same manner as we call the objects.
wu-fagiy, ete., ete., as false. Why? Because, Sankara
argues—

-

Such things as = -g4, gyfw-wma, ete.,
cannot be said to have no permanent

!¢ o - ‘egqaEEiag —a-we 2'6 | Again—
“ qagr-yEY A o A, W1gAT AT ‘g —Hro Wro Wiy 1.6,

“= fe waryEl T B, ‘mY qRERNsiAwTE.. o -
T[N, awA0-ga) A gy, ‘Wi on’—agre wiw, 2118, -



ON THE FALSITY OF THE WORLD 127

~ground to sustain them as long as they
appear,—

“ # fe egfmamenfy ‘faowen’ wafe” |-
t.e.,, none of these is fatiweg; that is
to say, the prior condition of the snake
was the rope, ¢.e., as the rope appears
a8 & snake, the prior underlying ground
which gave rise to the form or appear-
ance of the ‘snake’ must have been
the ‘rope.” At the present moment too,
the ground which sustains the appear-
ance ‘snake’ is the ‘rope.” Again
when in future the notion of snake, on
the dawning of the correct notion, will
disappear, it will merge in 1ts under-
lying ground, ¢.e., the ‘rope’! It is
evident, therefore, that these objects do
not resemble the objects desecribed
above, viz.,, wa-famw, ete., in respect
of their ‘unreality ’ or ¢ falsity.’

These objects, wviz., T -84, etc., cannot,
therefore, be declared to be ‘false’ in
the sense in which the objects w%t-fagiw,
ete., can be so declared.

Now, let us consider the character of the third class
of objects enumerated above, ¢¢z.,—the empirical objects

1 ¢ T WA (AT G ‘ed 7 wafy ' 1-6 ; “aditframmre
agA IR -AuHiay ww gwma " —are ®e e, 3.27.

w fy &9 -oE-gar-anfmwiziae: o uiE-unt-
afadw waEwsn, ( fafewm&@ ) w@n swfagq’ (®@e wwR

yaew 1.7.) )
“ A fred wifamwmfree ( wiafg ar@ ) T WR" (10

Ay s 2-18)
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(¢.e, the evolving changes (fawms) or the ndma-ripas

(7wgus). Sankara points out— |
these objects agree in an important respect
with the objects described above as. yfm-
W, T,-®9, ete,, ete. These changes
(fawws),—these empirical objects have a
prior cause from which they are produced ;
during their sustenance at the present
moment, the same identical causal reality
underlies and sustains them ; and in future
also, they will merge in the same under-
lying ground which sustains them now.!

Thus, it will appear from a comparison of these three
classes of objects with one another that, as regards the
underlying sustaining ground, both the last-mentioned
classes of objects agree with one another; but both of
these differ from the first class of objects in this respect.
It necessarily follows, therefore, that if you call the first
class unreal or false (as Sankara has justly called them),
the other two classes must, by implication, be real

Now, what is the net result of this discussion? The
objects known as ww-faqrw, wimw-FGH, ete., are the only
objects which may, as the above discussion shows, be
designated, in the system of Sankara, as actually false
or unreal. Why? Because, these objects are the only
objects which, as has been proved by the above-mentioned.
arguments, do not even serve the practical concerns of

1 Comfuma@a gEy fawdy ‘v frdg-atar, wirgae
oNE WY wafa, @ frerffaty; waAgrg weag@@w” (g W
6.2.2. ya°) |

“ ard ww fewfy W@y ‘ew’ # sfvedy, aan wdma o —
vz (Fre wre  2.118.)

“gEIWTa GYagwR | quTY oI fafeq aAdfa Te 9@
(%o wre ) 26,
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our life, because they have no prior or present sustaining-
ground upon which they stand.

Tested by this line of argument, even such objects as
are known to us as Wfk-T7&, T -wy, ax-adfeswr, ete., can-
not be regarded unreal or false, in the Sankara system.
For, can the snake, as has been seen in the above illustra-
tion, remain separated from its underlying substratum,
viz., the rope ? Can the mirage stand, even for a moment,
separated from the surface of the desert ? !

It follows therefore that the man who has, thus, taken
pains to prove the reality of such things as = -®y,
Ay-Afaan, ete., will never feel ineclined to regard the actual
changes in the world—the empirical objects—the néma-
ripas (MH-%78)—as unreal or false. But Sankara is not
yet satisfied by mere comparison, by mere exhibition of
the points of agreement and disagreement among the
three classes of objects. He has gone further. Heactually
teaches in erpress terms the fact that the reality of the
empirical objects is even more pronounced than the reality
of such objects as the mirage, the Sukfi.rajata and the
like—

“ gugfmragtea, wwEtewifz @ |t (] Wi, 2.6.)

Elsewhere too, while deseribing the created subtle and
gross _elements (ﬁ\ﬁ?ﬁjﬁ yeyd) of the world, Sankara
calls them—*“&x” or ‘reals,’ and the underlying
Brahman as—¢ &% |& ”’ or ¢the Reality of the reals.’ 8

1 ¢ g fg af-taa-yay Ay fawarn, o eyt
‘FfTRT WARTEI: TA FEEG ' (Ao Wie —WWe ya#o) 1.7.

* Of also “gy—urargiawiy | way—Ra g gw g’ (wwo
WTo, 81v) |
- ® oy At ggEt @eqEqrRargfagArcas ” (3o do, 238.1)
“Rfa e wegrri—owa w9 fafe fefed”” (30 wie, 236) |

17
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How can Sankara call the created empirical objects unreal
or false? How can their existence be denied? Because,
he has laid down the principle that ¢ what is produced
from something, from a prior ‘being ’ —cannot itself be a
‘ non-existent ’ thing. For, a ‘non-being’ cannot be pro-
duced from a real ‘ being.”””’ As we can know nothing
of the Causal Reality (¢.c., Brahman) apart from its effects
upon us, the effects or the produets must be ¢ real.’

In this way, the empirical objects or the emergent
changes have been regarded as real objects, in the system
of Sankara’s philosophy. Yet, most people have hastily
concluded that the world is regarded false in this system.

[t will be seen that it is only in comparison with the
Absolute Reality (wta§ @) which is none else but
Brahman, that the phenomenal things may be designated
asat (Wgq) or ‘unreal,” which therefore means—°relatively
real.’?

It is to be regretted that the eritics of the Sankara
system have not cared to consider properly these weighty
arguments to be found dispersed in the Vedanta-works;
but they have, from the mere mention of the terms in the
Bhagyas, like nu-fama, adifaar, ete., ete., jumped at once at
the conclusion that the world is false in the Vedanta.

' Yema an-famw?; sggoemddy, W@ swdeE (..
oy Sy fefeq qgwifa ze @1%, a€19Td guag«d” (Ro mw
26 “quy'w fy f@AFq s-swnaya gfegdiat” (\re sto 1.6)

“WyENe 9, WERW Wiwad ? a% ; FATPWF (Ao ®o Wio,
3.27)

' gugwm gwd fawwt—aw a4 qeaetiean) & afé»
sfeafaaaayt S& |...89q® g SgEfEwd wafg ' (gle wre,
717). ¢ gmyg wEefawd.....q Eqed| @3 € geaeed

aw "~ (&e wro, 26) |
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<

3. To another reason, the current belief in the falsity
of the world may be traced. Sankara
dreg{;‘l‘;ng‘glgggen"::’;g " has, in more than one place in bhis
compared: comparison  commentaries, compared the experi-
does not suggest the . o .
falsity. ences of our waking life with our
dream-experiences. Finding this com-
parison, most people, without feeling any necessity fo
pause to weigh carefully the observations of Sankara
recorded in these places, have run away with the idea that
as the dream-experiences are known to everybody to be un-
real—to have no objective reality—the waking experiences
which have been likened to these, must be equally
unreal. But we beg to invite our reader’s attention to
the two most important passages wherein this comparison
occurs and to request the readers to follow us, with a view
to find out how Sankara has expressed his own views on

the subject.

(a) First, we should like to refer our
readers to the famous passage in the
Brihad4ranyaka—in the story of Ajdifa-
satru and Bdlik: where an elaborate
description of the dream-state and its
experiences occurs, And here also 1Is
recorded Sankara’s view of the sensc
in which he regards the waking and
the dreaming experiences as ¢ unreal.’

If our readers follow us patiently, it will be as clear as
daylight that Sankara never regarded the objects experi-
enced by us to be unreal. What he looked upon as unreal
is an altogether different thing.

Sankara thus observes—

When a man falls asleep and happens to
dream, he finds himself, say, to be a king
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actually sitting upon a royal "throne—
surrounded by his people, ministers and
servants ;—with the maids fanning him
and himself enjoying various pleasurable
and painful experiences. Now, the cogni-
tions he receives, the activities he per-
forms, the states and feelings he enjoys
—these are all his dream-experiences.
Are these experiences to be taken
as constituting the actual ‘ nature’ or @wy
(swariipa) of the self 7 or, is the real nature
of the self to be regarded as something
which i1s destenet from these, and which
maintains its destinct identity and unity
in and through dreaming experiences? Is
this @sq (nature) to be regarded as the
aggregate—the mere sum-total—of these
experiences, or does it possess a nature—a
¢ Self-hood '—distinguished from these ?

Sankara declares that these experiences
cannot constitute the self; the self cannot
be resolved into and identified with them.
What the real self is cannot be reduced
into its states and activities; for, these
are not its @gq or wiwyda ! The real self
is that which experiences these things,
unaffected by them ; and hence it is the
subject to which these stand as its object,
and these are erroneously attributed to the
subject as its ‘ nature’ or wgda. Such is
also the case with the soul's waking
experiences.

Here towards the close of this discussion, Sankara has
employed the term—*wimmawm ” : 4., ¢non-existent.’
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and the term—* gavendfuar” ; z.e., ¢ falsely ascribed to the
self’; and these two terms have been used in connec-
tion with the dream-experiences. These two terms
are, we are afraid, the source of immeunse mischief created
in respect of the idea of the falsity of our world-
experiences. |

But the readers will see that Sankara never says here
that what a man experiences in his dream is false. He

“ wreRyaE wfaawEr v gm T ——

That #s to say, these experiences do not
exist as his wi@ga, ¢.e., as his @&9 or as
the ‘nature’ of the self. These are
falsely regarded as the nature or the
swarupa (@]Y or wiwya) of the self. The
experiences of both the waking and the
dreaming states of the man cannot be
his wimgd,, z.e., cannot constitute his
swarupa. The ¢ nature’ (@%q) of the self
is what is dustenct from these experiences;
and this nature underlies these ex-
periences, without losing its own identity
in them,!

Here with & view to preclude any possibility of
a mistake, Sankara records three reasons showing that

! In his commentary on qngqamﬁ:qr, am y&H<q (2.8), S8ankara
has shown both the waking and dreaming experiences as zmq——unreal.
But the reason given for it is the same as here. They are unreal
because they are regarded as ww, ¢.c., essential property of the self.
In reality, these experiences are not so. The self seems to be
affected (i.e., become gyfgsag) by theee, but really it stands apart from

these. “#u wafey, foq w@yEEan w&: |.. @freElrelifa
wgEd \”
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»

the real nature of the selt is distenct from its experiences
and the latter caunot therefore be regarded as wianga of the
self. The experiences are Zis; they are not ke. Why?—

(I) emag—These experiences are the objects
of the self. 'They are what the subject
experiences, to which the self directs its
“attention. The knower must be distinet
from the objects known. Hence these
known objects cannot constitute the
nature of the knower.

(I1) =fwar-gqarg—These experiences are
by their nature transient and changing.
They appear, they vanish and they are
succeeded by other experiences., Such
being their character, how can they con-
stitute the pature of the self which is
permanent ?

(IIT) a@=<-gmy-smaam—_These experiences
are elicited from the nvature of the
self by the external or internal stimu-
lating environment upon whieh they
depend. But the underlying self is not
dependent on anything and not produced
by any stimulating object like %z, ”
2.., the sounds, touch, ete., etc.!

1 ¢ fgar @Y, 931 g4 agr@WE adq waly,. .. - gwag-wiaw’-
fedr |...a2r 1RIT; ‘Tl a@ne fagq 7 37 (7o 2.1-18-19).
- Heredf. “a fe g® Iq @eY, 89 WwAGITA | wAdy s
feqaig afy w7dw, ag @a @ fax ” (Fa ww, 14). Also—
“yam fe awafaffar, quaiwary) fafear 4 a¥, qudwan)
a fg waUy sgae® | W& fadw; sEwcS: ; falgy fafmg |
afy g® AWOY @ed, a daw @ed| WA, A 4 AW -
SAWIAGHIATY —do WTo 2.8 |
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The selt is therefore distinet from its experiences.
We see, now, that the experiences of the world, as such,
are never regarded by Sankara as uvureal or false. The
unreality only comes, when the self is entirely resolved
into these experiences, and when these are taken to be
the nature (Wi@a) of the self.

(6) In a similar passage in the Chandogya Upanigad,
where a similar comparison between the waking and
the dreaming experiences occurs, Sankara very forcibly
expresses his view saying that their apparent unreality
lies in their relativity, v.e., in relation to the dreaming
experiences, the waking experiences may be called unreal
and in relation to the latter, the former may be regarded
unreal.t

“ srufeyaiy aegad, 9 @a; | '—8.5.4.

But both kinds of experiences must be
regarded real respectively in therr own
spheres (@fand,wq:) —

“ mfawash as guds,

|yewd: - 3fq 4 wiglEQw: | "—are ww 8.5.4.

4. The world of awm®ss has frequently been
deseribed as  inerplicalle—wfasmaiy

abgo*;ztm(;flgﬂisno‘;e;%;z’_ —in the Sankara bhasya. We find
Tntely wge (W fAsyaa). such sentences as these—mwgqagda. ..

AFHAFIFACAIA ¢ aWanarafaaeRTdy ’
Wy aftermigesagasivege afarga ' (§° 2.1.27)8

! Here compare §° i 2.2.29, where similar conclusion has been

[N

drawn.

2 Vide also §° wi° 2.1.14.



136 ADWAITA PHILOSOPHY

The reason given for characterising the world as
“ inexplieable ” is to be found in the expression—

AR |

This expression meauns that the world is neither abso-
lutely @ (i.e. aw), nor it is not-®g (¢.e,, something
absolutely different from Brahman), and it is therefore
inexplicable.

If the readers will call to mind what has been said
about Sat (¥7) and Asat (w&g) in Chap. I, the real signi-
ficance of the expression (wfr=redfla) will come out.
From one point of view the world will appear as real or &7,
and from another point of view it will appear as unreal or
wgq. We have seen there that prior to actual manifesta-
tion, the world of argus—existed in Brahman in undiffe-
rentiated condition and so indistinguishable from Brahman.
But as the differentiations began to arise, some ¥ug@W—
something new—some difference—began to appear. But
the difference which arose was in reality not something
altogether different (war) from Brahman, but is Brahman
itself. For, it was nothing but the manifestation of
Brahman’s nature.

So long as the world is regarded as existing n
Brahman in undifferentiated condition, it is identical—
wfat—with Brahman—not faws or wa from it, and so
long it is real or ¥5.  But as soon as the world is diffe-
rentiated, there is some difference—a@=®@ or &2 also. In
the Chandogya, Sankara remarks that prior to its produc-
tion, previous to its manifestation, the world was real—
gq.! But when it was differentiated or came out of
Brahman—when #1w%9 actually appeared—we began to
look upon it as something absolutely different from

1 e WY W W @A GR3 eTCwy  (g1° 6.2.2).
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Brahman—as faww or wm—as something self-existing and
independent. Taken in this way, the am%mg is unreal—
wgq. But from.a higher view, from the ufgs
standpoint—am#gq is not really different or wa from
Brahman,! but inseparably connected with Brahman,
Thus from two different views, the #/agg or the world is
both real and unreal. Hence it cannot be said to be
absolutely real or unreal. We in our wfemvawn, always
separate the effects (famws) from their underlying causal
reality (www). This is our =awifcwm-state. But even in
our =a%ifw state, we must try to change our outlook and
look upon the world from the uraifda point of view, and
then the famms will appear standing inseparably con-
nected with their cause (aw)—the underlying Reality, and
not something separate. For, the underlying Reality is
being expressed or realised through them.

The readers will find that Sankara does not deny the
existence of the world as such, he only wants us to treat
it not as W& from Brahman? or something self-existent and
independent. This is Sankara’s view of unreality.

5. The theory of causality as elaborated in the Vedanta
Philosophy by Sankara which is
Doctrine of causslity known as the  Sat-kdryya-vada
elaborated. Relation )
between  unity and (Eﬁﬁléﬂﬁ) has not, 1t appears to
multiplicity does 'rot . . . .
imply falsity. us, received the attention which it
deserves, and such scanty and

superficial treatment of this celebrated Principle of

1 K fu fEaEfr ff &% SRO@#AREY ‘qaa’ w/ig )

(@, 219)
$ For this, the world—the fqrRgg—has been stated as wTeRa

in several places. It means—‘not gy from Brahman.’ ¢f. wIwyaT-
na@gmt, 7 st@ofwfwa-raafeeg ggagat wamr afw’--- P
sowrafenfaad: ” (¥° w°, 1.3).

18
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Causality is, we fear, responsible, to not an iuconsiderable
extent, for the current views about the falsity of the
world.

In a previous chapter we have given brief indication
of this theory, and here we desire to elaborate the idea of
causality further in the light in which it has been elucida-
ted by Sankara himself.

Sankara, it will be seen, has, at the very commence-
ment of his discussion, splitted up the theory into
two distinct parts and laid it down as a geneal rule
that—

“ quudE §f FE-waq,—
&g FIgwa’, 1y wieey srtwa )
—3g° wi° 2.1.9.

(1) The first part, viz,,—n § aRwE FiFieAd
implies that the cause or the causal Reality
18 distenct from its effects or its successive
changes or mamfestations, because it has
s ‘nature,” a ww4, ‘selfdom ' of its
own ; and it cannot therefore be resofved
into, or identified with, the effects or suc-
cessive changes emerging from it ;—it can-
not therefore be regarded, to use Sankara’s
own mode of expression, as becoming
something other than its own nature
(@gu) when the effects emerge from it
in succession—

' o fy faRagiawid ¢ s@EOE WIfE
...... q Qafq y@fvamg ”—
I wi® 2.1.18.

It you violate this part of the teaching,
a great fault will vitiate your theory,
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vtz., the causal reality would consist merely
in its effects, ¢.e., the sum-total of the
effects'(pa.rts) would constitute the cause
(the whole). In this case—Brahman
would be all, and all would be Brahman. -

(II) The second part of the theory, viz.—
“@@r@ suIAE"—implies that the cause
is no doubt distinct from, and independent
of, its effects or the emergent changes; but
the effects (@) or the successive changes
cannot be absolutely separated from
their cause and regarded as independent
and self-sufficient things’ (ag), each
complete in itself—

“ gur 9 gEnreRET wafg, § an

‘s’ ze:, a9q1 sZidat

qq 1.6.1. (g0) |’ And—"“ afg ‘agaw =’
famiQ arw wfwgf@ 1 way

‘Gfatdw’ s wEE ) !

The effects are called wa® from their cause. That is to
say,—as the real ‘pature’ of the cause becomes gradually
manifested or realised in these successive effects, the
latter are mere means, instruments, for the realisation of
the ‘nature’ of the cause.? It is not therefore possible to
separate any of the effects from the underlying cause.
For, these are merely the phases, or stages (dwnawg #d)

! Vide 2.1.14. §° 4(°, and also g° 1°, 1.6.1.

* OQur readers will remember that in the Vedanta the self is
known as w7y, i.e. purpose, and everything else besides the self is
known as — qyrgf for the realisation of that purpose. This point the
reader will find discussed in Chapter II.
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assumed by the cause for its own manifestation. We
cannot, therefore, regard any of the stages as something
wa or independent and separate, as if existing on their
own aceount.—

“ giwnme (The cause) ggaag azar: fafsr: (the effects)

A3 I RN B L ‘it aftg s !

In this way, the effects are called in the Vedanta as
wa® (ananya) from their cause.

One of the Tika-Kdras amplified the sense of the term
w7 (Ananya) by stating—

“ AUy YIF-AWINYE @ivid, 7 g Sanfwmaa® )

The created world is not absolutely <dentical with
Brahman—its underlying cause; but the world has no
separale being apart from, or independent of, its underly-
ing cause, That is to say, the world is entirely dependent on
Brahman and inseparable from it. No one of the successive
changes can be separated from the underlying Causal
Reality (z.e., Brahman) which is constantly present behind
each change, unaffected by it; and no one of its changes
can be regarded as so many independent ¢ things '—

“a fg ‘agEw A’ fawtd ww wfyefE
“ gedied; Ay ‘Afatae’ wia kg
—(Fgre wim 2.1.14 ),

Sankara has, in this way, explained and elaborated
his celebrated Causal Theory in his Vedéntabhésya and
other places.

6. The readers must remember that we have already

referred to the theory of Pantheism
thg:ﬁ:"‘“g’;:f Pan which was associated with the name
favour unreality. of one Vrittikdra and which Sankara
took particular care to refute. Some

! Vide o Wio, 2.4.11, ete, eto., etc., and &o ¥io, 2.1.14.

* The Bhamati remarks— "W®g, 7 A1V1A, fay ¥t anfagrR—azAY
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of the arguments employed for its refutation has been
considered in the earlier Chapter of this book (p. 63 and
pp. 113-118). Some other arguments are given here.

While treating of Sankara’s own view, we have found
that Brahman bas a ¢ nature’— @&7 — of its own and it
is not liable to change ( @sw® wAMfgmm ). And
from this ‘nature,” the world—the differences of nama-
ripa—are produced. In the finite self also, its states or
qualities are elicited from its  nature’ by its interaction
with the environment.! When these differences emerge,
the underlying nature or @&y does not lose its identity,
nor does it become entirely reduced to these.? It conti-
nues to maintain its unity-—its identical nature—in these
successively emergent changes or states.®

The Vrittikara entirely reduced unity to multiplicity
—Brahman or the self to the changing n@ma-riipas or
states. Thus he made Brahman or the Self as—w@wim=s,
i.e., composed of parts. But yet, most inconsistently, he
looked upon botk the unity and the multiplicity to be
equally real.*

But Sankara, in his eriticism of this theory, very

1 ¢ ggatwE ‘faty—fEnaa’ sw@ (3° wi®) | also ¢ gqify-
frmgamafaitug 7 (3.2.34).

2 Y q fe suifq-pgfn wwgew agq; wg |@wnE; gwafy |
.oogmifead fe wwa®e age: nEgfa 7 (37 w° 3.2.11-12),

* “erer vy Cwgaa,’ a=d WM ; g9t at-qufzids
A )@y swmEergEfe wwgar  fow > (w° WO W°,
2.32-83). “ uxRa(fedvd qoarga: ¢ - afg-wafa (@ wC 6.2.2)

‘A WRAWEES AW...... 997 LA QO , — R —AF [ TeHAT
anE ; WA uAd MmE ewgAly  GuwNE A mip—1ifE
(3° we° 2.1.14),
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pertinently asks—when you reduce the one to the many,
or when you reduce the many to the one, how can both
be declared to be equally real? ! One of them must be
an unreality. For—

(a) 1f the unity is entirely reduced to the many, the
many would be the only reality and the unity has no
separate existence apart from the many, The unity would
be merely a unity of collection—a mere aggregate of
disconnected parts. The aggregate alone stands here, with
no separate unity behind to connect it. There would be
no real unity, no plan, no purpose, no regularity ( fg@=
sawas ) in the world. As the flowers of a garland fall
when the connecting string is removed, so the successive
differences of ndma-riipa without any connecting identity
passing through them would fall to the grund,® as
winzfafc has so beautifully stated. Then again, as the
unity is a mere logical aésiraction, the nama-riipas—the
many—would stand wunrelated, as an independent whole.
But how can there be ndma-riipas at all, without Brahman
on their background? For, itis Brahman as the cause
of which the world of nama-riipa is the production. And
without the subject, how there can be an object? Who

1 Of. “ a1 /iR Yafeq wfEiie wfafed | =md3 @ faggudiaw
wway yfeerd grar ” (8° 2.4.13).
“a fg wmag @awd sfAEAANTE, afgedag—waalay '

frnary (2° 3.2.11).

Sankara elsewhere shows there can be no co-ordination between
Brahman and the world. “ g5§ A fa Graafasc@e wag: awaf,
at fradfagare—ianfz  (8° 1.3.1). Of. also §°, 3.2,29,

P RITOEERA W& A WIRGeta...... WYl §% ey
mﬁa| ” Cf. &°&.° 6.7.1, also. ,
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would combine the series of his states and call them to be
his own ?

(6) 1f the many is reduced to the one, if the n8ma-riipas
are changed or sacrificed to Brahman, the one or the all-
inclusive whole would be the only reality. Everything
of the world. all differences of nama-riipa, the many—
would be equally divine, all would be Brahman; there
would then be no differences between a saint and a sinner.
All distinctions, all #gs, will, as Sankara justly remarks,
disappear.! There would be no higher and lower, no
@1ta™ in the objects of the world.2 The finite selves would
be mere phases of that whole and therefore would have no

freedom and responsibility.
In this way, Sankara has shown that botk the unity

and the multiplicity cannot be held to be equally real in
Vrittikara’s theory. In Sankara’s own theory where there
is.no question of reduction, no such absurdity as noticed
above can arise. In his own theory, the one is the reality
which has a ‘nature’ of its own and which cannot be

! oz g UT AW € AT AAT T q GILET WA AW
Fr0gTa SURAmsURE®™A A @WEA | Afg wEilzT AW AW
RN, Tl PRATRWEA AR SRY, =, Faw SwRnw
TR, agwyg  ARer AW aRew  wear sfa wwfg Twd
@ 5.1.1).

“ gfg fe wear @darat, gw-og-artada’ A st
A RYE; PO g aRgeEarTafain: ” (° 3.2.1)

Of. frgrams-weug® S1wAfega s9omemarg 1 9 Ingf
(2.1.20).

' Yganfymrg wifaecEigae ;| wifgafzy fe waagamam...
wAgAT MEART ME-a g aFE qgUS...aE@n wiphafy sz
@ 11R) |
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reduced to the many. Apnd there arises no need also to
declare the unreality of the existence of the many, as in
the Vrittikara's view. The many is the factor which is
inseparable from the one, in and through whiech the
nature of the unity is realising or manifesting itself,
and the many——the world of nama-riipas—is to be always
taken in tnseparable comnection with the underlying unity
of Brahman as its stages or means of manifestation,—
and not as a separate and an independent whole. ‘T'aken
as a séparate whole, the world would be an unreality,!
Now, we find, as the result of this exposition of the
Vedantic theory of causality that we are not to resolve the
prior causal reality into its effects, 7.c., the created nama-
riipas with their infinite diversities. If we do so, the causal
Reality would lose its own unity or its Swabkdva (®@wia),and
with the successive emergence of the differences or changes,
it would itself become something absolutely other than its
own nature (¢ e.wa). Brakman would become the world, and both
would be entirely identical. Sankara calls such world wnreal,
JSalse, wow. For, in that case the world would be the only
reality. Everywhere ke has held the world and the changes
( famres ) to be unreal and false 1n this sense only. He has not
negated or abolished or denied anywhere the existence of the
world and its changing faws, as they are, as they stand.
In the case of the finite self and its states and activities, the
theory holds good equally. If the finite self is resolved into
its successively emergent states and activities ;—the self will
become absolutly ¢dentical with these and will thus become

' ¢ gRtgwd wgmA’, g g geaRn | ‘u fe qemite
v W fglaat ewaft ” (@° w° 6.8.2 and 6.8.4)

“ RS AE R g gwawa o (g°
wr°, 3.5.1).
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something other than itself ; such a self is unreal
and false.!

The fact is that Brahman as well as the Jzvas maintain
their own nature or &sq and preserve its unity and identity
in and through its successive states or changes ; and these
emergent changes are always to be considered as self-
evident sfages ( §@mwg ) for the manifestation or realisa-
tion of their underlying @s7 ; for, we have seen that it is
Brahman which has manifested itself as its ofker and
therefore the other is not absolute, but only itself, and
consequently they caunnot be separated and treated as
something absolulety distinct (w=)2 from Brahman. When
they are so treated, Sankara would at once call them
unreal, false. In no other way, he is prepared to Zabel
the world and its experiences as false.

7. There is quite a large number of terms, phrases, and

expressions, very widely made use of
Certain terms, phra.  },y Sankara which frequently occur
ses and expressions
examined. Examina. in diverse places of the commentaries.
;’;‘fﬁ;?e' mot favour  mpese terms, phrases and expressions
have, we are sure, contributed mach
to give currency to the idea of the falsity of the world.
For, these phrases and expressions, when detached from the
context in which, they occur, convey the meanings which
apparently may be taken to favour the idea of falsity.
But fortunately, Sankara has, in every case, taken good
care to give a clear exposition of these phrases and expres-
sions, from which we can, if we feel so inclined, gather

1 ¢ gfaeQfragfeafafafivafaaaa wieAa; |eqv gyagend,

QenEH @Y 99 7 (|Te ®-Are, 2.82).

* This idea of wway, when perfected, has also been called by the
phrase ‘gegtenqiy’ in the commentaries. “ gAwa ¥ awlA STy
HIMET] A wQeg g qEaE ” (we wie 6.2.8),

19
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their right import. We now propose to present them to
our readers with a view to show that a great injustice has
been done to the writer of these phrases, terms and expres-
sions in understanding them in a sense which was far
from the mind of the author.

(2) Let us take the celebrated expression—

“ AreTCNg fawrdy, amed,
afasdrs aqq | ”

We come across this sentence for the first time in
the Chandogya-Upanisad where Aruni Uddalaka, that
vedic teacher of high renown who founded the celebrated
Mortar-Doctrine—explained, to his son Sweta-ketu, with
the help of certain familiar objects of every-day-use in the
household, the relation existing between a causal substance
and its effects wbich are successively produced from it.
This sentence attained so much importance in the subse-
quent vedantic literature that one of its phrases formed
an integral part of an Aphorism in the Brahma-sutra,!
and Sankara himself made use of this sentence in several
parts of his commentaries while engaged in giving an
exposition of the vedantic causal theory. In view of the
eminent place which this sentence holds, we shall here
try to arrive at the true significance of this expression.

Uddalaka was telling his son that the causal subs-
tance—the clay—produces from it several transformations
in succession to which specifie names are applied—say,
the plate, the pot, the cup and so on. A lump of gold
produces several forms out of it to which we apply specific
names, v¢z., a bracelet, a crown, a necklace. Now, all
these so-called objects, the transformations, the changes,
(famic) are, declares Sruti, absolutely dependent on the

Vide the Aphorism—2.1.14,
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specific words people choose to apply to them. But
these are in reality nothing other than—amdgq—the
class-name, ¢.e., TH-AW™ to which they belong as insepa-
rably connected. This is the relation between a genus
(wrarg) and the several species (fa%tys) subsumed under it.

Sankara, in his commentary on the Bribadaranyaka,
records his opinion on the relation which exists between
a genus and 1its species. Sankara remarks there (1-6.1)
that all the (wszfadsn:) specific words are but the differentia-
tions of one AW-GTHTT—

“ g HgT =Y AT AL
U GIHTAAIA | A —
are-faayrai swed | (7°, 1.6.1).

The class-name or the ai#-w is the cause of the
specific words or the #R-faftys (individual words). It is
the a-s1ar™ which divides itself into, differentiates into,
the specific words and binds them to itself.! And these
fawgs cannot, therefore, be taken out of, separated from,
the ar\-arar and treated as self-sufficient entities (w71).2
Why? Because these are all iucluded within® the ww=
and these are mere phases, shapes, forms, of that &/® in
which it manifests itself—

“qw A afga; g
“faRwa g IHE waTarg T —
Sankara concludes that when the @& is taken, all

1 Y qig-gmny |@sifa e gaedT ez @aarfzefawata
... Sfa8f ufawss |« aq va fafig oy a@s
* ¢ g ggugwe; fea qq-wrewedng  ( @rewfasTey ).
s “ww fg @1F @weatq yar € 1...39 g7 S, qIw)
g saq (gre 7.12.1)”7
“ g g falw, sewata (gl T.4.1).



148 ADWAITA PHILOSOPHY

the faiws are taken along with it; for, it included them
within it! as its inseparable parts. It is the ®mr® which
sustains? all its fa®ws and it is, therefore, not at all
possible or reasonable to separale the latter from the
former, looking upon the latter as so many independent
and separated objects existing on their own account,
which all of us most unreasonably do under the influ-
ence of our wfagr. Regarded in such a way, the so-called
objects would Be unreal, false.

Now, in the light of these suggestions made by
Sankara, the sentence—* ararwiq fawQ, aw9d ; @I
ge ’—means that all famms, such as the earthen cup, the
plate, the pot, ete., which are all dependent on arg
(arqrgmas),—to which specific names or words (ars, t.e.,
wegfadyr;) are applied—are, properly speaking, only w4y,
t.e., MA-gRA®,  And this W™ is real—§g—in them, as
the clay, 7.e., #g-aWA is realin the specific differences, vez.,
the cup, the plate and the pot. Hence the fass, ¢.¢., these
specific objects cannot be taten out of their w@™, cannot
be separated from it and regarded as so many self-
sufficient entities. In that case, if separated, they would
be unreal—w&®  Yet ia our practical life (mmerfcm-state),
we always regard them so.* But in reality—from the
wicatféa-stand-point, they are not such independent (v,
faww) things, but they are only wrarar; for it is the g™
which sustains them, @#m which includes them in itself
and which expresses its nature through them.

' gEE TETAY araiaEeT; gty (g0 2.4.7).

* gy wiTgeInRian e fadgep faaf wreafa (30 1.6.1.).

* The affix ¢ i8 in ggrd ; Areay must therefore mean AHATTH
t.6., ATHYTHAH |

* ! e ‘v ageRe Tt (0 wi© 4.5),
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The readers will see that this is the real explanation of
the celebrated sentence according to the light thrown by
Sankara himself, and this explanation does not at all make
the fams non-existent or unreal or wam. Sankara wants us
to regard famrs to be taken always in connection with their
g™ which finds its expression in them—and not separated
from it, as so many different objects. We have no right,
says he, to sever their conunection or relation with their
underlying @rar— which is their causal substance. Thus
the world ought not to be taken as separated from the
underlying Brahman and regarded as a self-sufficient
whole existing on its own account. The world would be
unreal in this sense alone, according to Sankara.

() Let us now take the expressions—

g @f@d ag—All this is Brahman ;
wichag g5’ —All this is Atma ;
5@ g qagaren—All this is what is Atm4 ;

A superficial reading of such expressions
as these cannot but leave in the miud of a
reader an impression of the absolute zden-
tity of Brahman with the world. But we
would request our readers to turn their eyes
to the three main places in the Vedanta-
bhasya where Sankara bimself explains
these expressions ; vzz,,—~the sutra 1.1.25,
Sutra 1. 3. 1, and Sutra 2. 1. 14.t

! In fact, in the first section (commencing from aphorism 20),
pecond section and the third section—in all these sections (mz)
of the first ohapter of the Vedanta sutras, the readers will find that
the real sense of such terms as gy, wHrw, FAfF, qrySY, (g, etc., has
been disoussed, It has been concluded that these terms are not to be
mistaken for the mere phenomenal objects of nature. They are all
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Sankara’s idea about these expressions
may be summarised in his following
observation :—
“ famitsgad awqERd an f e —‘afgd wkf fag a8, Far
‘g @l adfa ) ade s wafion fafs @ )
Sankara in these places, does not at all
absolutely identify Brahman—the causal
Reality—with its effects (fasiz). The effects
he takes in the relation of w& (ananya)
from the cause. We have already explained
the sense of % from the standpoint of
Sankara which we need not repeat here.
It does not mean pure ¢dentity, Such
being his explanation of the phrase—
¢ g9 @f9d qa1,, we have no warrant to
regard the world with all its changes
(famras),as absolutely identical with Brahman

”1

derived objects; have derived their existence and activity from Brahman
--the causal Energy which lives in them and sustains them,—whose
purpose they serve (ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ"?ﬂéﬁ' g¥). Sankara has shown that these
are all effects, and can have no self-sufficient being of their own, apart
from the betng of the causal Brahman which reveals in them.

! In Satra 1. 8. 1. also, it has been shown that Brahman cannot be
resolved into the changes of the world. Hence Brahman is to be
regarded as a unity unaffected by its evolving changes.

“a wdmeg-fafce; fafea wewr-gq0 A{weq= 79,0
aacE) fafea wiewy sfa ) @ Faifa'e swwfascag wiogr
gwnfe ; at fravifag a1 |

In Sutra 2 1.14 also, the effects are shown to be gysgay from their
cause. ‘Aq 4% W', WHAL W, ‘Ag ArAr§fa famger —all these are cited
as examples of that theory. The nature of the cause gradually finds its
empression in the effects. Hence the effects cannot be separated from it
and regarded as something way or independent.

Buch i3 the sense, everywhere, of these phrases.
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regarding the world as the only reality. The
real nature of the cause is transcendental
(F2®)! in the system of Sankara, which
underlies all its products. And it cannot,
as we have already seen, be resolved
into its produects.

It is Brahman which realises itself in the
form of the world. Hence the world can-
not be absolutely ¢dentical with Brahman
in Sankara’s philosophy.? The world is
simply to be taken as the means through
which the underlying nature or @wsy of
Brahman is being realised or expressed In
higher and higher forms.3

(¢) It is not infrequently that the differen-
tiations or the created ndma-riipas (ar9-%9),
—the changes or differences that are

1 .. AU wrgaga T’ [ §° a, 2.2.26 ).
“ gradfs falgarg ' 2.1.14 zaifg |

Sankara has nowhere applied the term ‘cause’ to the mere antece-
dent in time. “ AREURIAAT GAT@! TAUAVIA, FHURY TR "
(8° wi° 2.2.26).

3 Compare the famous phrase ‘ gEMERIAAHTNG —i-e.,
neither gg—absolutely identical, nor wme absolutely other. (Vide p. 136)

Of. Bhamati—‘q q 7 @w, 49 @7 (3°, 1.3.1).

3 ¢ grefew TaRuEfd  SedeEifaae  aRae Agdad-
fa@ty: qua " [&8° Wi, 1.1.11). Continuously higher and higher differ-
ences emerge in Nature, asan Inexhaustible (sjzrgy) and perfect principle
stands behind nature and is revealing itself through her. “'q[fmf‘g
FEAGMIRIL wAey wifded Aifa (999, 4 § aAa aq wiaw ...
91 g st gEew@... watd @9 @wal ¥ Ay
awq | ... gEfqmfagaaeR;” [ @t° @, 1512 ).

“ gafy watwar sfgsd—egrefd, anf e a0 anfa,—
yaRy sfg=a ”’ [3°, w°, 5.1.1].
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emerging in the world have been called
in the Bhasyas ag— ‘
wfar-ygg@fqa—brought about or
presented by Avidy4 ;
wiaen-wfwg—fancied or imagined
by Avidy$ ;
wiagima—consisting of Avidy4 ;
wfrnerifyd awsd—(nama-rupas) as-
cribed or imposed by Avidy4 ;—
and so on.

Now, these phrases, to all outward appear-
ances, imply the illusory character or
unreality or falsity of these changes—
these emerging néma-rupas. But such
meaning, if adopted, would militate
against the entire theory of Sankara,
as we shall presently see.

For the true meaning of these phrases
we would refer our readers to Chap. I of
this book (p. 45) where we have shown
that Sapnkara in commenting on the
Taittiriya Upanishad observed that as
Avidya belongs to nama-riipa! and exists
as a property of our intellect, * it is under
its influence that our intelleet (wa®Tw)
always takes nama-riipa as an essential
property of the self (wime=f).? In

1 ¢ yAgq-aada faiEd | mAsy € mayet
.3 ¢ fadanfa®eY ( o.e. famfag ) wuifeae.. s scae ”
 “awed ¥ W WAt 3 ¥ yaatAsY afgafc weiod sa—
wwfn wiwd, @ GoAnd fegR Y | —&° W°, 2.8, (wfed=
warfad | Of. “ ‘dae’ i e whwaatne” —a w° w°, wm,°3.32).
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another passage, we find Sankara making
a similar observation, where he says that
as the self has a ¢ nature ’ (&sw) of its own,
it is always distinguished from the nadma-
riipa, and to look upon the nama-riipa as
an essential property or W of the self,
which people erroneously do, must there-
fore be wrong.? Brahman always remains
unaffected (fafsim®) by the world of
nama-ripa which bas emerged from it;
it is our Avidya which makes it appear as
affected (afamea) by and thus identified with
the changing nama-ripa of the world.?

The celebrated Introduction appendedto
the “ Brahma-stitra” also points out that
it is our Avidya 8 which produces false

g 9 O WA W S5, 79 a9 AReImEEny g-
T | AASIRAG WA GHINT WA |- SqafomEmgwd fe oAy
afvaauy sw 1 —7 w°, 2.1.20.

2 ¢ g fy g ¢ fafdee amfu wfgefy  ‘faeww’ squad ...
wrmgfEaTeiR agwan-gaife ‘afmmd’ aafe”’ (@ w° 2.8).

Compare—g&d @ wH{may ‘ Qe —auu wfwmaaiae ” (@° w°
wra° 8.82).

3 Dr. Harmann Jacobi of the University of Bonn, Germany, in a
letter addressed to the author, expresses his reluctance to take wfagyy
in the sense of ‘Individual AvidyA’ alone, and he makes & distinction
between ‘ Cosmic Avidya’ and ‘Individual Avidys.” This individual
Avidya he calls as ‘“fundamental Adhy@isa’ under whose influence
the world and ourselves appear to us to be real, but when it is sublated,
they vanish as far as concern the individual soul who has got rid of his
fundamental Adhy&sa. It is the ‘ Cosmical Avidy8&, he says, which as
a cosmical prinoiple is the ocause of the material world, and as the
world is the product of this Avidya it must be false. He also observes

20
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identification (wwarg), and the changing
states of the self are looked upon by ‘its
influence as the ¢ nature’ or wwy of the

that when Vidy8 arises it annihilates the Avidy& of an individual and

thereby sublates for him the wfgiwrg: azfw guyg:. But thig fagr is
inefficacions with regard to the cosmioc wfggyy Which is the cause of

AwRY, which latter continues to subsist after the mukti of a jiva.

The arguments used by the learned professor do not, hewever,
seem, to us, convincing. By making a distinction between the individual
and the cosmic Avidy&, he simply shows that the world born of the
latter is not a mere subjective appearance. It does mnot vanish into
nothingness, the moment the individual attains Mukti. All that is
involved in the attainment of Mukti is displacement of the false outlook
(wfagr) by the true onme and not the annihilation of the world. If

the world is false, even on attaining release not only the false vision
of the world but the world itself should disappear. Since Dr, Jacobi
eoncedes that the latter does not happen, he admits that the world
is not false. Again, since the world is not due to our individnal Avidya
but is born of the cosmic Avidy8, in Dr, Jacobi’'s term, its only locus
is Brahman. May#4, in Sankara-Vedanta, is looked upon as both
Averaga (wygwq) and vikshepa ({@y). In Mukti, the former only
disappears while the latter remains, and it may not be regarded
as wore real than the false error of the independent esse of the world
what the professor calls fundamental gyg (i.e., false identification).
This alone disappears in Mukti, and not the world itself, Moreover,
to regard the world as false world would be to identify Sankara’s view
with the vijnana.vida which would be to violate all canons of sound
interpretation. 8ankara criticises Vijnana-v8da and it means that
he is against all theses which reduce the world to mental states. In
faot, the world, aceording to Sankara’s view, is an expression of God’s
sakti and it is relatively real, not false. While it is necessary to
distinguish the world from God, it is equally necessary to distinguish
it from an illusion or subjective phantasm,

N. B. qrgr or yrqufw in the Sankara-Vedanta is not merely a subjec-

tive tdea but it is an objective principle from which the world
of n8ma.ripas comes out. Many people labours under an erroneows
fdea that Bankara's wryy is nothing more than & subjective idea of the

mind by which we perceive the appearatice of the world, But this -is
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self, though in reality the self is always
distinguished from its states.

Now, from the above discussion, we
may draw the following conzlusions—

(¢) The finite self is not a characterless
being, but it has a distinet nature of its
own and cannot therefore be reduced into
its states and activities. The self has
been described by Sankara as trauscending
the external and internal elements of the
body, but yet controlling and illumining
them—

“qdrmaTdTe ; aqify MF-SCEAREs—wrwata:” ) [3°,4.3.10].

(¢2)  Similarly he has  described
Brahman’s nature as transcending the
nima-ripas (changes) and untouched by
them, but yet controlling and directing

not true. In Ved-Bhasya, II. 1. 9, a suspicion may indeed arise to the
effect that Sankara makes fag19 a8 the root-caunse of all differentia.
tions (ﬁm’m =ge(C). That it is not a mere subjective idea, but
an objective principle or power (of Brahman) becomes clear if we
consult a similar passage in Méndukya Bhasya (wifcamr, wiwrag® 1-6)
where this fqunma'has been identified with yyqufsy which is the
cause of all differentiations.

He says there—"fadtoaaa 97 ®fd@ wermai quld-weaa); ya-
THTYIYW; @ ; FWAG JAQHAEW. | qwmyg adrorEr -
¥ qRAT B4 HIOEEIR geyfay ¥ ®woA=uRw: |”  Here, yrq
is the cosmic seed (Jys) of the world present in Brahman., The
term fgegsme of the Ved-Bhasya referred to above is nothing but
this gyqayer | Thus the world can not be false or subjective
phantasm. It is called fqer® or w1A, because it is the other i.e.
opposite of sy or ww ; but it is not absolutely other, it is also

identioal, (Vide Ohap. I, pp. 26-31.) Also cf. ‘Fﬂ_&iﬂm[g‘, Pp. 135-187.
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the activities of these changing néma-
rupas—

‘- EHEE FfR@a aqaw, Taed-faewd ameanaaee
qoify ay:; faeify, | wawuas” ) [@°w°, 8.141]

Hence we find that neither Brahman,
nor the individual selves can be resolved
into its manifested changes. The changes
stand to the underlying reality in the
relation of ananya (w@®),—:.e., they can-
not be separated from it and regarded as
something independent ; but they are to
be taken merely as a means for the gradual
manifestations of the nature of the under-
lying cause—
guejafc wifrmTEEE . S@gEmEag ” (2° w° we, 2.1.3),
“ sacwmafveata: 9tw gte Yt walfa ” (3n° wie, 1.3.30).
“ srayfaqEdfy.. agwaafz afwwns ” (8° w°, 2.8).
How can the changes, then, be regarded
as false or unreal, in the view of Sankara?
It is only when under the influence of
Avidyd, we forget the separate reality of
the underlying cause and ¢dentify it with
its evolving changes (famis), as if the
causal reality has become something otker

than its own nature,—that the changes
become false, unreal.! This is done under

' Of. “wmfga wiewA amwfa wiagar mquenfyd wafq: - wwa@a
s gfemerata wifa”’ [3° w° 4.3.21-23).

“wiaaTad YaRTaTqIfY-dader ‘aaTe’ faceE — ety (6.1.1).

The changing states and activities are all elicited from our under-

lying ‘nature,’ through interaction with the external environment

yaardgiek ; gwhymifawman; w& dedwceyar fagm  (4.3-9).
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the influence of Avidya. It is in this sense
alone that the diversities of the changing
nima-rupas in the world are regarded as
falge or unreal, in Sankara’s system.

(d) Now, let us consider such ex-
pressions as—

Ay warsfa fmga—The diversities or the
differences exist not in the world ;—
T GEHSARL. A I F G P—ie.,
the man who sees the Atm4 everywhere,
cannot see other things in the world.

These phrases seem to imply, appa-
rently, that there are really no diversities,—
no ndma-rupas—no changes—nothing—in
the world ;—that these are all mere
appearances and unreal.

But let us see how Sankara himself has
explained these expressions. We invite our
reader’s attention in this connection to
Sutras 2, 1, 14 and 8, 2, 22, where
Sankara himself has quoted these phrases
and explained them.

He first raises the question—If the
‘unity ’ is reduced to ‘ multiplicity,’ can

When these are produced, we erroneously tdentify ourselves with
these ; and these become the only self to us. But this Self is false.
The real self is what underlies these states and activities and to which
these are referred as to a cemtre. Such is the case with Brahman
also. This identification is due to the fault of our intellect. But how
can there be identification ? Sankara says—‘‘qfggrefeqad ERLL |
arRIeE A A gEfd —a ¥ famd gt gufey wwd”
[M° wr°, 18-2). Bankara does not call the objects false ; he oalls
identification felse. @oUn wwlwaw ‘dge'Ry wfwaathe
[m° w° wiw, wm° qizx] |
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it retain its unity—and decides in the
negative. He points out—as ‘one’ and
‘many’ oppose each other, b0t} cannot be
true in respeet of the one and the same
thing. The pantheists of his time looked
upon ‘unity’ and ‘multiplicity’ 6otk as
true, The pantheistic unity is merely
wigeAsw, .6, it is the unity of mere
collection. Tt is an abstract whole—a
mere aggregate of parts, having no sub-
stantial being or life of its own outside of
and apart from its parts which constitute it.

But Sankara shows here that Brahman
cannot be both us and wd#iews Brahman
is & true unity ; it has a ‘being,” oufside
the world—

“ewogEagife a9 ww TR

MM TGS 9 @ P — 3° 2,114,
As Brahman has a ¢ nature’ of its own,
how can it be resolved into many and
become wa=miw®m p* Hence his conclusion
is that the ¢ unity’ retains its unity in
all cireumstances and it is the only

! 7 fe wad qdgam@ia nrafg-darconatad eEg ‘man’—~age-
vd wafa ) “a fe e 5F fe wifrie” | qen o weiw
frearrlt o ‘wir'ya: wfwa: gdisha, avg’ (R° &A1, 2.54) |

Of. ‘ammard fg way, 99 ATHA STRIAGIEAT waarad’ (3° @,
21.9). (se,as if Brahman has become wagEAFIrHH—I-¢., entirely
reduced to wIWAY).

“amer faeR. . @ RIS (EgREigEe; | g fv weae-

wrln faga —a® w° wi°, weC w, 19),
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Reality, The diverse changes—ragus
——the differences which emerge from it—
are not absolutely distinet from Brahman,
as 50 many independent things true and
real with the unity; but they are means,
stages  ( wieymfa ) —for the gradual
manifestation of the ¢ nature ’ of Brahman
which is present behind them and is
realising itself through them.

Now then, the line—
“gm  FEATHIYT e & & qRg P —

—and the line—

“ae wsha faea’ —

Such lines, such expressions—do not mean
that there are 7of things in the world,
that all are non-entities. They mean that
the things in the world will no longer
appear to us in the same light in which
they appear to the ordinary <gnorant
people. They would not appear as so
many absolutely—tndependent things—
a crass plurality—a tree there, a cow
here; a river there, a man here.
They would appear only as higher and
higher stages through which the under-
lying unity of Brahman is progressively
revealing its own °‘nature,’ is realising
itself—!

D ‘e IrEaft  WifaREmie.. L S

[@° w° W, 2.1-3] | |
“qo1 wgEfzeEeaRy  mAzatizafe; ote Qe g v
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“aqage-afafiw ‘wuvyy faefaey
...... e ‘afafcwa’ e wwE’’ ?
(7¢° w°, 4.4.12),

The emerging nama-rupas would, now,
be looked upon as only further and further
revelations or realisations of Brahman;
they would not, now, be looked upon as
‘gFfaft®’ or ‘w@’ or absolutely distinet
from the underlying Brahman ! but as
waq from it.

This is the conclusion which we have gained from a
discussion of Sankara’s celebrated Doctrine ef Causality.
Now it stands clear that there arises no question for the
abolition of the diverse objects in the world—in the system
of Adwaita Philosophy.

(e) There is still another phrase used in
the Vedanta which demands our considera-
tion and attention. 'We mean the phrase
known as—fafty-faq@wca or faRy-wfgey |—
z2.¢., the repudiation or rejection of the

Ted, a1 AqEifedy feremicddy mavatafraieda R oiw
gy wafa”’ [3° w°, 1.3.30] |

“ ud geEa: geET qR: SwErgwI@t gd... . Egiamen:
SR | —FEEIEE ANy TAgEmAwaSTY  Jrafgeema
AW, WA —zaifE” [4° wig, 2.8 also 7° wiw 4.3.33).

“genfamfteraies: | wifgaifry  swaemm. . yaaR
wiftgd..... /g adq &g wiaw|..qqr wzd @9 @wat «
araRm fatafa—ge {1 gedma—ary” [@A° w°, 15, 12).

1y g wrwfatie wi'mE agd@gia gaaTcaayfa fwa”
(&° w°, 2.1).



ON THE FALSITY OF THE WORLD 161

particular determinant gualilies we find
in the world. The qualities are univer-
sally existent; and although they belong,
in a sense, to one Reality—as—as a
whole, still they belong definitely to a
particular reality as its determinations
and not of others. The qualities are but
the activities of the individual things or
individual beings. The phrase faity-
fauwtw may appear at first sight to
mean that Sankara has denied the exist-
ence of the qualities—that these are mere
appearances ;—that they do not really
exist. But let us assure our readers this
was far from the mind of Sankara. The
explanation of this fadw-faxrsxw which
he himself gives in the Vedanta-Sutras—
4-3-14 and 3-2-22 conclusively shows that
he has denied nothing, repudiated nothing,
rejected nothing.

The purport of his explanation is briefly
this :——Suppose a quality emerges ; if you
identify the underlying Brahman (Causal
Reality) with this quality, Brahman
becomes entirely reduced to this quality
and hence it becomes something
other than its own ‘being’; whereas
all the time Brahman maintains its
unity in and through this quality ;—
and so on with other sucecessively
emergent qualities in the world. Sankara’s
idea is that Brahman is to be regarded
always as a unity, unchanging in its
own nature and unaffected by - the

21
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qualities ; and it cannot therefore be re-
garded as—gufafee or wsifafwe, de,
tdentical with the qualities—as if its
nature is not one but composed of the
qualities (wRaea®) ' —

“ gimalwd awy (@ g2 A
faky-frcrmcag i ey |

Sankara next concludes—

“ qegRT ‘Fafe wiwd’ gfasufy,
yfifuafe sz’ —— (8° w°, 3.2.22).

te., By faw-faamxw, the qualities, as
such, are not repudiated or negated; but
Brahman if regarded as composed of the
qualities is repudiated or negated.

The ‘nature’ (@%i) of Brahman is present
behind the qualities evolved in the world
and this nature cannot be resolved into
or identified with them. It is present
unaffected by these changing qualities.
Sankara has elsewhere pointed out that
all the changing and emergent qualities

Y Of. “a wvdefafue; fafea wiwr fada...qq0 w@wews
.’ (3°% 1.3.1).

' “wfma-garerandn —‘gerags’ (wfad =vfagar wf@) |
Of. “armgummmda algis-tm gd-memedt,  adfe-om -
geTgatiy gamewaa” (w8 W, 8.14.) | “cm @ g, ‘wd g3
vfa, widd, gafafa ar'— grle wweR, T wraifgfivom: .. gste

Q& WIHW Q. wieHT Ay g, aﬁmﬂf‘ﬁ%q a9 Tﬂ:‘:”
(=:° %°, 2.32-33).
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are interwoven into the underlying Reality
which reveals its nature through them—,

“Frrmagirgt falnewzang’ (3° we 1.6.1).

It is wrong therefore to identify the
under-lying reality with these qualities.
This identification is repudiated, as it is
due to our intellectual error (3fgw or
wfaaqr) ; and therefore such identification
must be false, unreat,

This is the purport or sense of the fgiwfacracw or of
the repudiation or rejection of the qualities. Sankara
has established this position in another way thus —

These qualities are definite relations into
which one individual is brought with other
individuals or things. But these relations
cannot exhaust the individuals. I am
brought into a particular relation with
you, but yet I am something more than
this relation. In this way, every indivi-
dual self is a part of another individual
self, yet he belongs to himself. Sankara
points out that an individual has a
substantive (@s1 or fgi®m) and an ad-
jectival (F=rfagy or faigw) mode of exist-
ence. He exists by himself and this is
his substantive mode; yet he is related
to something beyond him and this is his
adjectival mode of existence. A man,
. say Deva Datta, may come into different
relations with different people and he is
designated differently. But yet the same
Deva Datta does not lose his own =®7 in
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these relations.! Every individual there-
fore maintains his own identity in the
various relatious into which he is brought
with others. Brahman, in the same way,
maintains its own identity in those variously
interconnected relations or qualities.?

If you identify the underlying Brahman
with these relations, Brahman would
become ¢ many ’—w@mtwEw, mmyafafoe
2. e. composed of parts. Sankara has not
denied the relations or qualities as such.
He only denies Brahman or the individual
self being regarded as sw@=im®. Such self or
Brahman must be unreal, false, in Sankara
gystem.? The relations are but a means,
or medium (S9r@, ¥X) for the expression

1 &

U@ ST Weq- g eUUR NAWAZIFIIAA |
91 warsfa 8 agw:, @ed wwEfmeqy v
wRE 1R ey WY afa—agw: w9 g fu
wrar eAEn 3fd” (3%a°, 2-2-17)

‘“gm; ama;, Qfedt 9y, Neqad—ifa @y
v Aa faq¥w afgwEwary, gEwsar gug
(8%°, 2-2-17.)

' “gxqq: (e, immanental) qRgC—ysn: qaay (e,
transcendental)’—#3-wi® 5.12. | The qualities are but the responses
made by the individuals to the Pran-spandan which is the active
common medium or environment which elicits the responses. The
qualities are thus ‘inter-connected relations.’

* Ya fe evRu gRaAg- v QldigRRAaTERAn, agqr A
WA Qfrad aifzaddfad wafw ” (7wCw°, 3.8 ) |

Of. “wamms:...mviremfafice; fafem s s wig wafd, ete.”
(8°,1. 3.1). Toimagine parts of the underlying ground is due to our
intellectual error. In Meqrgwre, Sankara calls it faearaqar.
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of the swarupa of the underlying unity
and hence they are wa=r from the swarupa.

(f) There is another expression, riz, yag-faeg—
Dissolution of the world—which deserves consideration.

The question of yqg-fas arose in conuection with a
doubt which existed in the mind of many people. So long
as the world exists to oceupy our mind, to distract our
attention, how is it possible to realise the knowledge of
Brahman? For, the world stands there as a rival to
Brahman and it will act as an obstruction in the way of
the knowledge of Brahman. It is therefore necessary
to dissolve the world—to abolish it altogether so that
nothing stands in the way of the realisation of Brahman.®

In order to remove this doubt, Sankara has given us
the true sense of the idea of wus-fama from which his
views about the existence of this world very prominently
stand in clear light. He has recorded his views thus :(—

“ What,” Sankara enquires of the doubter, “is your
idea about the Dissolution of the world —yug-fass, pray ?
Do yoa mean by it that as heat disintegrates the solid
particles of the clarified butter and ultimately dissolves
them, we are to dissolve the world in the like manner ?
But this is, we say, simply an impossibility.

The world—both in its subjective and objective con-
dition—actually exists (famai@;), nobody is therefore
capable of dissolving the eristence of such a world. Hence
such actual dissolution of the world is out of the question.
You cannot really mean this by your term svg-faerg. If,
however, your idea about dissolution be that we are to remove
—dissolve—the false t¢dentification—the identification

Pofemd awmewawgewAn  aqrenega:  wws wfen-
ufgae: 1...... 8w awequfaemqan asaaEEddT wadrfe” ( §° w°,
3.2.21).
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of the world with Brahman in consequence of an
erroneous imposition of the former upon the latter (by
ignoring the disfinct being of Brahman which underlies
the world unaffected by its changes), you are welcome to
do this. Such dissolution by true knowledge is indeed pos-
sible. 'We agree with you in this view of dissolution.’”

Do these remarks show in any way that in Sankara-
Vedanta the actual existence of the world has ever been
denied ?

8. We should like to conclude this discussion by

calling the attention of our readers

A typical illustra- . . . .
tion analysed. Cause (0 an important typical illustration
strives towards future ojyen by Sankara with a view to

end which is real j i
power present and clearly illustrate the steps of his own

:fl?iléied l:u:he fﬁsf;gais doctrine of causality as expounded
e e thar onoe' @ by him in his Vedanta-bhasya. We

find this typical illustration admi-
rably explained in the Brihadéranyaka-bhasya. This
powerful exposition of the theory makes it impossible,
once for all, for us to look upon the world and its evolving
changes (fams) as unreal or false. We have therefore

to recognise this illustration as a fact of capital interest

' Yy qd gw—ad qeefaedr aw P fenfaramasety
vanifaa-nfaey 1@ yagafaqs: w8, néifEy......sfEgad aafw
werg; mweayawy; faaar afsaafaas sfa ? wa, afg amq ‘fagere’
v —esifrEre wiwifes:, gy Yfgaifeaaw—afsamfaas
W4 §, § JeuwHaw wagw; sfEanfay ey’ (3° wi°, 3.2.21).

N.B.—In Brihadaranyakabhasya, there is a reference to yqgfaary.

yoy is ordinarily regarded as something independent—as wwg—
different from Brahman The idea of this gayg ought to be killed,
This is yogfeey. “sw@@Egr@ear fEaRgaa—rifz (3° o, 2.4.13)"
v In this way gygfaay is explained here. (This waagty is the
result of identification.)
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and importance to the student of the Adwaita Philosophy
which will make clear in a different way the problem, the
solution of which we are seeking in this chapter; and
will prove helpful in coming to a decision about it, We
have therefore thought it fit to re-emphasise this illustra-
tion to which reference was made in a previous chapter.

Sankara explains here the idea of the cause and the
effects which emerge in succession from it by an illustra-
tion of a lump of earth (#fw®r) and its successive trans-
formations untll the /ast transformation—the jar (g2)—
is reached. The ultimate future end is present, he says,
in the real nature or @87 of the causal substance. It is
impossible to hold it to be non-existent in the cause. To
deny this presence is to make the passage clearer for
the easy entrance of that undesirable guest—Asat-
k@ryya-vada (weq wdag). Until it is completely real-
ised, the End—though future—m ust be held to be present
in the nature of the cause.!

The potter, Sankara observes, with a view to produce
this end, viz., we (jar) collects the @fwmr (lump of earth)
and continues giving it its successive shapes (in the form
of 9u, fuw, war@, ete.). You cannot, Sankara goes on,
deny this striving on the part of the potter towards
this future end.? Sankara says that, it is necessary, for an
end to realise itself - completely, to pass through certain

D ‘et g2 wd' | geny wafewien fag o
FRFAAQGEA |-+ aq Gfe, 928 qANET fa—a g2@es X1 Oy
qRatefa |- w fe wlawgda 987 18377

' Comrmifd-wad ) W e wafs  widwm wfadld zer..
wEY  wiwmeee:, a7 wiregwefd gy femtarng) 1.2.1.—

(Hence gz or the end is the real cause of the yzfey or movement on the

part of glwsr.)
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antecedent transformations or stages.! It follows therefore
that the future end is present throughout the suceessive
stages of the qfemi—though not in actual form
(“adwmarsda”), but still it is present throughout in the
form of future possibility ? in the nature of ®fersmr.

The change is a relation between two terms. In order
to be related, the two terms of the relation must be real.
The change is therefore a relation between something
present and something future, ¢.e., which is going fo de.
If you say the future is unreal, is nothing~then the cause
or Brahman would itself become unreal.? The future (¥z)
therefore operates in the present (z.c., in the #fa®l) ;¢ and
the present becomes thus conneoted with the future.

) YA qEAE il sEmOuREa R .. e
wqEE@IE  fagamRE szifEaE ... wifwEnfdnr ...
wZigadY-ga; wea’ | 121

1 ‘g fp wiawgie w2 faqd | 7 fe fow@ adamaa, wowe
A gz® A WAl | AAEFEE REAAR—TA AT, NqEaYars
wfufg a4 fag=r® (i.e, ¥z is not present actually, but as a future possi-
bility.)”......... " &g, WITYW: WA TIE FHRYQU-
gra@iIfe, TgEwEr aEwad  (i.e., the change being a relation,
must have two terms of relation—the present and the future. The
future cannot therefore be non-existent or wge[., )

3 In the Mandukya, 6, SBankara says—

‘“ gfg fe wea R oW |, THU TEATARA NGE-0ay: |
..nanda-giri elaborates the passage thus—* yqigEaiy @~ | HITQ
fe fada suAR nad glegdat | avges Wi, 9 A7 a& FRW-

gRNCfa wea wwwfy |ig )

* For, gz is an end and it is the real cause of the striving or move-
ment of gfigzr towards the end, whioh striving exists for its sake. The
end is therefore present in the beginning and operates as a real cause.
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Hence, the cause is really the future End or Power which
is realising itself in all the changes. It is therefore this
power which underlies, and works in, all changes. It
gives continuity to them and is above them all. It is
realising itself through all successive changes which can-
not, therefore, be separated from it.! Sankara illustrates

this idea thus—

“As a player, taking on successive
characters upon himself, enacts

on the stage the parts of each of these
characters in suceession, but yet
retains his own distinct character ;

so the underlying causal unity,
retaining its own distinet identity,
realises itself successively in each

of the changes produced.”

Now, we must apply this typical case of wfwsr and its
final realisation in the form of wz, to all the individual
changes in the world. We come then to learn from
Sankara’s exposition just stated that—

in the real nature or @&q of an 1individual
being, the future end is present, and this
end works in 1t,

! Sankara has noted that the changes cannot be separated from the
underlying cause, nor can they be separated from one another as
independent °‘ things,’ because the cause itself holds them all by its
own power (ggwy) and realises itself in each of them successively,—

“ ArEeyR AT e ARy wafa ’ and ¢ grR adar-
R AT Sy (3° and §1°) :
¢ gmmads w—wwrEaty, & . satate, Ty -
aaeTuEEd wiaaas ' (3° wi°, 2.1,18).  Also Vide 3°, 1,3.19, -
22
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And in order to have its final realisation,
this end will necessarily have to pass
throngh its preceding successive trans-
formations or stages, until at last it
becomes finally realised in its last stage.!
This lagt stage is therefore the end of the
individual being and this end is therefare
a future possible power, present in the
individual ; and it works in all the changes
as its purpose. This end (or purpose) is
the real cause ; for it reveals itself more
and more through the successive trans-
formations or stages and completes itself
in the last stage.

Is it possible, then, to separate any of these changes
or stages from the underlying wsa (swarupa) of the
individual and to treat them as independent things
(wwegr) ¢ For, how is it possible to know the real
nature of the cause until it reaches, and fully reveals
itself in, its last change or stage ?

For this reason, Sankara has repeatedly remarked that
no effects ean be treated as something distonct and separale
from their underlying cause. For, it is the eause which
is revealing or realising * itself ¢z these changes. The

! It has been noted that the underlying cause must be present
up to thetime the last effect is produced * Yg@WAY FIWFFT@ITR’
and “ YrEWEERE waA WUt " (3° w°, 2.2.20). For, it is
saep everywhere that the Jast effect (wq) is always accompanied and

colonred by the underlying cause. “‘grryrgemt Jf¥ Al Wwat.” (37
2.1.15),

Of. the expression— ygfasria geafywred wafa,

' ‘qmefrreeRa” (3, 2.8),
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effects are therefore nothing but theé necéssary expressions !
of the cause which is present and operative behind them.

Is it then possible for Sankara, who gives such a
description, to deny the effects or changes and to declare
them to be false or unreal? The falsity only comes in,
if you ragard the nature (&sw) of the underlying cduse
actually Jost in these effects emerging from it ;—if the
&wq is resolved into and thus absolutely identified with
these changes—as if it has become something ofkér than
itself (¢.c., w¥),—as if the underlying Brahman is ag.
tually converted into the aggregate of the empirical
changes,® and thus become wawa: |

Sankara has, everywhere in his Bhasya, called the world
unreal or false tn this sense alone.

9. We bave tried, in the preceding pages, to ﬁnd out
the real intention of the Leader of the Adwaita school of

There is no confliet FROUght in the Indian Philesophy,
between qfywrAargand and examined carefully all possible
faaeiarg | Multiplicity g0 which may produce in the mind
does not oppose unity . o
—but is incorporated some confusion about the unreality
i it. of the diversities of n&ma-rups
emergent in the world. It is, however, not nevessary to
push our examination any further, and the considerations
we have so far made will, we hope, clear away all

! fsmaraay. wifageam e (2° Wi’ w°)

' Yo wawy ‘v W asa@niy ww Py —w ge;
T AT 9 Wy Wiy (3%01°, 2.1.18),
“uw faRggdAad @ ‘qEeE ’ wafow @ ity 21,18,
“ wmeagitagy awrfafoms Emiey— ¥ e’ ‘uad w3 wndird
W RN g g e Al naeg... . | gsew-
kg (C.e., wwagldn;) agewe @1 (8%, 4.4.2).

‘m widl; aa W ‘dgwa’—3° wr°, 2.1.9.”



172 ADWAITA PHILOSOPHY

misapprehensions which eertainly exist about the problem
of the unreality of the objective world of facts and we may
fairly conclude that we are not committed to the universal
nihilism in Sankara’s school of Philosophy, A few words
must, however, be added in regard to one point of
primary importance, before we conclude this line of our
enquiry.

We have said that Brahman (as well as the individual-
selves) possesses a @ed, a nature, of it own, In order to
realise this @e4, Brahman has created and evolved the
world,! and the world is moving from the lowest to the
highest stages.? This movement has become possible
for the world, because behind each stage, that eternal
principle (q&fag: ww) is present, which is gradually ex-
pressing itself in and through these stages or changes.

The reader who has followed us thus far will now find
that such is the position which Sankara has taken up in
the Vedanta philosophy. Against this position, however,
an objection may be urged to the effect that if the multi-
plicity of the changes is held to be #of false or unreal,
what would be the fate of the Srufs which insistently
declares that—

“there is only one principle—Brahman
which is without a second—secondless ’—

“aw Ta wiwatgs |

1 ¢ geafeista fe @9 Wit fataw fawea afcmwmmaE weans”
(@w° 1.4.26). “aw gIEwAN g7 A AW A, A A 4G GG ; qYT
fagamgd ” §°w°, (2.1.16)

* “amify wrarnfr swdre-fafwerta awifa, sfeay dnggee-
avywa e " (@°w°, 7.11L) 1 ¢ fawet @R wwila: waae
(wr°w, 6.8.4).
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There is thus a conflict between the statement of the
Srutr and the position established by Sankara.! To this
supposed objection, Sankara thus replies—

(2) To the ordinary ignorant people,—who
under the influence of awidyd, resolve
the underlying unity (Brahman) into the
multiplicity of the changes and thus
identifies the two,—the multiplicity of
the changes is the only Reality. Thus
no question of conflict between the unity
and the multiplicity can rise here.?

(¢¢) DBut those who have realised the truth
that the underlying unity (@w) is un-
touched (unaffected) by the evolving
multiplicity of changes—do not regard
these changes as something separate and
apart (safaftw) from Brahman, do not look
upon them as so many independent and
self-sufficient ¢things’ (wa) complete in
themselves.® 'To these people, the multi-
plicity of changes would appear merely as

P eIl fed, — TwRafedd  swifegedr  faadi—
sfa 4 ? 4 ; Gfaada geRa-aRgqaT Feifzreiey’ (8%, 3.5.1).

s “ggr g wfamr wfEga aaacd--;---aafaat{wmqu
|/, AMewRERTOafed  faagw A — et e
wafa e, —axr @=iicd ammfqazTe Qs ” (3%, 3.5.1')‘. ‘

S g g URHIEEEY( UTHIHEET] ..o ... ‘wmEn’ frewaid
THED ... ‘agel’ AEd A @, a@ C ewRaieds’ etz
g E Hfagad, wa 4 wea flaregn 7 (3%, 8.5.1) |

“ gamE-fMET @aawiEegg, 1 W€ agaEee; e m
Fanfamaw ” (wragffee ) | “awy C afetda s we
(Rowro, 2.1.14 ).
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a means (9917, vrofata), as a mere indica-
tive mark (qfcaizs fawifn), as an expression
(fr@mwmd)=-of the underlying Brahman.!
The gradually evolving chdnges ¥ would
appear to these people, merely as an
instrument (wcrd) for the realisation of
the purpose (@rd) 8 —wof the underlying
Brahman. Thus there is no possibility of
a conflict (falq) betwéen the unity and
the multiplicity here also.

After establishing his theory in his commentary on
the Vedanta, Sankara has expressly recorded his remarks
thus—

“The author of the Brakma-Sutras
himeelf saw no reason for rejecting
the manifested changing world (=rdnrry).
The Sutra-kdra adopts the fadarg (z.c.,

1Y AR G TR STEfM-ard wafR ? (gTowTe,
7171) “few-‘vdqf® awdr g’ we=m ) cowmf awmdfa
wrnfn fafgw, twtef’ e’ a8 frg'enfir 7 (wrowro and

gouTe) |
“ deaey gfiemmy’ Tara Qe wan, ete. (3°, 4,4.25),
‘oA .. . F TR ‘fawfa’ —fowre, 13187 gy

‘ dam’ wwtad @ ' (wre, 6.2.2) | ¢ a7 dwmrmtw wafted,”
ibids

“ g AR IR 9,98 aq amgt'Nam'any fafrgeay
P, 2.1.14).

, ¥ “ wiwifg wremenfa ewdrecfafiverfa qanfa, wiaaus e

ymer aa” (@°°) waifg | “arcadmidniafa” (@°, 13,12)

' “ qron wHedN 9T Fafed WHIW GvaTITET N TY ..,
dvamt e’ ve' 7 (wa'wi®, 5.5).
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the principle of unity) as of supreme
value ; but he has also refasned afeam (v.e.,
the fact of the multiplicity of changes)
as of subordinate value and entirely
dependent on the former.” ?

In his commentary on the Méndukya-
kdrikd, Sankara himself expressly tells us
that there is really no conflict between
the Dwaita (the empirical world of changes
and the Adwaita (Non-Duglism, 7.c., the
fact of unity) 2 —for the reasons advanced
above.

Ananda-giri also in elaborating the idea
of Sankara has by an illustration shown
that no conflsct really arises between the
two standpoints—the empirical truth and
the transcendental truth.®

Vidyaranya in his qggd, in explaining
the fagdarg, has shown that in Sankara-

.

¢ gamrQshy wwargtfirde ¢ agaee e serEEdy W
Ry, Tfcem-nfwaiE sgafa © (3w, 21.14.).

S “Fmd Bgmr waaedr v faged & 84 |......ovEdgd
‘gHmAEr’  iWeazdee! v frawd 6, gy @vengia”
(#°®1°ame, 3.17-18),

¥ “qar gOaftfe yaawawgaan faaf— afg gal @
o e . - ewfegaifa ) we @wgoeka el
gitwwr Wta qo@n, n Y aa fa@feh g9l agwer faga® . aar
TAARERAILA  Fagifa-omifzawds wiagy ” (0wl
we, 4.57).
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Vedanta the ufewrwaig is not incompatible
with the faavarz!.

Thus we find that no need arises to abolish afvam.
Both the gfcurs and faad can exist compatibly Zogether,

It will be seen that we have (ried in this chaptei', as
well as in others, to present Sankara before our readers, as
he reveals himself in his own writings ; and we hope that
our readers will agree with us in thinking that it is not
possible to come to any other conclusion than that which
we have sought to' reach here, from a deep and careful
reading of his commentaries. It is our firm conviction that
a great injustice has been done to this great philosopher
of India in respect of this most vital point upon which
rests his great ®ararg—the Theory of MAyA.

Y P gEey  gfmm quE  AemEdrpatwenEsl,  aq-
gaddtg yeaa-afcarmaEry fravadfa ” (agd, 1851 —Aar) |
(In the case of ¢ even, compare Sankara’s idea—‘'q Hxa w&iq-
wg W Frawragiw—a® wC”).  Of Sankars alscem‘ fymzidtar
fratawmfwaisy, aa@feeog '—a° w°, 6.2.2,



CHAPTER 1V

PrAcE oF ETHICS AND RELIGION IN VEDANTA

POE

1. Itis very widely believed that one of the fixed

o _ tenets in the Vedanta is that the
thg,pmm;;ed%;favm i: work or ®#t is, after all, a bondage
%‘;‘;‘i’:sld antg ].sm::;i:} which ties a man to this metem-
theistic in religion. psychosis or Samsdra (#&1v), One
Its goal is—not en- . .
richment buv emptying must try therefore to get rid of this
of buman soul. bondaze and secure his final release or
gfw from t. It necessarily follows from this that the
Vedantic ' (Muiti) is equivalent to the emptying of
the human soul, which directs all its energy to leave the
human lite devoid of all actions and thus to make it a
barren desert. It is also generally held that human desires
or @muws are condemned wholesale in this system of
philosophy ip no unequivocal language and unmistakable
terms ; and it is- the desires which lie at the root of all
works. To kill the desires outright is evidently the sole
aim of the Vedanta and their total annihilation, it is
thought, is enjoined in an authoritative tone, whose voice
can be heard from every page of the Vedantic literature.
In dealing with this subject, a writer has thus expressed
his idea :—

““ The Indian Theism, because of its
bondage to the Karma idea, has been

unable to rise to a high conception of the

23
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Divine character. In making motive itself
the fetter, instead of evil motive, it turned
its back upon the ethical goal and suggest-
ed the endeavour to escape from the
region of the ethical altogether......... The
endeavour to get rid of desire 18 an
endeavour to pass beyond the good, and
ends in confounding the conscience with
covetousness.”

As the entire man is thought to be a mere sum-total of
“ desires and works mechanically related,” and as his
virtues and vices are all relegated to the empirical region
and are described as false and unreal ;—it has been generally
supposed that the destruction of the individuality which
consists merely in the desires, works, pleasure, pain, ete.,
is the aim of this philosophy which seeks absorption of
one’s being in the ¢ difference-less pantheistic empty
void ”’ which it calls Nirguna Brakman (fafw s®) and such
absorption is the {fw which it teaches.! The healthy
enrichment and expansion of the human soul by the
acquirement and cultivation of moral virtues, it is seriously
maintained, is out of place in this system of philosophy.
And a philosophical system which, it is very justly
concluded, can shed no wholesome influence upon the life
and conduct of man and human society, has very little
practical interest which it can evoke and it stands
condemned in its own teaching.

Sueh, in fact, are the ideas and couclusions which are
to be found extensively gaining ground both in Europe and

1 Cf., " The method of attaining to the Atmd according to the’
teaching of the Upanishads, is that of making the human spirit a desert.
#08The goal of: effort is an absorption in which all difference is lost.
Every movement of the mind and hegrt must be cast forth and atilled.”
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in India even among the best and the most sympathetic
critics of the Adwaita philosophy.

We propose in -this chapter to cautiously examine
the validity of the assertions above referred to, and
to see if such conclusions as have been drawn find any
support from the writings of Sankara—the great
interpreter and leader of this school of thought. We
shall also try to discover what constitutes the real
teaching of the Vedanta and to determine if Ethics and
Religion do not form an integral and essential part of the
Vedantic theory. -

2. Every man is born endowed with a psychological
disposition which may be traced to

Man’s impulsive . . -
nature or disposition the origin of the human race, and
(Fa-wgfq or @wra). which constitutes the most essential
heritage for him to which he has
succeeded. In this disposition are to be found imbedded
all his natural instinets and babits, his love and hatred,
his pleasure and pain, his appetites and passions, aud his
entire stock of impulses and desires. It is the receptacle
of all the race-experience and his past impressious or
d@mms lying deep in it in a latent form, ready to rise
up to the surface at the slightest notice or call. Sankara
would call this disposition—=angfa or @wia or nature,!
and man is passrve (w@gam:, wax:) in respect of this
@ (nature) which determines him and his actions,

1 Cf. Sankara’s observations in the Taittirsya-bhasya—** wwmraq<-
FAGECR. . awAE farowr gRw &fua ; Hfwy WG wewr wirom-
fafad faw: ” (&° w°, 1.11). Of. aleo “zq@ w Rwifeq wrgfen
farg feamwifzeaug owa @ ahad wgled s gmafy
wIne | qgr fawenmd Ry @wEd: T Fnfeg ataenetd M (3%,
4.4.2). |
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and which is revealed when he is . born. Tt is
owing to this disposition that man has likings and dis-
likings for particular sense-objeets ;—that some men are
seen from their childhood evincing natural attachment to
mundane objects of enjoyments, and others developing
natural aversion to temporal pleasures.?

An idea of how this ‘disposition’ (i wafa) has been
deseribed in the Vedanta-works can be formed from the
following :—

(a) ¢ Nature (wsfa) is the Samskdra (the
latent self-reproductive impression of the
past acts of Dharma and a-Dharma)
manifesting itself at {he commencement
of the present birth.........All living
beings follow their own nature.”

(8) ¢ Nature (@wia) is the tendeney (Samskara
—Bfisa1 8) in living beings acquired by
them in -the past births, and manifesting
iteelf in the present birth ready to yield
its effects, and this ¢ nature ’ is the source
of the Gunas, it being imyossible for the
Gonas to manifest themselves without a
cause.”

(¢) “ As regards all sense-objects, there neces-
sarily ari=e in each case love (w;) for an

! Sometimes, Sankara calls this ‘disposition’ as—* xfag fz-
FgiRa vy (Y° wi® 8.19). Since, this disposition is the natural
determinant of all our activities, and it is the root of our desires,
pleasme and p.in stimuolsted from it. The term avidya is used in its
connection, becaure it is not the ‘true’ self but Bankara describes

it as composed of 5 sheaths or ‘‘gMayifgfi: ‘Id‘{‘é‘mf’lfmﬁﬂ;:
3 . ‘. L) ¢ K] s 99 Ao 2 3
YW Twe-HITE . sy - ¢ s’ gea 0 (80, 2.3).
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agreeable object, and aversion (g%:) for
a disagreeable object. When desire
(#1&;) arises, it rouses the Aajas and
urges the person to action.!

This ‘nature’ or empirical character of the man is a
gradual development in consequence of his education,
association, society and the cireumstances in which be is
born and brought up. This is the unformed, undisci-
plined animal nature in man. Thus, man is born with a
fund of anfmal impulses and inclinations which are the
source of his movements or the tendency to activities.
He is born subject to desires—love and hatred—<a-€ 9—
which colour his whole nature. Man is, at the begin-
ning no better than an animal being. He is just
emerged from nature; he is not yet a self-conscious
being. He is simply ‘aware’ or ‘couscious’ of certain
passive feelings arousel in him in consequence of his
contact with the outward environment, and of certain
impulses within, spontaneously rising and demanding their
satisfaction—moving him towards, and repelling him
from, the agreeable and disagreeable objects, as the case
may be. In fulfilling his @®-®19q (impulses of love and
hatred), he fulfils his life’s entire purpose. These
impulsive movements are always accompanied by pleasure
and pain which leave their impression upon the mind.
Mere idea of pleasure, thus, becomes the guide of his life
and the sole guide of his movements and actions.

1 (o) “wmfaata watystifadent aw wasw. gafaaw;...q9rn;
qEaRy gt S AEd @ W, 3.33).

(b) “ o wema: T AW HAAWA Ghietgednfvan;
>,

‘wiay) ..gumgutae fae ceagiad D @we, 18.41),

(¢) * a=mifgfagd €@ ©w, w@e € v, —wagwuiady |...... 6160
fe IrdY o yaday, gay vadaf@”’ (M°w°, 8.84 and 37),
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“ Desire is the longing for a pleasure-

giving agreeable object of experience when

actually coming within the ken of our

senses or heard of or remembered ; and

anger is the aversion for the disagreeable,

for the cause of pain when being secen or

heard of or remembered.”

(Gita-bhasya, 5. 28.)
Man is completely passive here and utterly at the mercy
of these impulses. This is the empirical, actual.self.
Sankara, as we remarked before, is reluctant to call

this self a self at all. He is fond of calling it sy,
There is agency in this self no doubt; but this is no real
agency ab all. For, all the necessary elements constituting
the agency of this self are reciprocally determined by
their antecedents and consequents in time. The actions
involving movements of the body, sense organs, manas,
are necessarily mechanieally determined by, and are
the resultant of, their antecedent conditions in time—

“ qEATHEG TR, WAARY
‘¢ wOMT | wafergtarg
(F° wi°, 18.66.)
None of these actions can, therefore, be called ¢ free.’*
In such a life, there is no purpose, no end, no aim, no

regulation.” As we are enslaved by these impulses and
passions and blinded by their influence, we cannot discern

! Vide Chap. II{of this book.

ot fy wfege: wan A gaw: ‘o2 ¥ gariafe'—a @ Wi gy
(end) aw®” (3° w1°) | * WA AT—widTad Ay - fadwratgar
EWE AT SYA—arary gEnEEney wafa” (M° w°, 2.65) |
“ wcwrta fe sl fra@ (regulation) wadel, Fwrafa Jemafa
wivgafc gugzd ”’ (&° ar° wi°, 1.1.) |
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our right path, we cannot choose our true End-—our

TR G~
“To one whose mind is subject to the
passions of desire and aversion, there can-
not indeed arise a knowledge of things as
they are, even of the external world.
And it needs no saying that to such a
man whose intellect is thus overpowered
by passions of desire and aversion—twi-
¥ ¥, there cannot arise a knowledge of the
innermost self.”?

3. But is this the ¢ whole’ man? Is man’s environ-

ment without and his impulses with-
siﬁ:tr‘;ﬂn’f“m and pos-  jn,—the sole determinant ? Is there

no other nature /4zg/er in man than
this his ‘animal nature’? Is there no @sg—inner unity
—underlying these manifold impulses and instincts which
is the true source of his action ?

What a man speaks and aects is not the whole man.
All that flows from him—all his words, actions and
movements cannot be the exhaustive expression of the man.
It is wrong to identify the man with all these. W hat the
man actually thinks and acts can never be equivalent
to what the man is in his essence. What he actually feels,
thinks and does—falls infinitely short of what is possidle
for him to do. He is not a mere sum-total of his feelings,
impnlses, habits, gathered in the past.* As much as he

1 “ewp-g Y Y@-3.@ARGAIHII FHW&T WAG. I, q@r &t
THYAAT A @EIOYRTCR QAT A S e e fraascd
Y ooa: | (N°, 7.27).

“afy Tor-¥ saligafewa gyad-faafasmygead afecly | fag
Tma gramifaest: yemmia T Nqead ofa”’ (W e, 7.27),

* His actual life is swayed by each and every impulse as it is stimu-
lated. How can there be unity and order in such life 7 The individual
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did express himself in his past records, and as much as he
expresses himself in his present deeds and thoughts—fali
far short of what properly constitutes his ¢ nature’ or @wu.
These will always remain imperfeet expressions of that
inner ‘nature ’ which these seek to express. It is because
man is something more than these.® It 1is because
Brahman which is infinite and inexhaustible (w=3), is
revealed in man and is present behind him.? Tt is for this
reason that—no one of his expressions can fix the infinite
and inexhaustible possibilities in man in a rigid and final
form.3

Sankara has observed that infinite Wm=%d (infinife
knowledge and power, etc.) lies concealed in man under the
cover of his actual thoughts and deeds.t

self is thus described—* That which first shows itself as the Innermost
self (¥@ar(@Hi) in the body, and turns out ¢n the end to be identical

with the supreme Reality—the Brahman.”

AR YEIEWIE; ‘@WE ... 2EANFT gEmeRagT Haw, qIEd-
agnag s ag—anaIgen@Egad (N°, 8. 3.) |

v gdifeai #RQ: ‘any wafa; e adisly ‘wfewad Az
wafa ”’ (d°w°) |

P “gmy yAN..TH WAy weEd ogid, ag Wi el
(indivisible) yfaR¥—Reuqs” (N w°, 18.20).

* It in wrong to restrict what is inexhaustible to its actual deeds
and thoughts, as if these are its exhaustive expressions. In the Gita
such idea has been condemned as tdmasa iden. ‘ga Hawwq (e,
qq WHAaq)......UHfOET FF @W...... @RS Wiewr @A A
AT G @ —3e § T| qREaRg wafg” (18.22). “‘gaft wmidiewaw
sfg=® sgawfa, aufy aq yua’ &2 awifa—gada iz’ (3° w°,
5.1.1),

¢ “@sfy g oeham WA Rdfadane: 2@ fegwnsfefayademfz-
gty wafa” (3° wi°, 3.2.6).

“fagwemiy ag faQfed wiamf@maewg” | ¢ sxfesaasy
faQay .. @e9@ g sqifge (8% Wi, 3.2.5 and 35). “‘aq
farQapd gmwE wli;... . wcwarery wifadafs ” (3.2.5),
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¢ Atma,” says Sankara, * has been ex-
panded in man only. With other animals,
eating and drinking alone constitute their
sphere of knowledge. But man is entitled
to approach and reach the supreme end of
life (fm¥3g). He it is who desires to
gain the highest end by appropriate means
and by knowledge (wwfazrar).”

“ weAT SAwT: W T G |

Fut p—wfawat—wfawerarat

TwIT R ' —

(° wr, 10.34).

That is to say— it is the actual presence
of the Supreme End behind them—
which constitutes the possibility for their
Juture progress from the present stage to
the next higher and higher stages—of
those who are fit for such progress.”

““ Man’s distinetion lies in the fact that
instead of being passively disposed of by
his impulses and desires, he can bring
them under the law of the rational self
which the impulses envelop.”

It is this presehce, within us, of something inexhaus-
tible which makes us desire more and more, and it is for
this ¢nfinile possibility in us that we never feel satisfied
with our actual thoughts and deeds.

' fa g mwiA P st ... 9w @8 sifasoeea @ e
ANt gEeas: famed owla .. oW wgd defa ) wadat aspen
REn(-Tquid wa whwfaard  (8° w, 2.1) | “ wqm o falwais 7w
o geare® whawa:... (3°, 1.4.19).

24
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Because of this possibility of man he is held
responsible for the works—good or

isn solely respon-  bad—done by him. How is it that
we do not make animals accountable

for their evil works? What is it that distinguishes a
man from the lower animals? It is not at all possible
for an animal to do otherwise than what is dictated to it
by its acfual nature, by its impulses and passions. But
with man the case stands differently. He could have,
had he only paused and deliberated, seen the consequences
of his impulsive actions which he had indulged in. There
was, in him, a possibility for a better course of action than
what he had done, and this possibility he had ignored.
Why did he, in following his evil impulse, stoop to an
animal satisfaction? It is for this that we hold the man
responsible for his evil deed and punish him for it. We
all know, his actual life is not all-in-all to him ; infinite
possibility lies hidden in him. An infinite possibility
either for good or for evil is always present in him. It
is for this possibility within man that nobody can tell how
he will express himself at thespresent crisis. It was for
this possibility within him that the notorious Jagai
(swrr) whose life had seemed irrevocably fixed in evil
ways, was suddenly shocked into his real life and quite
unexpectedly turned over a new leaf, resolving thence-
forward to live a higher life,—~when the famous saint of
Nadia—Srichaitanya—had extended his arms of love
towards bim in return for the bleeding injury he had
received from the cruel hand of the miscreant. It
is this possibility or power which is the shaping or
directing force (¥efgar) within us, bringing man, step
by step, to the ultimate realisation of his final end—
his gcggad. Man’s actual present life is this possi-
bility s0 far realised ;—is the partial and imperfect
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manifestation or expression of this inexhaustible
possibility.

4. Sankara has observed in more places than one

that—
The nature of self :

() It is an end— “all the movements visible in the
E;{g::":;'lp‘i’::e';;m_ world, all its works and activities

tieg for its own rea- —must have a regulative purpose
lisation. . .

present behind them which shapes
them for its own realisation.”

“It not only holds good in the outward world, but it
is also true in all the activites of the inner world.” He
continues —

‘it is also the case with all the impulsive
movements which go on within the
human organism—all the actions of
the sense-organs, all the functions of
the man’s intellect and the like.”

This is an observation the value of which, it is needless
to add, cannot be overestimated. What are these move-
ments and activities for ? For what use do these aspira-
tions, efforts and actions (@3 wgwa:) go on? Their value,
Sankara points out, does not lie in that they exist along-

side of Atma, but in the use (w=mmfuftan) which the
Atma (the self) makes of them,

“ zfuaamiv-ffam fe awa:
get oo —* wefag O’

.. vagfed @il ’ ¢ «F wrenf|’
—xqEgr”’ ) !

! Vide Gita, 9.10—
“Taivry wefa g8 ewawd |
Sadn N 7 e fagfcasd g
Sankara explains the stanza in this way — The fygfeaqa of the
world, i.e., the continuously changing elements of the world are
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All these activities of the organism have their only
value in the fact that they may be used by the gzfa—the
rational “I” for his own purpose; that they may be
utilised for his end ; that they may prove useful ( mweafe
or 37wk ) to him. Otherwise, all these actions and
movements ( wgwa: ) will entirely lose their value.* There
is the Atma or the self within, otker tkan these movements
and activities, for whose sake they act. This remark
proves the self (wiar) to be a Purpose—and end-—which
is realised in these activities, and which utilises these for
ite own use.

Elsewhere, Sankara’s remarks in this connection are
equally valuable and bring the same important truth into
prominence—

“ Suppose,” he says there, “no Atma
(self) is present behind these activities
(wewg:) ; there are only these activities
working, but there is no purpose to
regulate them. An absurd eonsequence
will follow, viz., nobody is present whose
purpose they serve ;-nobody is there to
use them, to utilise them—

’

moving to realise a Divine Purpose or end. The world with all it
changing elements is moving for the realisation of the Final end.

Y fafala witm wowaEwm oy wowd  faufEnd eetarg
WA, G gafe. . wanfafasr wawaEamr | e, swiEfa—The
realisation of Brahman is its wwg, +.e, the Final end, In the

Vedantabhasya he says—wmafgguis we - W fafey
‘wiwgT’ wig | ¢.e., the realisation of Brahman is the quw—the final

goal where all desires find their fylfilment. Hence the sense of the
stausa is that all activities are for the realisation of the final Purpose.

1 “wig-ewene [aRa wraldaw ygwmgaam; ’ [3° wC, 8.2.38).
All qyfirs (activities) without the self 4o direct them are like wiw Wig.
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“qufe fe wiwl, |et: q=t:
CEA CHC TR T T C MR T
‘ The activities would thus prove useless
(=g1) ;" they would be to no purpose.
For, there is no regulation of these
activities ; no purpose to guide them.’
Thus there would be no order, no unitv,
no central purpose in the human life.
It has been stated elsewhere, as a general prineciple
that—
““the works and activities (wafw), if
severed and cut off from their source, the
self,—are entirely valueless or useless,
like the broom, the stick, the dust on
the road-side.”*
This important truth is also expressed in the Kena-
bhasya where the self has been established as a purpose—
a will-power—an organising principle—and it is this

} Vide Gita-Bhasya, 18-50. Here also the commentator remarks that
the actions and the works point to something beyond them whose purpose
they serve, for whose sake they act. Otherwise pleasure, pain, ete.,
would have to be supposed to be acting for the sake of pleasure and
pain, etc.; the activities of the body are for the sake of the body.
To avoid such absurd supposition, the existence of the self must be
admitted whose purpose these activities realise. ‘‘ @ g @y W,

@ ¥ 3.9 | wwEEEETdEy gEgaeat,”  All activities are
moving for the realisation of the self (wmy) which is their final end
(wagi). It is the self which connects and determines all these

functions and activities for its own final realisation. This is the
significance of the commentary here.

' “qa; mg-dewdi@ fe @ (vgudat tafkEwsif
wammaifaymta ” (3° w°, 4418). Of. “ prg-seawa dqan1-
qafdam wowgRed: ” (G7° WO, 8.2.38).  OF. also “3w fy frome
fafaeravrE waawd.”’
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purpose for whose sake all the elements of the body work.
And this purpose is, in its nature, otker than (w@éamr) these
activities which it directs and controls and moves for its
own realisation—

“Game TEWA 07 dq-wifg-Anfags 7 !

Do not all these passages clearly imply that Sankara’s
idea about the self was that it is an End-in-itself—a
Purposive power—which purpose ufslises all its impulsive
movements for its own realisation ? Can, in the face
of such clear expressions embodied in these passages,
Sankara’s self be treated as a ‘“mere intelligence
divorced from action”? We have gathered together
principal passages @m the subject and presented them
before our readers with the hope that they may come to
their own conclusion on this important point for
themselves.

" But we have not done with it as yet. To another
passage which is found recorded in
the Katha-Bhasya? we now beg to
request our readers to turn their
attention. This passage will show that the self is a free

(i) It is a ‘free
causality.’

! Vide Kena-bhasya, 1.1. Sankara has observed here that ¢ fa
qwfeg®e w@wRTqE ANfyge’, fFar ewewfafea  @qaw
T@ AT qANT(ZT wfgaa” p This power is distinguished from
the actions of the body, organs, manas, etc. ; it does not disintegrate
into those activities, none of which endures. The self, as causal Power,
does not yield to the impulsive activities, but it lies entirely outside
these empirical geries and determines them. “ ®a: # wawt
wiwfaffamd wguge @@ s@waaf gl a4 qoggw
§dfen fafa w..”

* Vide wg-ww, 2.2.5. ‘¢ aeydtni gfdameu yuy wya: Ta: Faw
9 anar widry graned gum wifa, fafaw W, f7 o «ieds,
T rdiguitaan f9e; ; 9q Feaf “Gﬁawcmw’hqn CH mmfz

ey TR —yfy
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causality ’ which weighs its impulses and determines their
activities for the realisation of its own End or purpose.

“The supreme good (%3:) and the mundane
good (73) are confusedly presented to the
man, The intelligent compare the two,
and on mature reflection discern their rela-
ttve value—their difference, the supreme
good as worthier than the pleasurable.
Then they adopt means to the attainment
of the End chosen.”

We thus compare, estimate our impulses, and they,
thus, become objects of our contemplation. A sum-total
of feelings, impulses, ete., cannot compare, deliberate and
control any more than each feeling and impulse separately.
Only a free self can do so which 4as them, which is above
them. In a comparison between the impulses, in a
preference among them of what is the highest good, we
are agents and we are free. A man thus freely makes a
choice from among his several objects of choice and desire
which are qualitatively higher; and ultimately chooses
what he rationally decides to be his ZAighest-good. 1f it be
true that—I often act ¢z opposition to what is my strongest
desire at the present moment, it follows that my self
acts independently of pleasure, temperament, habit, etc.—

‘'geat g sudne ayufa i,
qars gafaw g sanasy |
Fasiawas yame Fgieafy vy ;
(w3-wrw, 1.28).

Similar remarks are found embodied in the Gita also—
“Man is man only so long as his
antahkarana is competent to diseriminate
between right and wrong. When he is
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unable to do so, he is debarred from
attaining the highest of human aspira-
tions. Hence at the very commencement
he must rise above the sway of wa-¥¥9—
affection for and aversion to the sense-
objects or pleasures and pains.” He
must restrain these natural tendencies,
he must exert himself with vigour to
resist these natural impulses, and then
the action of his will is in an opposite
direction.”

“wrear yaan |wrarefafady
Fdl, wfaea; vaw af|d, gEaeHm oRifE |

(w3-wim, 4.1y

Unrestrained desire works mischief ; and urged by un-
controlled desire, the man commits sin and evil. We are
bent on selfish ends and are deluded by ‘egoism’—when
uncontrolled desire urges us to action. We must, therefore,
bring our impulses and desires under the law of rafional
self, into the path of our positive purpose of life which we
have deliberately selected and which has filled up our
entire being.

1 The conversion ef undisciplined animal nature in man intoa
disciplined, moral and virtuous character involves great effort (®ear
wqign), The effort of the whole man must be turned and concentrated
from ‘the natural direction to opposite direction.

The same idea occurs in the Vedanta-bhasya also—* &} fe !ﬁ‘j@:
AN TE,.A W G WEEEE YRy §Wd ; § sTefs-gaeet-
frfied, amifeerg F@-Tw-dwapfvieay  fagdee,
yeEREaEar yawgte ' (8° wd, 1.1.4)
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5. The foregoing discussion has brought into clear
light an important truth before our
Bo%l?m:s:z;:l&tl: tf51:1;:;_ mind. Both—the gratification of
ultimate end or qx§-  impulsive desires and the realisation
e | of the highest purpose of life—can-
not be pursued by the same man as an odject of desire.
There exists a conflict between the selfish impulsive acti-
vities and the realisation of the supreme purpose of life.
Both cannot be chosen by a man, as an object for his
realisation.! There cannot be fwo ends of his life,
Sankara has repeatedly shown that there is eternal con-
flict (fatw) between Karma (ww) and Jnan (sa). Unless
a man feels disgusted (favm) with the pleasure-giving
mundane ends, he cannot choose the realisation of self as
his supreme and only End of life.

Sankara has expressed his own idea on the subject,
thus :—

(a) “I desire to attain an End which is eter-
nal, imperishable and transcendental ;
what shall 1 do with Karma which is
opposite to it in its nature ?”

(8) “Light and shade cannot co-exist. Inter-
ests in outward activities and interests in
the inner self are mutually exclusive.
The dualism between the spheres of virtue
and prudence is an irreducible dualism
whose rival claims it is impossible to
adjust.”

(¢) “Unless our mind is turned away from
the mundane objects, we are unable to

' This is the notorious H#-A-@qWq, sgainst whioch Sankara has
written 8o much.

25
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devote it to the realisation of the self.
You cannot desire both—the outward
objects and the inner self at the same
moment. There is conflict between the
two courses.”’

(2) “ In the world people revel with mundane
goods. It is not so with the wise whose
recels are centred in the self alone. For
the unwise, there are many pleasures due
to the sense-objects. But to the wise,
their sole rejoicing proceeds from the self.”

(¢) “ A distinction has been made between

Jnana-nishtha (sm@fagr) and Karma-
nishtha (w=frgr). Vedic works are
intended for him only who has desires.
The renunciation of these works is enjoin-
ed on him who seeks only the self.”

(/) “ He who wishes to reach the eastern sea,

cannot have the same road that the man
who wishes to go to the western sea choos-
es. The difference between the knowledge
(@) and works ( m® ) is as wide as
between a mountain and a mustard-seed.”

(9) “ Emancipation being the result of know-
ledge, how can a man desire the result
of works ?!

1 (@) “w¢ fa@% gzdn wed@n wAnum wdf | @ afeqddw
w: f& #aa e qwgaada P (¥° w® 1.2.12) |
(b) “ = fw arwbmarae, weatfan wiag' o=: | agiwaEEReR:
faltary ; argErafred fe wiwefd vl sfgg wfeg | = fe aa:-
yew g aekay fefa: awala ” (g° wi°, 3.1.4)
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We need not quote further passages. The passages
quoted above all declare what really worked in the mind of
Sankara, and what led him to make a distinction between
w@ and ##H—knowledge and works. His purpose was
not that we are to renounce all works—even the higher
moral virtues ;—and, as we shall presently see, he was
not advocating inertia. These and other similar passages
clearly indicate the truth that there can be only one
ultimate End of life. @ and %% dot% cannot constitute
the supreme End. Karma (%) done to secure mundane
pleasute or goods and Jnana (wa), z.e., the realisation
of the self—cannot &o¢% be the ultimate ends of life.

Sankara thus contrasts the result of the two——Jnana
(z14) and Karma () :

If you desire the realisation of the self as
your highest end, how can you choose
works or ®® ? For, works or Karma

() = fe wanq waewAsTHian, WMl afrEuited 3y
yand | argrEaeATEe o (3° w°, 1.6.1) | “a fy arglawan-
AIYAYCH , FENCRYUSY —UhE gwafa  (w3-wr, 4.1) )

(d) “ emagaar ‘e, argarear ‘wISC —a& | 4 q4r &gy ;
fa afe ? wienfasafafanda swad wafd ... a=zifzfafaw ‘sw’ sfagut |
A a1 fagy: ; & af€ ? wiewfafmeRds e (@° w° 7.25.2)

(e) “ sTa-wefifrgNfdwmmaeany |... wiar-wwaavs gafa swehfa

N gfaafn | &N gend wieaRe Ssfawaisawe fafed
@° W, 2.11).

() “= fe yhews’ Safmd, miad@a seqggefomtagar swo-
Hre' gwwafa | wmmﬁmqmﬁmrﬁxﬁaw—maﬁm | m,

wmfaqammq Feiw qewfeae faagsd | oHA-ev T e
: P (@°w°, 18.55) |

(9) “a mwﬁwr wdglear Suvgd | aTEwa A, ﬁﬁmwmfum-

mﬁ*” M°, 18.66) .. ‘
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can be chosen only for the following
purposes : —

() You ean choose Karma, if you are desirous
of producing something which is as yet
non-existent (gaur). But as the self is
what is already in you eternally existent,
—how can Karma produce it ?

(¢s) If you desire to reach a place or an cbject,
you must perform certain activities or
Karma for it (wrwr). But the self is what
is always within your reach, no Karma is
needed at all for it.

(¢¢22) For the purpose of effecting a change or
transformation to a thing, work or Karma
may prove necessary (famdr). But as the
self is beyond change, as it is subject to
no transformation—is immutable—Karma
18 out of place here,

(¢v) If you desire to effect purification to your
mind or something else, work or Karma
proves useful for the purpose (wwid).
But what would action ao to the self
whieh is always pure ?*

Now, from the foregoing discussion it follows that
there can be but one object of our desire, one supreme
end of our life, and that is—the realisation of the self.
And works or Karmas are only needed for the purification
of our mind or antahkarana.

! Vide Vedanta-Bhésya, 1-1.4, and Brihadéranyaka.bhésya, 3-3-1,
and other places for this disoussion,
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6. We have seen above that we are naturally selfish
beings. We seek always the grati-

algﬁ; 5?08 01"';::."52:? ﬁea..tion of our pleasure, to appropf'iate
and their needs. -  which to ourselves, we do not hesitate
to work mischief to others. Our mind

is, by nature, filled with desire for agreeable objects
and aversion to disagreeable—xmr-%5,~—and driven by
these impulses, we work blindly for our selfish’ends and
often quarrel with others to secure pleasure to ourselves.
It is absolutely necessary, therefore, for us to purify
our mind from these selfish desires and inclinations, and to
free it from their influences. Unless this purification can

be effected, the realisation of the self is out of the question.

The purification of the mind or antahkarapna ean be
effected by restraining these egoistic impulses and
tendencies to action (negatively), and by performing
higher kinds of works (positively). By exerting ourselves
always for the good of the community and by the per-
formance of unselfish and disinterested works, our mind
may become gradually free from selfish passions and
desires; and when these impurities are thus removed, it is
prepared for the supreme realisation. But a caution is
needed here. These unselfish works ought not to be done,
nay they cannot be done—as ends-in-themselves. As there
can only be one supreme Znd, viz., the realisation of the
self which is the only object of our desire; higher dis-
interested works can be done only as a means of helping
that realisation. This, in brief, is the view of Sankara.

Works done with impulsive and selfish motives have
been condemned in the Vedanta, as Sakdma-karmas.
Aud as such works have always been looked upon
a8 the source of bondage, with a view to supplant
and supersede these self-seeking activities, higher
disinterested kinds of works have been preseribed and the
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aspirants after emancipation (wyw) are called upon to
diligently perform such works. These higher works are
considered indispensable for the purification of the mind
(fewygfy or gwyfy), infested as it is with selfish impulses
and desires.! And as these are done for emancipating the
mind from the influence of the lower natural tendencies,
which would altimately lead to the realisation of the true
self, these works cannot prove a bondage. If, however,
the supreme end is forgotten, and these are done
as ends-in-themselves, only then they will prove a
bondage.
An idea prevails among many that in Sankara’s
(1) They sre in. System of Vedanta no room has
dispensable for puri- been left for works and that his aim
‘2;%). of mind wasto ge't rid of. al'l works. altogeth.er.
To our mind, this is an idea which
cannot be accepted and which must be condemned
as erroneous, with all the emphasis which we can
command. We have said above that as our mind
is naturally swayed by selfish passions and desires, it
needs purification in order to prepare it finally for
the realisation of the ultimate End which constitutes
the only object of our desire. How this purification
is to be executed will appear from the following

(2) “When a man performs higher kinds of
works (Nitya-karmas or obligatory works),
bhis mind or antahkarana, unsoiled by

1 ¢ iy -faagdmierfa- v IR rgEE AT, wiEd-afaenay,
et @ WafTg R I, A T T @ (ge e, 3.1.8)
« get v wafgaaee oast swfe smiaafw:, faedanfigfey )

(fme W10, 4.8) |
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desire for results,~—without attachment
and longing for results—becomes regene-
rated and pure. When thus purified, the
mind becomes fit for contemplation of the
self. Thus the man whose mind has
been purified by the performance of
obligatory works (fag«#+) and who is
thus prepared to acquire the self-realisa-
tion, may gradually attain to Jnana-
nigth4 (the final End).”

(&) “The three higher kinds of action should
be performed; for, they cause purity
in those who have no desire for fruits...
These actions should be performed by a
seeker of liberation, though they form
the cause of bondage in the case of one
who has an attachment for the actions
and a desire for their fruits.”

(¢) < The seekers of liberation must perform
ritual works and other obligatory duties
without any longing for the fruits of
such works. When performed, the works
prove useful as a means to the birth of
spiritual regeneration of the mind

(faiteaef).”

(d) “ He who is free from a desire for the
fruits of action and performs action as
a bounden duty (Nitya-karmas)—not
as a Kémya-karma; he who performs
actions thus, is superior to those who
perform action in a different spirit......
One who is devoted to action abandoning
attachment for the results of action—
performs for the purification of the mind
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(vmyfy) is said to be a Sanyasin and a
Jogin,”

(¢) *“Worke are meant for the purification
of the mind. Selfish desires and passions
are impediments to self-realisation. Un-
selfish presoribed duties when not done
with self-seeking motives remove these
impediments, effect purification of the
mind, and thus help the final realisation.””*

We need not multiply instances. Such observations
are to be found everywhere in the Vedanta works., The
readers will judge for themselves if such observations at
all favour the idea of snerfia prevalent among the critics
of the Sankara’s theory. We fiad Sankara everywhere
teaching that higher works which are described as Nitya-
karmas must be done for the purification of the mind.

' (a) “m; fred @l wQE, am wecElza wRgR TR,
wN, frey wefn; dfgaed fagafy | fags  wemwmweeTeE
wafa | qda fagaaige@dn faggm s, wramafigas #iRg
afwer =g (Mre wre, 18,10) )

(®) “ g quwa gEmtn fagfrwafe wamtveadt |......
greFE woredt aaedd wAly wwtfy yqd; svaf@  safy-
@™ ' (e wre, 18.5 and 6) |

(¢) “ wafagmry weAgiFarta gt guataiagryaia veafa
wafd. ..y faRSquet faaran; @wafq (3 wio, 3-4-27 and 3 eto)

(d) “ 4y e soEtgRgarAY, ¥ FEwaaTiya wafa | waqg afeeda
Wi wHE......q Fwraon fafed ) 2. & afe p et Wl
FeGEEY TWE, FRTMAYET] TEYEIE—" @ qEIEY T AN v
W qoga ” (ifte Wre, 6-1; and intro.) |

(¢) “ wwtat frgfgdgary | wehfin g fe fgream: o afe-
W g afgy | ... w wwate’d frad aetond @t wea-
Taforily Awgwnd wfaggd; @ sdwmew 9w -
wwarata, "’ (ge wre, 4.4.22)
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But a word of caution is again necessary. These are never
to be performed as an &ud, i.e., as an object of desire.
For, as we have seen, there can only be one object of
desire,—one End, v:z., the realization of the true self.

As a corollary to the above proposition, we may
(II) Why Karma. mention here another fact. The
Section of the Veda reader will find an objection raised by
not useless. Sankara himself in several places of
his works that—if the self-realisation be the only End
which we must pursue, all works necessarily become useless.
And the work-section (###rw) of the Veda—in which
rules and preseriptions have been elaborately laid down for
the performance of works—does also prove utterly value-

less. To meet this objection, Sankara replies :—

“ Only the selfish works (Sakdmakarmas)
are to be considered useless. The higher
disinterested works (Nityakarmas) have
always a value in the Vedanta; they are
never to be considered useless. For they
are meant for the purification of the mind.
Disinterested works always help the
realisation of the self.”’1

The reply suggested by Sankara in his
commentary on the Gitd is still more
valuable and deserves our particular con-
sideration—‘ Our theory does not lead
to the conclusion that the sruf: teaching

Y w fagatem agfw: .. afg v wmfam@e wrwfanfagang
wfifamofafid waf, aa; ¢ parEmfy ovw go@ed &) ofa sy
@ TR A | @Y g, * e | 3@ 7 dgtfa el
wertfg wafe | oo+ frEE § SEATE-REEA AT Wt | Same-
fag@ g, sme—mcdway ” (F0° 1° wiw, 1.1)

26 '
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.works proves useless. -For, by restraining
.the first matural activities one after the
other, and thereby gradually inducing
.fresh and Aigher activities, it serves fo
create an aspiration fo reack the innermost

' .“,lf-”‘

:From these passages the readers will find a very clear
enunciation of Sankara’s position about the works. It
is not true that works have no place in his philosophy and
that he considered all works as fetters. On the contrary,
_higher and higher works, as we have just seen, must
always . be performed—so long as we have not reached
the final End where all works, all our duties, find their
completion and highest fulfilment—

“ # ¢ wafg gagad, gatmar mw-ylafgas’a
gnfeq wfawg o= '— (@0 w0, 4.3.14) ;
“ g wee g @9, wEwE fafgd
A WA ; A 9 wYgrWed glegHEa
waf |

(Mo wiwm, 15,20)

But here we must remind the readers of the note of
warning which Sankara had sounded. No works, however
high their nature, should be done as an end-in-itself ; no
work ought to be made an object of your desire (7 gesza=).

For, as an ofject of desire, work will constitute itself as an
end. Wherefore it is that, everywhere it has been laid

2w ed wifategaTIRTE | gy efa e, ewdwgE'-
wfemE reAgeE 1 yewrqaEaEan (Mo we, 18,66) |
Again of, ¢ wasAEHtEiCN gwaRr wiw sfEar 3, ¥ Swdwcv-
wERTnEEmEar; (e wre, 18,66)
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down that works are not to be performed with a desire
for their fruits (waraigr). Since, there can only be
one object of desire, one ultimate End of life. Works
ought not to be abandoned—

“a s, wErRE ag " —18.5
They must be done for the purification of our mind—

“ gramta sRiga ”

which is full of impure thoughts and tendencies to
activity. Only they must not be done as ends-in-them-
selves—as if they possess a primary and independent value :
in themselves. But their performance is always in:
dispensably needed as a means (Sarg@aa)! ; they must be
utilised by us, so that they may prove useful for the

ultimate purpose we have in view, vi2., the realisation of

the final goal. The works, nay—everything of the world—
have value, 7ot as they exist alongside of the Atm4, but
only so far as they are used by us—how we use them—

“ gfge ‘STaEd’ (70 Wre, 4.5.15).

“ wiger-aweatayg fagt ufa

‘grmrwEry (] wre, 1.11).

* wafwedy weagigarfa gaEf

qY, ARG walfw ' (3o wi°, 3.4.27).2

1 ¢ gafare wwfa fmiaaQqE@ng @@ gfimes®, 7 gewdd
(%0 wro, 3. 3. 12) (Here ‘gqrqm’ stands in contrast with ‘ge=a’.

gqrysy useful as means, & ge=[@d—i.c., not as dn End.]
% Allthe good and disinterested works and virtues are means useful
for the realisation of the final End. They are to be looked upon as

instrumenta (grqwifq) which we must use (IgmEF) as helps
to the’ realishtion of the self. They have value, only because they are
utilised-by the self for its own purpose.

“ sqyaita i wtifa d@ente aa@ | '—ane g W, Int
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In this way, by the performauce of disinterested higher
. _ works, the man is regenerated from
Kgg?, ng?:;efégg the undisciplined ‘animality ’ (gga—
3"‘:‘“;;‘:{;‘;;“““““7 wg@) to the disciplined ¢rationality’
(2@@). In the Brihadiranyaka, the
yielding of the mind to the natural inclinations and
instinets has been called as Ashura-bh4va (wsganz—uya),
and the doing of higher disinterested works for the good
of the community, under the prescriptions of the shéstras,
with higher and unselfish purposes and inclinations has
been designated as Deva-bhdva (Rawra).? If men follow
passively the natural bents of their mind and permit them
to become the sole guide of their life, they are no higher
than animals. Bat if they obey the injunctions of the
sfistras and work for social good and public utility—such
disinterested motives and works will exalt them to the
higher attributes of benevolent gods (Ra@). This high
lesson the Vedanta teaches. How to make men possessors
of godly qualities while on earth is the aim of Vedanta.
Bat here again the Vedanta has not stopped. 1ts ultimate
aim is to carry the man beyond the world to final realisa-
tion and to fulfil his ¢ranscendental destiny.

7. We have said that the higher forms of works—
Hicher. disiatorested Nityakarmas—works done with dis-
er, disintereste . )

wlogrk, cannot be hy- 1nterested motives cannot be treated

, i"fv’::"tr’::i:: “;ﬁ:g: as ends-in-themselves, but always as

They are to be used means—as a sfidhana (@9@) useful,
a8 & means. . . .

through the purification of mind, for

the attainment of the true self which is our ultimate End.

1Y el - wingg, aar gwarEar-naw @ wetooa
wafa, aq1 § R’ | arE wrAfe-UaY ¥ gee @ sestaEa waty,
wgr WG | —MarnesTenat g |



PLACE OF ETHICS AND RELIGION IN VEDANTA 205

If, however, these works are treated as ends, as is generally
done, some serious consequences will follow. Let us
consider these consequences now.

We are all members of a social whole. We belong to
Varndsrama-community, of which we are the members.
Certain rules and laws we find recorded in the sdstras for
our guidance. These laws are authoritative for us;
because they form the collective experiences and opinions
of the best selves of the community. It is generally held
that certain rules and acts which have been evolved within
the community for its own preservation, are imposed
upon its individual members, so that each of them may
observe and act up to these rules. Thus the preservation
or the good of the community becomes the £nd for which
the individual members live and act. These actions
are known as Varndsrama-Dbarma (7utgw-wst) and we must
all perform these Dharmas or duties for the good of the
Varni§rama-community, of which we, as members, form
parts. Its prescriptions (fafg) and its prohibitions (fagw)
are all binding upon us which each of us must obey.
This is the generally accepted and usual view with regard
to Varnasrama-Dharma. The individuals can have no
other purpose in their life, but to perform these duties
or Dharmas. Regarded in this way the individuals have
only an instrumental value;—they are reduced to a
machine somehow constructed to produce certain works
beyond themselves, for the good of the community. They
exist for these duties which they owe to the community of
which they form quite an insignificant part; they bave
value only for these works. The community thus annexes
the individuals to itself. The moral value of the indivi-
duals entirely depends upon their works—their service—
their utility—to the community as a whole. Their moral
criterion is judged only by some oufward result which
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they can produce. The individual is thus entirely- resolved
inta his works, If the outward worzs -are regarded as-
ends in themselves, such inevitable consequence is bound:
to follow.

Biit- this cannot be the right view of " the works.
Sankara urges his objections against this view of "the
works thus—

He points out—

(I) Man cannot be made an object of com-

mand (fF-fawg) from outside. Man is
not a thing to be passively moulded and
shaped from outside.! He may be
persuaded from the inner side, not
controlled passively from the outside.
Sankara has told us that—

s % Weh @ T |
« Man ochooses his e¢nd according to
his own light. The Séstras only present
before him the lower and higher lines of
conduct, but do not compel him to select
a particular course of action. The S4stras
do. not mould the man to their own ideas
of good ; they can only appeal to his inner

self.?

! Vide Ved, bhasya, 3.2.21 and 2.348. “ gmy yargsny,
gongafNeY | A aEAEAT wfg wd ;9 9 efaieen
wrcfag o - agam fe ay | wa@sha fraare; ” (3.2.21),

s« g g mel waitea aery fadaf (o 4 |...yqe; wq®d
quTElY STATARRY AR | T ARG, G AYTOY YA Iy(E Ay

snfe v sqifgqed »’ (7o wie, 2.1.20). Hence, how can you say

that:the rules presoribed by the community (through its Béstras) are
the ends to which the man is entirely subordinated ? As if the man is a
mere means for the'performance of these prescribéd dutiesas hiy end: &
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t (II) Again, Sankara points oant that 'the
ideas  of good works (virtues) -and “bad
works . (vices) -evolved within the com-
munity - cannot ' be regarded as ends in
themselves. TFor, he says, -we find - the
ideas of virtue and vice in a particular
-epoch of society differ from the ideas of
virtue and vice in the next or another
epoch.» Again, “in the same epoch of
the community different people select
different works as ends.” “What are
lookéd upon as good works in a particular
time and place are regarded otherwise
in a different time and place.”3

(IIT) It is also laid down in the Vedanta-
bhasya that “in the progressively higher
and higher worlds, the virtues and viees
are being evolved in higher and higher
.forms .up to Brakma-loka where they are
perfected.”3

1 oqreRy g e SR Swfee sureR g . awane g
w9 gufaly: @ig awuisfafaeag’ (Foure, 4.3.16) | “ fagr-‘grva
e ey @we A faagd, e, virtues sy wiawd wiawdyq )......
 faqr-wa’ gAY |...9 GwEAQ IHY- fayERIsETE: Swm? |... ...
awt faufeQuiasdigfanay waq w3q ' (Fo w10, 3.4.52)

* U aqe parmEifga®e fagrewifefatag  ewle gqgr o+ ;
FeefcedTweyd; QI oyt (..@EfY @ewareEd g
(Re W10, L.14) 1

* gfere ¥ 1@ fafqw = 1 wilsgete, § @ Prfafrwraty
wpae? wafa  (Re,3.1.25)

2 ¢ wqEETgTeT AW Y Uy gaaRaw wgIgd, qay ag -
wtenfy arad wad (3o, 1.1:4).
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All these clearly show that virtues (and vices) are con-
stantly evolving in higher and higher forms, and they
are constantly growing with the progressively growing
communities and the worlds. They cannot therefore be
regarded as the wltimate end of life.

We can do no better than to repeat in this place the
utterances of Saedara himself which embody his general
views on the Varnfsrama-duties {sutzw-w#). These
remarks are important and we invite particular attention
of our readers to them. These remarks bring the relation
between the higher karmas (®+#) and Jnéna (@) very
forcibly home to the mind; and the valuable bearing
which the works have upon the self-realisation stands
palpably revealed. Sankara writes—

*“ These duties, respectively enjoined on
the several castes, lead, when rightly
performed, to swarga as their natural
result......... But from the operation of
a new cause, a higher result accrues; viz.,
worshipping the Lord (%) by perform-
ing his duty, man aflains perfection,
through his being qualified for the Jnéna-
nisthd.” 1

(GitA-bhagya, 18.44.45.)

“ Can this perfection be attained directly
by the mere performance of one’s duty ?
No ;—how then? .........The perfection

1 qAnt enfafafeamt, wRtwreRagigat edmifhwd e |
- TCRTY, ¥E TR T (@AY wylewd wf, W -
et frgrimaewat wfefd awa |



PLACE OF ETHICS AND RELIGION IN VEDANTA 209

accruing in worshipping the Lord through
one’s own dulies qualifies the aspirant for
the Jnana-nishthd which culminates in

Moksha ? (18-56).?

In this manner—
 the works which are held as a &ondage
are converted into a means for self-

realtsation.” 2 el

From these observations, we can now conclude that
the works (Karma) when regarded as ends, as objects of
desire—do prove a bondage, and they come into conflict
with the Jnadna (¢.e., the self-realisation). But taken
as a means, and used as such, this conflict (fay) between
them vanishes, and instead of offering opposition to Jndna,

the works prove a very useful ally—
“ Ant facfmadtai faenat satat
HIUGIHRTHA], AW-Fyargig
wertfy wamfa—a faewa (3° wi°, 3.3.1)

The right, therefore, of Karma as separate and rival
interests, as rival ends-in-themselves—must die; because
Karma is superseded and included in one supreme interest
or end of life. All works thus become an element sn this
one interest, and organic to this one central purpose.?

1 ¢ frmmeRgeTd T A GfefE P A wy afe - aeiar
FAHT WS dad, mamg@TaEaat fafS faefa e |- cemafaee
Wrawaraaar ” (M°, 18.45).

* g qR i wEtUt wd NuPyE P STwmiadifzETe Ay’
sefaa ” (Fgeaa’s gloss),

3 Of. “qeda f§ WIS G TW AU ARG wafg | qeng
watqIshy migme ‘AwEt qq¥: (8o Wre, 4.1.16).  And also cf.
qEEu  Arandierg fn  gd—nfrra T drregfavg tgesite—
wAwiwar g ¢ wwwrdr’ * wafm (3o wre, 4.1.18).

27
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All works now become the medium, the vehicle, the
opportunity, for the realisation, in and through them, of
the spiritual purpose— .

“ gl wentfae o R gfcgwmey | 4.33.

8. The foregoing discussion has brought us to the
. conclusion that the life of higher
What then is the

outstanding relation Wworks—of unselfish virtuous deeds,
?:‘;’;:?,n Iﬁ:‘;‘f Ig:: is not the ultimate goal of human
mas point to the J]ife, Virtuous deeds possess value
Transcendental goal. . .

in that they purge our mind from
selfish, self-seeking propensities which know no other
higher end than gratification of the sense-pleasures, and
thus to prepare it for the realisation which alone consti-
tutes the ultimate goal of our life. One deed of virtue
leads to another, which again leads to a still higher deed
of virtue and so on perpetually. Sankara has pointed out
that one work done is succeeded by another work which
awaits you for its accomplishment * Moral or virtuous
life is therefore a life of incessant endeavours for,
and aspirations after, higher and higher virtues (geiams),
which cannot be completed khere under mundane conditions.
It is, thus, a life of constant progress; it is marked
by incessant advancement from lower to higher deeds ;
such a life therefore cannot itself be an end but always
points to the End, to a goal éeyond ¢¢, where all its aspira-
tions after bigher and higher goods will reach their
fulfilment and complete satisfaction. 2 Thus, the human

' axfor iy wwifa... 85t mifafog sumeafs, -wifrfes Jowm-
faferemdtarfe wied, soae gt wafwest grmda ey waurgemany)
... WA (Fo Wro, 4.3.14).

* gy g gENed, W Ay weltenwnt: | qergedn
gaEde W wfeedifa W gy @1 frae'mar ) wm-
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life of virtue will reach its perfection in a Transcendental
goal which is the End towards which it is perpetually
moving.

We have seen before that the performance of higher
works and virtuous deeds is not an end in itself—is not
the ultimate goal of human life. These virtuous deeds are
needed for the purification of our mind from selfish pro-
pensities and tendencies and for constant preparation for
the ultimate End. The higher works, in this way, prove
to be an sndirect cause for the attainment of Mukti or the
final goal.® They cannot directly produce Mukti ; for, in
that case, these works would themselves become the ulti-
mate End. The readers will realise that Sankara’s position
in this respect remains logically unassailable. As the
ultimate goal is transcendent, no mundane works or attri-
butes can have power to directly produce it.* For, in that

afeq® waew FHT, TAARN A | AGEAITHINEIET] FRUGY-
LR RILE | wwrE Q.. FOEcE gEQEwigai=a (transcendental
goal) muyqY FAsia ” (g0 WTo, 3.3.1). ie, When the works

are not ends in themselves, the End must be beyond them to which they
lead ; moral ideal is not an absolute and self-sufficient ideal, but it is a
progress to the supreme or perfect End.

! ¢ frrefueeee famae Uiy —wenly wad sRe-
e faygfaamfrad; | d@t gat wewae aEg iy vty awgd
faRtw g1y g7 vEq ¢ Swqn] (progressively higher and higher)
WISYRETH, aany a1 we=ar ” (glo wre, 7 26. 2) | “ g yw@YaE,
TR g -sefe wfwfrew: 7 4.4.9 (30).

® There must therefore always be a negative relation between the
mundane life (and its works) and its transcendental goal (towards
which it moves and where it will be perfected). Yet it is the same 1#e.
This mundane life would become transformed into supra.mundane life.

“ W wWIEEImE BN RERE, FOEE ¥ RhEd -
sawtaig (7o, 4.4.2),
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case, what is transcendent would become merely mundane ;
—the distinction between the two worlds or lives would
disappear : the mundane works would themselves become
the final end or goal : mere performance of higher works
would give us perfection, and moral life, as it is known to
us kere, will cease. In the system of Sankara, ethical or
moral progress points to a transeendental goal beyond,
where the infinite aspirations after bigher and higher deeds
will reach final satisfaction and all our higher and higher
desires and aspirations reach final fulfilment.® Thus,
morality or ethics ends in religion, in the Vedanta system ;
it cannot be pursued for its own sake. Ethics, without
religion for its fulfilment, is incomplete. Hence we find
that the life’s End cannot be realised ultimately, merely
by the performance of civic duties or sgigwys * which we
have alrea.(iy considered. All the life’s duties reach their
final fulfilment in a higher life than this, z.e., in a trans-
cendetal goal.—

1 ¢ e WA A0 (e wraTeEE | A g Wit
Wwe wafraadisasaisia, @ wwEa ” @@ we 2.1.14) ...
“ qugEERIHIRTAl - oqy 1 W fagwi gergwEifaaag ” (4.3.14).

* In Vedanta-bhasya, 4. 3. 14, it is shown that mere performance of
social daties (fqarayet) is not sufficient. Life cannot be made
perfect bhere by doing civie works. For, there is no completion of our
works in this world. One work accomplished finds other works waiting
for their accomplishment and 8o on. Such is the characteristio of the
mundane life. All our daties can reach their final accomplishment
only when the Transcendental goal, i.e., Brahman is reached.

TAE FHGAT AN AN TWIAGAR:, WA Y-
gyfw: | 7’ Similar arguments occur in the Gita-bhasya also.

t
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“ a1 o YT HES giceFIEs HEfEg)
waws fafgd aq &) wuw, dwas
Fd waq |
(e w0, 15.20),
“ afg guagad o, ‘gama]’

fafgq wifeg’ o= ) ... “ "reafEg:
FRIWE A, .. fwlegag ‘w
wafaEd | (3210 wWr0, 4.1.2).

9. We are now in a position to enumerate some of the
. higher virtues, ethieal and moral
A rapid survey of . ] . .

the position thus far qualities, the cultivation of which has

r'ﬁgfﬂ' endeavonr e€€N deemed useful for the realisation

passes into & higher of the self, through the purification of
fulfilment and is com- .

pleted in the Trans- the mind. But before we proceed to

cendental goal. do so, it may be found instructive to

make a rapid survey of the entire position which we have

tried to sketch in the preceding pages.

Man is, we have found, naturally a selfish and egoistic
being, seeking the gratification of his own pleasure and
depriving others of it ; and all his activities are impelled
by impulsive, self-seeking motives. As man is thus sub-
ject to sensibility, he commits sin and evil, under
its influence. But wman is also « kigher being in whom
God has been revealed, and a life of infinite Divine
"possibility is implanted in him, and this is the true man
within him. Man is thus endowed with a diseriminative
knowledge of right and wrong.—

“ The ignorant, natural man regards desire
(xw-€9) as a friend at the time when
he thirsts for objects. The mind, when
allowed to be engrossed in the thoughts of
various pleasurable objects, loses its dis-
criminative knowledge of the self and the
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not-self and turns towards the sense-
objects.”” But as man is a rafional animal,
he must bring his impulses under the law
of the rational self which those desires
envelop. In fact, he exerts himself
actively with vigour to resist and control
such impulses and consequently his action
is 1n an opposite direction—
“ s fSaren fawafateag] ” |
Sankara further observes—
“ Man is man only so long as his Antak-
karana is competent to discriminate
between right and wrong. When he is
unable to do so he is debarred from
attaining the highest of human aspirations
(9H-9EY). Hence at the very
commencement, he must rise above the
sway of wi-¥y—affection for and
aversion to sense objects of pleasure and
pain. He must restrain these natural
tendencies by means of their enemy, i.e.,
by actively cultivating the virfues, which
are the enemies (wfau®w) of love and
aversion.”
When the man, thus, cultivates these etkical and moral
virtues, he is no longer subject to Azs own nature (w&fa).
These virtues are the means (Im-are=) for attaining the

1« pradfragfadwmEiear wmAcgE A S9d | qraka
wEH! gTEE Ey adtd wratedfarafadwae’, ages 12 gr g
wafa.. gty wafg” (e wie, 2-63).  “amd  yuwww
(human free-will) fqgy S9d..qr ¢ yaud ywfa: §T GARTYCET
waa ggy vadgfa (man is passivo here)...qgy ya1; U 8} enfodg
frqeeta, a7 mersfea 7au! wafa 7 wafaan; (actively free) aarwy
T mq » (e wire, 3.34).
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self-knowledge which is his highest end.? Natural T-€¥'%
creates the idea of separateness or exclusiveness; but as
these are supplanted by the moral virtues, his ‘rue wnity
with his fellow-beings will gradually remove this idea of
exclusiveness.? The term 2 -gwrq (Daivi-Sampat) used in
the Gita covers under it the virtues which man must
cultivate in the place of the natural selfish impulses for
which the term wgd-gwrq (Asuri-Sampat) has been used.®
These virtues have been described as—

“the virtues leading to leberation from
Samséra.”

Is it not, we ask, wrong, in the face of all these
remarks of Sankara, to suppose—as has been supposed by
many—that the Vedanta ¢ insists upon the emptying of
the human mind, making it a barren desert?” Is it not
wrong to hold that ‘no moral virtues are taught in the
Vedanta ”’ and that “ all actions are treated as a bondage
and therefore liberation from this bondage is the goal or
aim of the Vedanta ?”

From what has been stated above, the readers must
have seen that such remarks as these* do the greatest
injustice to Sankara’s own views and his writings.

! These are called as u:ﬁ@ (e W0, 12.13) and they are means
of the highest realisation,

“ ww-greaad, gfeq sfa Tafamd A wafa | ey
WA=y (e Wie, 13.7).

¢ srm-fafawang magea ” (e wo, 13-12).

* “ gqr 79 gEfae’ aqr gAqfent | g 3.9 w9 sfageatre’ qor
ggifoat 1. qE@g@...guan gAYy &9 awfa, 7 wafey wfage
qracfg ' (Mo wre, 6.32),

3 ¢ 8wy faeirar, freaamgd war (@M 16-5).

“ = WIgmA, A, qfEm g fe wre, 16-1).

! For other similar remarks, vide p. 178 of this book where they
are quoted,



216 ADWAITA PHILOSOPHY

Man cannot find final satisfaction of his self in any
Nothing short of earthly an.d temporal order of things.
Transcendental good He seeks in Brahman the fulfilment
satisfies man. of the good he is trying to realise in
his own life. The supreme good (fugaw)—which is work-
ing and revealing itself in the worldly objects,—of which"
they are but imperfect manifestations—is the Asg/est end
of human pursuits. The higher and lower objects are
therefore only the proximate ends and these can be made
to be embraced and included in the supreme End. But as
Brahman #ranscends the temporal order of things, man must
not rest satisfied with these lesser ends, but must move
throngh them for a final realisation of the supreme
good '—

“ swRAT TR S -

fagaat Walq | qanq amy

A ga W g; ) 7 1.4.8,
The self-realisation, therefore, is the life’s highest End.
This End, says Sankara, which has been deliberately
chosen, must be steadily kept in wview and resolutely
maintained against all other partial interests and ends.?
For, itis only when one perceives the End of knowledge
that one will endeavour to culftvale the attributes which
are the means of attaining that knowledge.® The inner
purity of the mind consists of the removal from it of

! W@ g, wwaovwiag  safEgEansY,  wratyE-
qIEIRY, sace™ g ’ (3o wre, 1.4.8).

' QEARERA T I wARw wuq | w9y difew Maafy wiaREfE
fufgar, wiRa e wERsefE vfava? | - qify @i facfaaa il wafy,
gHERgaAn T WA ..ooeeenn HFRFANEARYT whgan gagfenar
(ge W0, 1.4.8).

3 ¢ wrewfawd WA .. afey frgwre | saifraat swe-gogamd
wrufrafafae aRma ; aw w9l AW dEdeE ) aEnTweT-
"dreR s aarEE@ wefe: @y (@ W, 13.11),
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the stain of attachment and other passions (zmr-Rwifz),
by cultivating the ideas that are inimieal to them.:
‘““ These attributes or moral virtues are ceonducive to
knowledge. What are opposed to these, viz., pride, hypo-
crisy, ignorance, cruelty, insincerity, impatience—should be
shunned as tending to dondage and samsdra.”®

A glance at these ‘moral virtues’ as elaborated and
explained by Sankara in his commentaries on the Git4 and
the Upanishads will convince one of their social or
civic character, and their inestimable value will be found in
our daily and hourly dealings with our fellow-beings. If
one fails or neglects to cultivate these virtues, the purifica-
tion of the mind or inner organ which is naturally vitiated
by impure thoughts and impulsive tendencies would be
hindered and the possibility of self-expansion and self-
realisation would be debarred.

10. We now proceed to give below a list of these
- virtues (w#-g3r) and must rest content
Ethical virtues and

altruistio deeds— with referring our readers to the
enumerated in - four .1 orate explanation of each of the

main groups: - ' ) .
factors constituting this list, as given
1n the commentaries of Sankara.

The ethical or moral virtues to be cultiva-
ted are—

1 gy WA afagewrEET (SAifrE-HRmR Rt wraer—
(e 2rar) TmfgEeTeE 7 (@ro wie, 13.7) 1 ud: fe dwmw
TEYROT awTRt: e 7 (§0 We, 4.8) |
2 gy wEwEnfx--wAtwE frw ST, et
A —aqraTOYT faudia | Wi, e, R, warfe, werww
vetf s’ fas o, wfcscung darorafaaawn ’ (oo, 13.11)
28
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(8) The firs¢ growp of moral virtues described
by Patemjalr in his Yoga-phtlosophy is this—
#f-waw-gledd et
W-ﬁzw-s'@m@fmi
wrEafea-nae
Before we proceed to expla,m this group, we should
like to invite our readers’ attention to the remarks made
i)y Madhushdana, when elaborating the commentarfes of
Sankara on the moral virtues enumerated in the Gits.
Madhusiidana observes to the effect that this group of
moral virtues together with the fwo ofAer groups given in
the Giti—form three groups and all these must be
cultivated. ~These virtues properly cultivated and
developed would remove and supplant * the natural evil
* desires (Ta-¥wmifg) and gradually create the healthy
idea of our unity with our fellow-beings.
Now, to explain the first groap stated above~
“ &ar or sympathy is the identity of feeling
with the object of the emotion which one
experiences on seeing happiness or misery.
If we see one happy, our feeling must be
identical. Compassion (w®wr) is the same
feeling for misery of whatever kind. It
implies, besides the emotion, acfion, on

' Cf. here W’s observations—*‘ g1 9 argwr fyfaar—wfim,
U1 @ | YT—2A gey | Afem—wgd swny | arat st afearit
A —afeay-farfz-areatargd. ”  gankara himeelf also expresses
the same idea “‘FgT gA; VAN Y agufavew frgwafs, aar...w
AT yay, — 3@ qawanad fagg =3 ” (M° w°, 3.34).

s " AR-wra-ginn teratafa—arirageee vouww | ¢ W
vm?i;’ fardat, ¢ wfradnre’ walre! ssivRds)  ywaow-
ey, wierargartrrtwar |
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the part of him who feels the emotion, as
lies in his power. Complacency (wfiar)
i8s joy at the sight of virtue and the
sacrifioes incidental to its practice. As to
vice which enters so largely in the composi-
tion of the human society, the least that
one should do is entire indifference (uwr).
_If be can help to cure the one and remove
the other, it is sacrifice of a superior kind ;
bat generally indifference is the best
attitmde to maintain.” * |
(6) The second growp of moral virtues is given
and explained in Git4-bhdsya 18.7-11—
Absence of self-esteem and self-assertion ;
doing no injury to any living being, and
not being affeeted when others have done
any injury ; inner purity ? consisting in
the removal from the mind of the stain
of attachment and other passions;
direetioy, to the right path, of the body
and its organs which are naturally
attracted in all directions; thinking of
what evil there is in birth, age, disease and
death ; non-attachment to things which
may form object of attachment; constant

! This explanation is mainly taken from the * Yoga-Sutra’ of
Patanjali edited by Manilal Nabhubhai Dvivedi. ‘
* Truthfulness (gaj) in conduct, speech and mind—is a most

important virtue stated in Fgo, ®ro, $Ao and other Upanishads.
“ gufafa wmfyar walfem qrea;-wm@n

“ 3y fe wrrafa faar § wqmnfew:, aguEtay Amatfay...a9@ arem-
famgang ” (39e wWE, 48))| ¢ FER-AET-USSF-THGA-
afohar; ’—go wie, 3.1.6.
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equanimity consisting in not being
jubilant over attaining the desirable and
in not chafing on attaining the undesir-
.able; the society of disciplined men,
because such society is an aid to self-
realisation and distaste for society of
ordinary undisciplined men.” 1

The ZThkird group is embodied in Gité-
bhésya, 16.1.83— ,
¢ Abandonment of deeception, dissimu-
lation, falsehood and the like, in all our
practical transactions; reflection and re-
cognition of the true nature of things
(agwe9)?; concentration through the
subjugation of the senses; constant
steadiness of our attitude; abstaining
from injury to sentient beings ; speaking
of things as they are without giving
utterance to what is unpleasant or false;
suppression of anger arising when reviled
or beaten ; compassion to those in suffer-
ing ; absence of fickleness.” @

1 ¢ qarfaenefmeEwiear wifvae e
wraratqres O @amTentatare; |
sfeaTdy AUMARTCFT TA 9 |
WA @ -DIFILH |
vafmivaw: gagrEeefey )
fag gufewatEef@Eiqatay o
fafrmRul frawcfastagafy 1—sanfy )

N. B.—" d@rcaat faMamt g8, a€@r aengweam g |

% This is faqqr. Vide p. 182, note.
* sl gweylgTta =afafa; |
T TAY AW QIEIET WIS 3 ||
wfdar gy el g )
@1 YA A WICETE (I—3e |
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(d) It has been laid down as a general prin-
ciple that those characteristics in the dis-
position and conduct, which have grown
habitual and natural with a Mukta, z.e.,
a man who bhas already realised the ulti-
mate good are to be considered as the
Sddhanas for a Mumukshu, i.e., an aspirant
after self-realisation. With diligence and
good care these are to be constantly
cultivated as vertues by him.1

(¢) The surrender of the self to the supreme
self (z.e., Brahman) and meditation on His
Swariipa. A man cannot hope to be
Mukta, unless Brahman’s grace falls upon

Cf. “gaydy WAL S AsEEIERR-ArwEfy C—ae
w°, 11.55.

N.B.—All these virtues have been mentioned in all the Upanishad-
bhasyas also.

Cf—*‘ vamaragfa ST RRIRREs—" wHTfqawRgwe fqeTfE...
... 8w fy aqyg awfaa waed ” (Fa° we, 4.8),

 “ gupfet wearewattgTat weled 132 e e
FAGISqEY famn: g u fafomfagar 7 (M° w°, 12.20) | “sorarvma
anAafeuad—afeq afa Tafamd fewafa; gqoo gy
wmfag: e9d ” (13.6) | guEla:.. . waew graq gaarsr amaq amie:
qﬁﬁ qurdaaaryd ggwl;. Nilakantha explains this idea thus— °

-,

“ gmeeuiMm @ gEAn qraaaq fagw. *’ (Vide Nflakantha’s notes

on 12.20.) Some of the habitual characteristics of a Mukta are given
in Gita, ch. 12,18-19—

“ ¥ e wERAAL, #a:, wQU T ¥ | Frede froew; aRgayge:
Ty FEHIENA A g AR w9 R @ v fAaw
YT ArRATET: — S | '
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him, unless He helps him graeiously in
the task” 1—

“ ggguwegsna femde Arefefavafa” (3 we, 2.3.41).

In connection with the cultivation of these ethical
virtues, Sankara has remarked at one place that these
virtues cannot be developed in a day or two, but it requires
time to gradually make them more and more matured
(afcarsw), developed and perfected. So long as these are
not perfected, the self-realisation would remain incomplete.
It is necessary therefore to make life-long endeavours
towards the maturity and perfection of these virtues, so
that man may gain a thorough and perfect mastery over
the impulsive self (ufage®lm&), such that his true self
may be realised in it.?

(/) For the completion of the list on the moral virtues,
we must mention here the fact that the list
includes in it the performance of certain ritual
works (9%)— Yajnas—which, when done with
a higher motive for the final realisation, eartainly
help the purification (¥@-ufg) of the mind
which forms the objeet of all other higher
works or virtues.

1 fewafy oMaw wewd Qe fwgerney ) apE-
fgQifed &g, w@aT qfaad sawmg. ... T ey afeya w9
faRa wifadafa ? (WO 8.25)) ‘a¥n t wred e gete )
AR TAUGAE. ... AT o wgwaref Y (@° Wi, 18.62)

wiwraR eriwtadw .. a6 wfE  (@° Wy 10.11) ) deorewe—
. wef-war-wfesrage (3 w0, 3.2.24) ,
s Cqeg @gfagRqaegwa, sfarafadtre, gereamgwatr-
e aa—wrrgteaforaey’ evnfeercd sfefrgenfy s
AT € NI A .. ARG Y-S FIWE I qw g’
(i.6., TrTEoawr) W=’ (° we, 18.55) |
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The views of Sankara on the Yajnas (aw) will appear
in the following paragraphs where we have gathered
together his opinions, for the benefit of our readers:—

Certain portions of those Upanishads
which are regarded as most reliable and
ancient are found to contain discussions
about the manner in which Yajzas are to
be performed. This shows that mewiw
is not really antagonistic to the ww=rw
as some scholars hold. The former has an
intimate relation to the latter, and far
from being hostile it forms a necessary
part of the latter. There is no real conflict
between the two sections of the Veda.
The purpose of the rituals is to purify
the mind—exclusively and deeply
engrossed in the attachment for the
pleasure-giving sensible objects,! so as to
prepare it for the dawn of perfect
knowledge. 'The actions which are dene
from a lower motive for the enjoyment of
pleasure, and which have only selfish and
self-seeking ends—bave been condemned
as Sakdma. Those who are naturally
selfish and are deeply absorbed in the
sensual pleasures and worldly objects, can-
not at once be raised to the coutemplation
of an ideal which is exalted beyond all
sensual conditions. Their minds are to be
gradually worked upen by the gradual

' wamt feelifagat wefReiganid— Fdude sty a9
gt owr felta 33w ¥ (dew®, 8)
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change of the ideal to which they are
attached.? :

Three different ideals for three different
olasses of people according to three
distinet types of culture received by them
have been laid down side by side in the
Rig-Veda® ; and these three types of
people are to be found, we believe, in every
stage of society.—

(2) Those who travelled on the lowest plane
and whose mind could not and did not
receive any spiritual culture, and who had
desires and longings for self-seeking plea-
sures, worshipped the gods; and to these,
the gods appeared endowed with sensible
attributes and each seemed to have a
distinct existence of its own and each
capable of fulfilling the desires of the
devotees.

(6) But to the people of higher types, these
gods appeared not as self-existing and
independent entities, but only manifesta-
tions of one Power working within them

2 ¢ gt feRufevear  afifa v wifeen afy: g1 wwd @wan
qATS T W ofd | ST 9 w9 geTfeteioda | smene-
faradanarestve favg-fawer gmm W gwer fratfag wwd | G-
Qe U g g sfefaweg mafyer, agfafch qusd
statreetfa amdfa fafdfaefa "—senfg (@1° w°, 8.1.1; 7.1.1).

Of. “# fg wifar T wahfQ | awwd’, a9;, gagw, THY, TH
sRaT—@aaQrufy ¢ wehife’ faaad) arvwawta wafw | e
feawwfa 9 amla "—8° w°, fwmat, 111

* Vide our Introduction appended to the third Volume of our work,
“ Upanishader Upade§a ” in which various arguments from the Rig-
Veda have been collected and discussed in support of this position:
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and realising its purpose in and through
these manifestations. For these, the Veda
has enjoined “ conjunction of work with
knowledge ” (wwwst-vqwa).

(¢) But there are still higher types of people
to whom, owing to the superior spiritual
culture they received through good works
done in the previous states of existence,
the Veda holds out the ideal of Brahman
—both immanent and transcendent—and
for these, 1o ritual duties were thought
useful and neeessary, but only the exer-
cise and repetition of contemplation,
altruistic thoughts and works, cultivation
of moral virtues (‘wafwmify’) were deemed
a8 the only meams for the attainment of this
ideal. wwhwr® has, thus, its own efficacy
and purpose and is not in any way con-
flicting and antagonistic to the mawee.
We for these reasons find it difficult to
:ubseribe to the view that at the Vedie
period the Vedic people could not rise
above the idea of a duality and from the
planes of selfish ends.®

Such, il brief, is the view of Sankara on the Karma-
kénda of the Veda and in this manner he has attempted a
reconciliation of the Karma section with Jndna section of
the Veda— )

! We cannot also agree with the view that the Vedic people—one
and all without exception—could not rise to the grasp of the highest
unity gygj—and that all of them worshipped as gods the striking
phenomena of nature which by their grand and impressive features
captured their imagination. This view goes against tke conclusien
arrived at by Bankaracharyya and others,

29
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“ gd wEwTS A wATEATEE;
(7o wre, 4.4.22)

11. Before we take leave of the subject under discus-
sion, we must try to estimate the

Certain " anomalous .
passages  explained, real purport of certain passages found

and cleared up. seattered in the Bhésyas of Sankara
which may, possibly, create some confusion in the mind of
the readers.

(¢) Let us first consider such passages in which
‘““abandonment of al/ kinds of works”
- has been taught.® Such passages, to all
outward appearances, demand, no doubt,
from all, the renouncement of all sorts of
works including even the disinterested
higher nitya-karmas. But when these
passages are considered, not isolating
them from, but taking and reading them
in connection with, the contexts in which
they oceur, and in the light of
Sankara’s general position on the Karmas
which we have tried to exhibit in this
chapter,—the right import and true
solution of these passages cannot but
stand revealed before the readers in gheir
own light.

When an aspirant has already attained
the self-knowledge, has reached the final
goal, no further need arises for him to

1 0f. “wreafed e weoid SRR TTRNiAR Y SreaTE
wfaowd ” | ,
* Compare such passages as—  geigatguyra; w¥sy:,” sto., etc,
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perform any kind of works—Iower or
higher. Sankara suggests this truth in
the line—

“ gumEfagE § SR g warg —
(Fa-31-wr0, 1.1) )

For, when the man has attained the
Transcendental goal (ammmwra:). all his
duties have reached their fulfilment. All
contrast between lower and higher works,
all succession of time-order, all his higher
and higher endeavours and aspirations
have ceased for him to bave any further
meaning.* “ For him who has realised

the Atmé&, no further work remains to
be done.”’—
“a SaMmME Agwad; fafegaq e safawd” |

(ao ¥ie, 4:.1.2) \
We find therefore that the * abandon-
ment of works’” mentioned 1n those
passages is meant only for the ¢ Atma-vid,’
1.e., for those who have already realised
the final End, which is the completion of
all desire.

() We now come to consider the nature of
some other passages. There are some
passages in the Bhésyas, which speak of
the higher Nitya-karma in terms no .
better than the Sakima impulsive

.activities,. Like our selfish works the
nitya-karmas are sometimes described as

) “aq gy oEEY-METIARISATE  SyrqA—Sqwed ¥
oy wafa (3o ure, 3.4.52) |
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the ¢ product of avidyd, and of love and
batred (Tvw-¥y).” Take such passages
as—

“ gafy ey (A e, aurfy

wfeqaa T wafq '—

(Mo wire, 18.66)
s.e., the Nitya-karmas are done by
him who is influenced by passions and
other lower tendencies.*

For the solution of this apparent difficulty,
we must call our reader’s attention to the
fact that our outward actions are always
the outcome of our inner motives, and
intentions ;—our outward works entirely
depend upon our inner motives, of
which they are the expressions. It

* follows therefore that our selfish activities
way, by changing our inner motives, be
converted into disinterested actions; and
our un-selfish works might change their
disinterested character, if they are done
with selfish ends in view. Sankara’s idea
is—‘ even the virtuous deeds (wwwis)
may be done with a lower motive—with a
desire to gain some mundane end, such as
social position, prosperity, higher regions

' Of. fawgmrfufafae s gawy ot Qg Ay fawdy.. &
wehwsimsfavgfn:  fasdwred:—saifz (@° w°, 3.2.2). Alodf.
such pessage—‘ aiw-AwTiye- yETgEwIfCET. ... dTCE ww
(¥°a, 4.4.5). “ew-azerm...qgy Ao wuted  fagetemfraTee
faqy ¥ favi QewwrieaIwa. ... fawwaE @ getfe seife”
@, 2.11)
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or Devatéis, and the like; and when so
performed, the virtuous deeds become
ends in themselves, not means. His idea
therefore is that the value must be placed
not upon the outward deeds—not even
upon virtuous deeds—but upon the inner
intention.*

Man has always an infinite posszéility either
for good, or for evil; man’s nature can-
not be exkaustively expressed in his past
and present achievements. Man is always
more than what he actually is. If he
allows himself to be passively guided by
the impulses (Wfw@margr), his actions are
selfish. If he keeps himself alive to his
rattonal nature, he is unselfish.

Thus the apparent difficulty is solved.

VY zer v ifadtard slaes 9 srafaiasta; | agn afa-
i mdai wdel wafadva  awwwd ze ) Al ..
wehfy fagficet w7 (R w°, 4.24)) “wwandlsf wafe-
TeG) W= Rafqmmnfi¥gefu &9, Trdusgmgdeee, swgEd
wafa gafwafmaiaa; ” (M, sdzg@) | ¢ arvmam i 96w, gar-
ARG gifeffd ; Sulvasiy gEgE wedr FANY FACUR @
wan: (.go o, 4.4.5) I

“ gifveaat faami st swardf@ (ranf) waife . a5t 9=
frenfn facfirgaiifa, Aut Suwmcwarg Arwarvarafy s=ifa wefifa =
fagad ” (3° W, 3.3.1) 1 .

t.e,, Even these higher works when done for gaining a higher world
or for gaining identity with the Devatds, still involve avidya since
they are done for pleasure. But when these are done to gain final
realisation (through purification of self), they are done with higher
motives.

“ Tagremrmfoe);, wegfes  fafggawig— Qamfam: a9
wIRAI™Y  —
wrer e STeREETaY faenta wate wQtw (3.3.1)
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12. We ought to look upon the world of emergent

Final Emanoipation nﬁr'na-rﬁpas from the ts*tandp‘oz'nt of

(). unity, always in connection with the

underlying Brahman. In that case,

no difference, no ¥g, will appear to us. All the so-called

differences would appear as higher and higher revelations
of that underlying unity.

But such is the perversity of the human intelleet that
we ignore the underlying unity and identify it with the
emergent ndma-ripas. And the emergent differences
alone become the only standpoint to us from which we
look upon the world. Everything appears to be composed
of parts (w=gg) and one part lying outside another part
and one part being distinet and different from another
part—

Qe wigeqr. . a|-gdariy-

gfety wafe gnnfaat -

This false view of the world is entirely due to our avidyd,
our intellectual error.> It is our intellect which entirely
tdentifies the underlying unity with the emergent differ-
ences and thus imagines parfs in the unity.® Really
there can be no such identity. The underlying Brahman

! In §° ywi° Sankara has shown that wfgzyr is not yws} or property
of the self. It is the property of our intellect, understanding (ﬁ‘o, 2.8)
(In® ;  ©°, 8, calls it fqwsaqar and feg-gar ).
[ ]
2 As there is always an unchanging ground in which the changing
fawas are grounded (1.3.1,, §° y1°), we areliable to take these as

parts of the ground of which it is composed. It is faqmawrenr, IFEAW.
We must keep the ground apart from the fasis.

Tnere are people who from the use of the term fiqeysaqger
conclude that the fygyys are all our mental phantasm and these are
annreal. But that is not tho true sense,
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retains its unity, maintains its own nature, in these emerg-
ing diversities of ndma-rupa. Sankara has pointed out—

7 fw afquicaf@ads sagaa

qATeE; |ragd a5y watg U —?
¢.e., our intellect has no power to effect any actual change
in the object. The unity does not change to multiplicity,
simply because our intelleet imagines pafts (w@ga) in
it, identifies the two.

“ Can the mirage actually wet the surface of the desert ? "

We must make earnest effort to change our intellectual
outlook. We must try to look upon the world from  the
standpoint of the unity, from the standpoint of Brahman.
Sankara says—

 There can be no object—subtle or gross
—past or present—distant or near—
which can remain separated from the
underlying Brahmwan—either in space or
in time.”

“a g wreRTIgA. . aq-ufaw R TaTE

qow afed ya wiawsr ag fagd '—

(ao w°, Ri€) |

No difference will appear again to our changed outlook
now, as it used to appear before. Everything—all
differences of ndwa-ripa will now appear as revelations of
Brahman’s nature, as higher and higher manifestations of
the underlying unity which is realising itself in them. The
diversities of nima-riipa being only the manifestations of

' wfyamfoefedn SN afewd  grentas ag @ Fufa |
AAGGT SR, 4 IFIHGR | T 97 WG Geatquad: | « 7 faan-
W qeATd AR gAY &Wd (M° W°, 131R) | FFywfinfmdn: avagd
famrCdr@mtaa . wwRariedted oorde; < o2 -gfewdsta ” (a° W,

mn‘)'!
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Brahman’s nature, how can these have a nature of their
own which can be called different from the nature of
Brahman ? It is tbe self-same nature of Brahman which is
present before us now in the form of diverse nima-riipas.
Hence, this world of ndma-riipas cannot be looked upon as
something different from the nature of Brahmav. They
are merely the expressions of the nature of Brahman, which
we used to call erroneously as #47s or ¢Aat thing,® which we
so long used to regard as different from Brahman. And
this idea of separateness (RIYFg—wa-Aiv) is due to the
deep.rooted and inveterate error of our intellect (Wfwyr).
This erroneous idea, says Sankara, stands between our self
and Mukti or the final realisation. All our endeavours are
to be directed to the extirpation of this illusion born of the
habits of our thought.?  All phenomenal objects, all
activities are to be looked upon as means, tnstruments
(wwgdarg@ag) for the realisation of the Divine Purpose

! gyr g C SUCEAT’ GfinNs grREd WgOW: qaErw I
wow' HOd aifdw ;@ awr wanfu: eAlguNY Yftwerd | Ry g
gelwferam, whrlta? @ eI | 79t T 2 glaun 83 vefinltad ;
o 1 frg-weifz qLeAn frw-veifqaRe whnfed ” (e e,
¢RIR) |

* (a) ““ wwm-gamvArY feanfesd even; xgR 7 (b)Y “fwr-
s faqranrdy —gwtwme, wfcfemrmvae—smam; ¢ yovEe’ ngeeig-
afg wfagr”’ (3° 4.3.20) | (c) ag@uww......azfagmd ” (3° 2.8) |
(d) “=n fg fag@t ‘ww’ wwewaf@ e, (3%, 2.9) | wfewad
yaaregifdgied waaae fooem @ 1. cwewaeT wafer gaa-
wigns (3% 5.1.1) ) (e) “ wmadtew wagmbta i, grdwE;
wiw; ” 7°, 4.4.20 | (f) “ wfa garfa sdganta, s g8 /o
< qaA v fed @ g O vmmfiay wasa” (w0, 8.12.1)) (g) fasitfe
wEAWT;. . AT (W 2) s wamER... waEw T arEfred...
e, @ifae: wafa—e°, 4.4.20 ) (2) ¢ @ gregwg wwigas’
s@r—e°, 445 (0) wfagar ‘wadn’  ymwenfewdEny; ag
vafey W@ wfhgE” (3%, 4.3.23) ) (§) ‘ wem—wfagead, fagy
wagagRiqaie—(&° w°, 2.8) i
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working in them. Sankara calls this—Sarvdtma-bhéva
(ewtmwra). This idea of =rtmwra, .e., the idea of taking
all emergent ndma-riipas, all emergent activities, as higher
and higher ezpressions of the Divine purpose is to
substitute the former false idea, s.e., the idea of separate-
ness (wwmie). When this g=tmwrm is firmly established
in the place of wmamqta—Mukti or the final realisation is
reached. This is Mukti in the Sankara’s system.®

The individual Ego is not a component part, a mere
phase, of Brahman. But as we have already seen, all Egos
have a ¢ nature,” have infinite possié+/ity in them ; and this
possibility has become so far expressed in our actual states
and activities. Through our constant endeavour, through
the constant cultivation of the moral virtues and perform-
ance of higher moral works, and also by fawix * we must
purify our sense-organs, manas, intelleet and our mental
capacities more and more. We shall, then, te able to
comprehend and realise more and more, through these,
the infinite wealth of the inexhaustible nature of Brabman

1 “(a) getenwm; @mnfas: | qv FEtewmEr. . n@EE Y
‘g’ TR AT WAt gEtawr W (4.3.20),

(b) ““srq Afe eUETANETATT | faw) € W g e
‘wafewg’ @ (v.e, WW @) FAINEY | qQry wafeggrarafraia-
wfal3u 7 afee wwwd! fafgd | WA serwrE wadtt
wrwr wraa” (3° wi°, 4.4.20),

(c) “ geArddIsKA... ... irafax ‘amadfas’ wiea sgamd ). 9w g
amfagan sfaqaragantaal, a1 wR-gEde  vua ' squre: ' (2.4.14).

(d) ¢ goHTERA; FATEERAYY AN —aI 1 gdve-Fwah:”’
(®°, 8.12.11).

' fyeyy is— qumﬁn” (M° wr®), e, to look behind
the changing particulars to their underlying universals. This js—
contemplation of the Beautiful.

380
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which is present in our finite self as the infinite possibility
or purpose.’ In our higher and higher progress to the
higher and higher worlds, we shall build up higher
organisms. And through these higher organs and
organisms, we would be able realise Brahman in a higher
and superior form.? In this progress, there is no breach
of memory.

This realisation, by the Ego, of the inexhaustible
Brahman in him has been beautifully described by Sankara
by an illustration, * The union of man with Brahman,”
he says, “is like the union between man and his beloved
wife in marriage,”” ‘ When a man embraces in love and
affection his beloved wife, he forgets the presence of the
objects near him and loses his consciousness of himself and
everything else in the perfect happiness born of this

tquny fr-ad @ genar v Rereifargsaiaen, qun
faqrarahifz gwla mﬁ‘ﬁq FT TRTENMNRNN @nai ” (3° W,
44.2).

| ¢ qugretyd; fafaw; wd-a<d; dgR oty afd, waRMRwf-

am gé” (.go mo’ 1.4‘2)

“widfgaet  TAfwRgaETat fafd wwd @ W
18.45).

fariafueeee famma gfe...... o0 vecEe fawafad
o8 g9l wmEew  OiR..owfafenr wfmafs ) ga; Ay
‘gudwe ' wreroyfyaE, qanyg v Wt (@1°, 7.26.2).

' guaTaa e wife wemE wawd ¥Y dgon;.. sufgia-

o o | N fmmElaafuay Gt e wfufaefa ? (3° w0,
8.8.82). In wr=lwywTw, it is stated that a Mukta possesses his_organs,

intellect, purified and perfect—* § & ww: wsrtewwrawmn: oo
anenfy; G TARY HorET A TG w3 7 (g0, 8.12.5).
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mutual union.”* The readers will realise from this
illustration that this g=tewwra, the result of the union—is
not the aotual abolition of the objects of the world as
unreal,® leaving Brahman as the only reality. ks ds also
not the absorption of the Ego in Brakman—which is his
true essence.
And this s=t@-wrg is the Vedantic Mukts ;—it is simply
the cessation of the idea of separateness or w@mE-dq—
waETHTafAEEY sranay wafg (8° 4.4.11).
“ geptemwia) Wiw 9w (3° wi°, 4.4.6). °

Y “ggr fr fern ewfcewt...q g faga g —aw: ‘ wavy
fa ; wafvawg agn, ‘ufgww:” sufe &= | od yoy; @@ qE-
qrawada;  wfave;’ (de., W 33),. .annfEde smwar grafoaw...
‘gatear’ @ gy ‘a@wd’ 3T (@° W, 43.21)1 “Uzwriaw
w=w wang@erg ” (]° w°, 3.10.5) | “ wd stewadiaufufane—
W AW WeHST FQWA... AW wsataed | e’ (3% we,
3.10,5).

* It is simply looking upon everything as mot ‘anya’ (w#) from
the self. “ge ‘@A’ g WNEAT] 7 IRA... WY G w@q
gaMfEdEwE— &7 HgRq? ' sfa ¥ swas”’ (= w°, 8.12.3).
[For the sense of ‘§q & g q p '—vide Chap. III of this book where
such expressions have been explained. ]

3 As an example of geaatewmra, Sankara (§°q1°, 1.14) has quoted
the Vedic sentence w¢ Wqewd qdj'q, etc., eto., and this he takes as
“ ggrgaw "’ which shows that when gsgteawra. is realised, the exis.
tence of ®y, -qé; and other objects of the world is not abolished. These
objects will then be looked upon as simply the expressions of y’s nature
( auzﬁﬁmmé‘a‘ra ) and hence they are not something sy absolutely,
but there ig unity in difference. Readers are requested to note this.
Similarly in 8°, in describing the experience of a qn gy it is stated
a8 ‘ wgHy WEHAE... gAtAgaq MYy,  etc. Here also, everything

appears toa {w as ¢ w# * really. There is no question of abolition at
all.
0f. also what Bankara has spoken of a gamqay—"* w5 faiv fazat,

RS wag-dEE | ggarwd 7 9 g —smeRfrera (ge0) )
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EXTRACTS FROM OPINIONS.

1. Professor A. Berriedale Keith, D.Litt., D.C.I., University of
Edinburgh—

. Your book is a remarkably able and highly interesting
contribution {o the interpretation of Sankara. Its collection of passages
alone would be of very high value, for the extent of Sankara's writings
is so great as lo render easy reference impossible without such aid, and
I fully appreciate the labour which has been involved in the selection
of the texts cited. Iiven greater value applies to your powerful exposi-
tion of the realistic element in Sankara. Your restatement of his
position in terms of modern philosophical conception shows very great
skill and will demand the most careful consideration from those who
seek to apprehend the true force of the teachings of the Acharyya. It
is a striking tribute to his great philosophical power that the question
of the interprétation,gﬂ_his_doctm'nes' still presents the most interesting
problem of Indian Philosophy...... T shall not fail to mention your work
in my next publication now in the press...... "

2. Professor S. Y. Lesny, Ph.D., University of Prague,
Austria—

‘I have read your valuable book with great interest. It will be
reviewed by me in one of our periodicals, but it can be said at once,
that the teaching of your great countryman—Sankara—has been treated
by you in a,very happy way and to much profit of your readers. The
problem of Sankara’s Adwaita Philosophy is complicated and I am of
opinion that our understanding of his teaching may be far more
furthered by Indian scholars and books like yours which treat the
problem in a scholarly way, than by Kuropean scholars who very often
treat the matter too much in the light of our European Philosophy......
There is one point more which I like in your book, that are the accurate
quotations, at least as far as T can see. The merit of the book is not
diminished by some misprints, as for instance Asat-karjya-vida ins}ead'
of—(kéryya)...... on the whole, your work displays complete acquaintance
with the problems derived certainly from the extensive reading of
Sankara’s writings.”’

8. Professor E. Washburn Hopkins, Ph.D., LL.D., Yale Uni-
versity, America—

‘“ T beg leave to acknowledge with many thanks the receipt of your
very valuable book, Adwaita Philosophy, which has been at hand for
some months. I should have thanked you for it before, but I wanted
to study it first......Now to speak of the book itself, I will confess that
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at first it rather bewildered me, since in several particulars it contra-
venes general opinion very drastically. But on a second reading, which
I found necessary owing to the weighty matter in it (for though the
book is small it is of profound significance), I discovered that my
primary revolt against your conclusions diminished in proportion as I
read more carefuily your citations tending to uphold your contentions
stey by step. My final judgment is that you have made a most im-
portant contribution to our knowledge of Sankara’s Philosophy. Your
powerful analysis of the Iswara idea and of the Ego leaves the onus
probandi on the shoulders of those who would still believe in an unreal
God and empty individual self. Having just published a little book
on Hindu Ethics, I was particularly interested in your final words on
the Ethical reality of the Vedanta and am glad to see so forcible a
presentation of this matter. As I have phrased it in my book—'* there
can be no religion without morality, no morality without religion "
(In B. G. and Vedants). I have not yet done with your ‘‘ Adwaita,”
in fact I wish to go through your citations again and perhaps make
public note of your position. In my view, you have done a great
service in composing this work."

3. Prof. Julius Jolly, Ph.D., University of Wurzburg, Bavaria—

* Your valuable book has been duly received. This work contains
an excellent exposition, I think, of the main principles of the Adwaita
gsystem and an equally excellent vindication of this against the re-
proaches raised by scholars wrongly interpreting its technical terms.
The numerous original Sanskrit texts quoted in your work make it
eagsy to control the doctrines contained in it. It is to be certainly
hoped that the study of your work will give a just impetus to Adwaita
Philosophy both in India and in Western countries, and will remove
the misunderstandings concerning it."

6. Prof. Louis De la Vallee-Poussin, University of Brussels,
Belgium—

“ I am happy to say that I have read your book with great pleasure.
I am willing also to think that the views of many controversists on
this great system are wrong, because they do not realise that Sapkara,
although he is a great rationalist, is also a mystic. It is not the
intention of Sankara to deny the existence of a personal, all-knowing
‘and all-powerful God, nor the existence of the human souls, or of the
world. I believe that your great endeavour—‘' g ga: ' to
purify the Mimansa from all misinterpretations—'‘ zge ''—i8 on the
whole successful. Do you not admit that there are in his system a
number of theses which obscure this general tendency and the main
lines? Mdyd—was an unfortunate word to express the idea that the
‘““ Transcendental one '’ is able to create beings who are not its sub-
stratum, although their existence depends upon it;—beings who are
both Swarths and Pardrtha. I beg you to accept my best thanks and
to believe that I very strongly sympathise with your work,"
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6. Prof. J. H. Muirhead, M.A., LL.D., University of Birming-
ham—

X

...... 1 bhave read the Central Chapter on the ‘ Pure Ego as
Active Power ' and find it so entirely on the line of my own thought
in connexion with what I am at present writing that even altbough
the book had not been your gift I should have desired to write to
thank you for the valuable help T have got from it. I think that now
we have from Professor Radhakrishnan and others competent histories
of Indian philosophy as a whole, the next step is more detatled work
such as yours, and I think nothing could be more valuable than your
book......I hope you will pursue your admirable researches and publish
them as opportunities come.”

7. Professor Rudolph Otto, Ph.D., of Marburg, Germany—

“ Many thanks for your very interesting book. You emphasise
correctly - those elements in Sankara which people had so long very
much neglected. On the whole, it appears to me that the standpoint
which you have taken is that of Bhedd-bheda which also Chaitanya
adopted. I have just studied Sankara’s commentaries on the Gitd and
Méndukya and am filled with wonder at the extent of his thought
which comes out more clear and prominent than in the Vedanta
Sutra alone.”

8. Dr. P. K. Roy, D.Sc. (Liondon and Edinburgh), late Professor
and Principal, Presidency College, Calcutta—

“h

...... The DI’reface is well conceived as well as well written, and
the book bears evidence of your labour and thought to give correct
interpretations and to remove misinterpretations in all disputed and
difficult points. You have done a very great service to the cause of the
true Religion of the Hindus by publishing this English version. I
hope it will have an extemsive circulation not only in India but also
in England, Germany and America ...... In my old age there cannot
be a greater joy than in witnessing the success of my old pupil and
his devotion to the subject of my devotion.”

9. Professor S. Radhakrishnan, King George V  Professor of
Philosopbhy, University of Calcutta—

“ 1 thank you for your valuable gift of Adwaita Philosophy, which
I read with the greatest interest. As you may imagine, I appreciate
very much your strenuous attempt to repudiate the popular view of the
world-negating character of Sankara’s Philosophy. Though your re-
presentation of the Adwaita Vedanta brings it very near Rémanuja’s
view, you have made oul a very strong case for it. What struck me
most in your book, apart from its wealth of learning, was your
independence of mind which is rather rare among Indian thinkers of
the present day.'’
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10. Sir George A. Grierson, K.C.I.E., Ph.D., D.Litt., LL.D.—
late Vice-President, Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and
Ireland—

IR I have read a good deal of it and found it very interesting
and instructive...... your book shows evidence of much original re-
search, and I hope that you will continue your studies of this and
other important Systems of Indian Philosophy.”

11. Professor M. Winternitz, Ph.D.,—University of Prague,
Czecho-Slovakia—

Y It seems to me to be an excellent Introduction to the
system of Sankara in its different aspects. As I am specially interested
in the Ithics of the Indian systems, 1 have read the IVth Chapter on
the * Place of Ethics and Religion in Vedanta ' more attentively. You
have very well shown that for the Adwaita, altruistic Karma is
required as a means for purification of mind, and that Sankara
endeavours to harmonize  gEimw and A 1 am not
sure that this subordination of moral action to s is the best way
to strengthen social and ethical feelings in the masses and in mankind
generally. But there is something in the idea of Adwaita which seems
to me of high ethical value—the idea of unity of all thaet s, which
may lead to the idea that there is no difference between my own self
and that of my neighbour, whence there 1s no reason why I should
care more for myself than for another. This has well come out in
Mahdyéna Buddhism—in my opinion under the influence of Vedanta
...... Your book, as you see from my remarks, is very suggestive.’’

12. Dr. L. D. Barnett—Oriental Studies, ILondon Institution
(University of London).
M Your book is a work of considerable merit.”’

13. Professor J. Wackernagel, Basil, Switzerland—

Yo ‘ Introduction to Adwaita Philosophy ' is a valuable bouk
...... [ shall not fail to make it known and accessible to fellow-workers
interested in Indian Philosophy, and hope it will be appreciated
universally according to its merits."”

14, Professor Hermann Jacobi, Ph.D.—University of Bonn,
(termany—

o A look into the book convinced me that it is a work of
ﬁxuch thought and deep reasoning. I determined, instead of simply
acknowledging it with some complimentary remarks to regularly
study it. I am reading your book now and hope to write
you at more length......... I have read this novel exposition of
Sankara’s system: with interest and profit, whether one entirely agrees
with the author's theory or not, one will admnire his ingenuity and be
grateful for many valuable suggestions...... It is an admirable book......
I have the highest esteem for you personally.”” (The learned Professor
writes here a long criticism mainly on the Unreality of God and the
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World. This has been printed separately and incorporated in the
second edition.)

15. Rey. W. 8, Urquhart, M.A., Ph.D.—Principal, Scottish
Churches College, and Fellow of the Calcutta University—

S It is an exceedingly useful treatment of the subject from
your point of view and will, no doubt, have the effect of removing
certain misunderstandings and reconciling contradictions which are a
puzzle to many students of Sankara’s Philosophy. But it seems to me
that in some cases you have transferred your allegiance from Sankara
to Rdmdnuja. For, is it that there is no fundamental difference
between them ?"

16. Professor W. Caland, M.A., Ph.D., University of Utrecbt,
Holland—

e 1 can assure you that I have read your very clear exposition
of the Adwaita Philosophy with profit.”

17. Professor Richard Schmid{, Ph.D.—University of Munster,
Germany—

RO I do not hesitate to furnish you with the expression of my
warmest appreciation of your work on Adwaita Philosophy. I am not
able, it is true, to say whether or not the great commentator and
philosopher Sankara will satisfy to modern Indian or European aims,
but surely your book is an admirably suitable introduction to that
most magnificent achievement of Indian thought, the knowledge of
which will be very useful to all those students and general readers who
are interested not only in the system of Adwaita, but in the evolution
of human mind generally spoken. From this point of view, your book
is not only a highly interesting contribution to the interpretation of
Sankara’s writings, but also in every way & new argument of the
justness of the ‘‘ Ex Orienti lux.”” I therefore wish you best
success.—

“ wfwagfa Negmagy, fafadronta faamarfcar |

¥ 921 waufaq mwaf, wedssafufagla o’

18. Professor Otto Jesperson, M.A., Ph.D., University of Copen-
hagen, Denmark—

* Allow me to thank you most cordialfy for your extreme kind.nesrf
in sending me your valuable ‘' Introduction to Adwaita Philosophy.”
I am not an expert in Indian Philosophy, but I have scen enough of
vour book to say that it is a most painstaking and thorough work
which I very greatly appreciate...... B

19. Professor Alfred Hillebrandt, M.A., Ph.D., University of
Breslau, Germany—

“I beg to express my best thanks for your very interesting—
‘ Introduction to Adwaite Philosophy.” A temporary disease of eyep
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'prevented me from answering sooner and congratulating you on this
elucidation of the views of the great champion and interpreter of the
Vedanta—Sankara......It is obvious that your work marks a great
progress by the brilliant exposition which Sankara’s views have found
therein, by your painstaking labour and judicious treatment. Every
ome, who will make himself acquainted with his philosophy and has
no time to go through all his various works, finds now the way opened
and will be indebted to you for this masterly introduction.
............... I fully appreciate the value of your scholarly work which I
think a perfect success. Allow me to repeat my opinion that your
work represents a high standard of Indian scholarship.”

20. Professor Dr. L. Stcherbatsky, University of Leningrad,
Russia—

““I have received your valuable book about Adwaita. DPlease
accept my greatest thanks. I am full of admiration for your wonderful
knowledge of Sankara, and have profited a great deal from its perusal
...... The attacks on Sankara from the stand-point of Christian mission-
aries are never regarded very much, it is biassed and official stand-
point......In reading your book I got the impression that you wish to
protect Sankara against aggressors who are much below him......... "

21. Professor 'James H, Woods, Ph.D., University of Harvard,
America—

“ Your book on the Vedanta has given me the greatest pleasure.
It is coherently written and the arguments move forward with logical
precision and at the same time keep close to the text of the Vedanta.
I found the book extremely valuable and I hope it will be the first
one of a series. Your work has impressed me so much that I am
sending you an invitation......... "

22. Professor Richard .Garbe, Ph.D., University of Tubingen,
Germany—

“ T thank you much for your valuable work—' An Introduction to
Adwaita Philosophy." It is more than the title indicates : not only an
able introduction, but a very important contribution to the history of

., Indian Philosophy. Especially Chapter III—' On the falsity of the
woeld ° with its sharp distinctions seems to me to be of particular
importance, as, according to it, the current notions about Sankara’s
conception of the world have to be corrected. Inaccuracies in the
transliteration of Sanskrit words may easily be removed in a second
edition of your book which I hope will be necessary in a short time......
I bave always heen a stern and modest worker in the field of Indian
philosophy and philology, but I am glad to find that my endesvours
are acknowledged in the land of my studies. I wish you all success
“which your learning and diligence deserve.”
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23. M. E. Senart, Esq., Ph.D., of Paris—

Y I bave indeed read enough of your bouk to value your
thorough knowledge of Sankara's writings and your ingenuous industry
in bringing together scattered utterings of his doctrines and presenting
them in clear translations. Of course we cannot forget that the
Hlustrious thinker has expressed his ideas in the garb of commentaries
to many works which, although different in age and origin and
diversely influenced, in our opinion, by independent speculations, are
nevertheless all considered by him as equally authoritative. So appear
several of his discussions less a spontaneous expression of his doctrine
than a secondary adaptation to it through subtle commentations, of
tenets originally derived from other currents of thought. Anyhow,
your deep justice to the old master—Sankara—and your remarkable
command of the difficult literary materials cannot but meet the grateful
acknowledgment of all interested in this line of rescarch.”

23. Professor Maurice Bloomfield, John Hopkins Univer-
Bity, America—

...... you must not think of me at all disregarding your kind
letters, you must do so least of all as regards your valuahle book on
Sankara’'s Adwaita. I have had time to read it, but not enough time
to comment upon it in print. I am glad to say to you that your book
is, T am convinced, a most valuable contribution to our knowledge of
India’s high thought; your exposition of Sankara is that of a loving
disciple, but, at the same time, critical as well as sympathetic.
Your Chapter on Mdy4d is especially illuminating, but I remember
every page of the book as full of clarifying information. No Indologist
can possibly read it without being grateful to you for your first-hand,
trustworthy help in this difficult field—a field which shows Hindu
thought on its very pinnacle. I hope that you will continue to send me
your valuable writings. Kven if I should not find occasion to review
them formally, I shall without doubt sooner or later refer to them in
print.”’

28. Dr. Sylvain Levi, Ph.D., Professor, College de France,

o I am sorry, very sorry that I have been so slow in thanking
you for your excellent work—'* An Introduction to Adwaita Fhilo,
sophy.”” Could you realise what kind of life 1 am living heres you
would be ready to excuse me............. Your book is of a lasting
value. You have mastered Sankara’s works as a real Pandit, and
you know to expose his doctrines perfectly as a modern scholar. Never
did I realise before so fully the perfect unity of Sankara's teachings.
Your book is a Concordancy, & Cyclopedia of Sankara's philosophy.
The quotations are well selected, thoroughly clear, conclusive; a glance °
sver the notes at the foot of the pages shows they are a substantial
veading, affording the gy of Sankara's thoughts. It was indeed
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safe and wise to exclude from your expositions any other source than
Sankara himself ;—here we have him genuine, telling his own tale in
his own words, not having to carry on his powerful shoulders the
burden of another's responsibility. I hope you will publish some more
essays of the same value.”

268. Professor Carlo Formichi, M.A., PL.D., University of Rome,
Italy—

R I thank you most sincerely for the very valuable gift of
your book on Adwaita Philosophy. I myself shall review it in one of
the next numbers of our journal. In the meantime, I congratulate
you on your excellent work, the offspring both of knowledge and of
love.”

27. Dr. G. Tucci, University of Rome—

R I know you are the author of a very interesting book on
the Adwaita Philosophy, which competent scholars have judged the
best exposition we have of Sankara school. As particularly interested
in Indian philosophical thought, and Director of ‘* Studi 1. Materiali
de Storia Delle Religion '’ and Colabourator for Indian section of the
‘“ Recista Dept.—Study Oriental '’ edited by the professors of the
University of Rome, I shall be very grateful to you, if you would be
so kind as to send me a copy of your book. I shall be very glad to
publish a review of it in our journals so that it will be presented to

our public.”

28. The Honourable Dr. Justice W. Ewart Greaves, Kt.—
Vice-Chancellor, Calcutta University—

‘* As Europe is proud of Kant, so is India proud of Sankara—the
have received such high praise from Dr. Keith of Edinburgh Univer-
sity, and this University is proud of the honour which comes to it
from your association with it......... I am sure Sir Asutosh, had he been
alive, would have been proud of your work."

29. The Prager Presse (A German Periodical), No. 169—July,
1925.

'* As Hurope is proud of Kant, so is India proud of Sankara—the
great teacher and philosopher of the end of the 8th and the beginning
of the 9th Century. There appears every year a good number of
books which represents and expounds the philosophy of Sankara. One
of the most important of such publications is ‘‘ An Introduction to
Adwaita Philosophy '’ by Kokileswar Sastri that appeared in Calcutta
last year. This Introduction distinguishes itself from the average
publications of its kind in a considerable measure. The author is
conversant with all the minutest details of the subject, interprets it
correctly and intelligently in a scientific method; and his book is
therefore a valuable contribution towards the right understanding of
India's national philosophy. One of the great merits of the book is
the clearness of the representations and the synoptical arrangement of
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Sankara’s philosophy. The doctrine most well-known .in Europe -8
that the world is an illusion (Mdyd); the only true reality belongs to
the Divine Brahman that is one without a second (Adwaitem). The
world is really’ nothing but one of the many-sided manifestations of
Brahman, of his creative, unending and inexhaustible power. Upoh
this preliminary presumption, it goes on to explain all phenomena,
the individuality and activity of man and the ethical character of this
religious-philosophical doctrine. As regards the last point, Sastri’s
book is particularly a beautiful addition to Sankara-literature. Accord-
ing to Vedanta, our Karman ties us to this world. As the only safe
resort of the individual components or phases of Brahman consists in
recognising the fact that man is not distinguished from Brahman,
but is & means of the realisation of Brahman ;—the last goal of the
individual is to tear asunder the chains that bind us to this painful
world. This would mean a reduction of the works of man and would
make his life a fruitless waste. Kokileswar Sastri shows that thet
is not the case, and that Sankara’s philosophy even provides for man
a full field for his moral activity. It is desirable that this book would
be frequently read in Europe, because it corrects many familiar notions
and gives rise to discussions.”’ (Trenslated from original Geérmun.)

30. The Indian Review (of Madras), May, 1925—

‘*“ The Adwaita Philosophy as propounded by the great Sankara,
was & most magnificent achievement of Indian thought, and any work
aiming to simplify and popularise that difficult system of Philosophy,
should meet with public favour. The present work under review is
an able treatise in that direction, and the learned author has endea-
voured to furnish the student and the general reader with the right
views about the teachings of Sankara on each of the topics treated
therein. No pains have been spared to make the work a suitable
introduction to the study of Vedanta, and the subject-matter has been
arranged in such a way as to make the book an indispensable com-
panion for any full understanding of Sankara’s position. It presents
also to beginners an opportunity of making themselves acquainted with
antagonistic views on various points and supplies them with materials
to combat those views. The book is wholly expository and contains
the teachings of Sankara in a simple language.”’

31. The Calcutta Review, July, 1925~

‘“ Some of the publications of the Calcutta University have by
their real worth and originality shed a lustre on the scholars who have
undertaken research work as onme of the important ectivities of an
up-to-date University.

This brilliant expositions by Pandit Kokileswar Bastra, M.A., of
one of the most abstruse systems of Indian philosophy and abstract
speculation presenting even to trained minds extraordinary difficulty in
rightly interpreting the precise position taken by Sankara, India’s

2
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greatest thinker, bids fair to hold a prominent place among those
scholarly productions of the premier University of India.

Pandit Kokileswar Sastri is already known among the savants of
the East and the West and we are glad to see that he has well main-
tained the high tradition of scholarship for which his family is famous
in Bengal.

It is not possible to overestimate the value of a book like this
to the students of Philosophy who will surely find much help in pro-
perly appreciating Sankara's true philosophical position in Pandit
Sastri's exposition and interpretation so thorough, lucid and elaborate,
and in his method, as scientific.

The quotations of text and citations from commentaries are so
generously extensive that the book will serve to many busy scholars as
8 storehouse of ready reference. Another merit of the book is due to
the author’'s extraordinary power of co-ordinating the individual
scattered passages found in Sankara’s voluminous works (especially
his extensive Commentaries) with the masterly ease of a real scholar.
One, perhaps, may just wish that more reference had been
made to treatises like Aparokshénubhuti, Vivekachuddmani, Adwaita-
kaustubham, Vedanta-muktabali and Vivekddarsha.

Another distinct advantage is that the author is deeply versed in
both Eastern and Western philosophical lore. This knowledge has
stood him in good stead in the elucidation in Western terminology or
in terms of modern philosophical ideas of many an abstruse point of
the Bankara-school of Vedantism and some of the baffling technical
expressions used in his various Commentaries.

The ably written preface throws light on a number of controversial
points besides precisely indicating the scope of the volume. Rightly
does it claim that ‘‘ an endeavour has been made to discover the real
teaching of Sankara,’”’ though the author’s innate modesty leads him
to describe his work as only a ‘ suitable introduction to the proper
study of the originals.'’ Happily, he does not permit this modesty to
interfere with the strong conviction with which he has put forward
his new interpretation and defence of Sankara without any halting
_hesitancy in the face of the formidable body of very adverse criticism
made by Western writers some of whom make up the deficiency of their
qualification as competent judges by their reckless audacity.

We do not pretend to attempt within our space limit anything
like a detailed criticism of the volume before us and have to rest
content for the present with a rapid survey of the work divided (as it
is) into only four well-defined and comprehensive chapters.

The first chapter ‘‘ On Brahma as Creator '’ tackles very ably the
much-vexed problem of the true relation between Brahma and Iswara
and attempts to present in & clear and undisputed light the character
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of Sankara’s theory of causality (I, Sec. 6) and corrects the view that
in Sankara's system finite individuals have been divested of their
‘* personality '’ and therefore of ‘‘ responsibility '’ for their acts. It
shows that according to Sankara, Brahma is not an abstract Intelli-
gence but & self-conscious Knower and a Directive or Purposive Power
whose purpose in the creation of the universe is the complete realisation
of the Atma as the final end or realisation of the Infinite in the finite
(viz., in human beings and the world—i.e., in man and nature),
Brahma itself being the highest purpose or end. It also establishes
that Sankara’s theory of causality involves his attitude of opposition
to Pantheism by means of his emphatic recognition of Individuality or
responsible Personality and by reason of the special stress laid on the
idea of the ‘‘ mature "’ of Brahma (his gggg or gwrg @nd on the
distinction between grwiaq and fg@y (pp. 34-36).

The second chapter deals with the important question of the dis-
tinction in Sankara’s system between the real and the empirical self
and establishes the truth that Pure Ego is an active power, the agent
and source of all activities and not merely a being or knowledge.
Practically a good part of this chapter is devoted to the refutation
beyond all legitimate controversy of the erroneous charge of Pantheism
levelled against him.

Here the author begins by distinguishing after Sankara empirical
from the real self (pp. 46, 48-49). The real self is the indwelling
Brahma—the Ideal or Final End—and it underlies all manifested
states and all activities of man. This End ensures infinite possibilities
of progressive growth in future and is the real agent in man— *‘ gs5-
TavNIAR A ETgqqiAegdara . This  End (which is man’s
higher self and his real nature) is the true determining agent and
stands above the time-series and is called gjm or ygwy and
#m &d in Vedanta-bhashya I. I. This real self is §gq and
@y (self-existent intelligence) and frmfgg (self-sufficient).

The empirical self in which human nature and its elements are
manifested has its .temporal importance and instrumental value only
as a means or medium for the realisation of the true end of the real
self. Such is also the value (as means) of the external world and its
manifold changes and varied manifestations.

Avidya (which, by the way, is explained after Sankar# on
pp. 108-109) is responsible for the identification of the empirical with
the true self. The activities of the empirical self are determined
mechanically in an unbroken time-series; free activity—eternal, change-
less, independent of the influence of the external world—being the
quality only of the true self. The activities of the &gy ww and
the human self are both called the End; yet the idea of the final
realisation of the supreme End transcends the sphere of Nature and
its elements. This is the goal to which the whole creation moves.
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+In' this important chapter the author repeatedly emphasises the
absolute need of carefully bearing in mind that the individ\ml (like
Brahma) has a distinct ** nature '’ of his own—his gegy OF gam or
wei or gravy ( gzerwy) Which, is permanent (fimy) and which ever
maintains its *‘ unity ' amidst all diversities and equally preserves its
sdentity in the midst of the phenomenal changes which this gygy
underlies and which are transient and impermanent (pp. 55-56 and
66-68).

The conclusion arrived at (p. 64) is that to Sankara the real
character of the Pure Ego is not merely a being or a knowledge but an
active power and a source of activities (mqfﬂ which, again, can never
be reduced to or resolved into its manifested activities (¢.e., into
pantheism).

In the third chapter the principle of causality (gemisiarz ) 18
thoroughly investigated (pp. 98-101) with a view to particularly refute
the erroneous charge of pantheism brought so often against Sankara’s
Adwaita philosophy and as a result it shows the true significance of
the idea of the falsity of the world. The conclusion here reached
(pp. 103-104 and p. 113) is that the world of phenomenal changes is
the manifestation of the * NATURE ' (ggqq) of the self which changes
serve to graduslly reveal this gy, but when these changes (called
the many) are erroneously separated (as something independent) from
Brahma (the One), then and only then, they become unreal or false
(vide, pp. 108-104, 113 and 121). In Sankara’s language- gaigma

. If Brahma is erroneously resolved into the world and the two
are made identical, the world becomes unreal or false. The correct
interpretation of Sankara is that Brahma realises itself in the form
of the world which is never identical with Brahma but must be ‘‘ taken
as the means through which the * nature ' (gggq) of Brahma is ever
being realised in a higher and higher form.”’ ‘‘ The world cannot be
looked upon as unreal or false '’ as such (p. 107). There is a further
elabaration of this conclusion in the re-statement of Sankara’s exact
pesition regarding the falsity or otherwise of the world on pp. 122-126.

* * »

The exposition given by the author and the interpretation adopted
by him are represented as logically resulting from a correct appreciation
of the Vedantic theory of causality as also of S8ankara’s vigorous refu-
tation. of Pantheism (vide pp. 98-101 and footnote to p. 102). The
purzling technical term wmay explained by the Tiké-Kdra in his way
(p- 101), and rendered hy Western scholars as ‘‘ identical '’ has been
aought to be: properly. ezxplained by our author at some length on
pages 25, 28, 82, 72, 83, 100 and 109.

* * »*
The end systematioally kept in- view in thesa three chapbters which
practically: constitute the book iteelf is to remove the misconoeptions
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formed regarding Sankara’s position and his Adwaitabad by the West
since Hegel’'s time who started this wrong interpretation by agsuming
without sufficient first-hand knowledge that Brahmsa in the Vedanta
system is no better than an empty abstraction without purpose and
without activity—a sprt of negative infinitude. Later Wastern critics
have repeated this criticism with individual variations. The function
of ** Maya "’ has also been much misunderstood and the result is that
the empirical self in its relation to the real Self has been presented in
a wrong light. Pantheism has, therefore, also been wrongly fastened
upon the Adwaita philosophy on the basis of a wrong interpretation of
the true significance of the well-known Vedantic formula of Twattam-asi
( swwiy }~** Thou are That.”

The fourth chapter has been added evidently to emphasise the
value of the practical aspect or side of the Vedanta which is often
considered by these Western critics as a mere speculation. The last
chapter (Chap. IV) starts with a statement of all the serious allegations
made against the Indian theism based on the Vedanta and its ideal of
salvation (gfag) on the assumption that the Vedantic system is
‘* opposed to ethical theism and religion.”” The author’'s aim, as he
avers, is to ‘‘ cautiously examine the validity of the assertions ' so
made (vide pp. 126-128). Incidentally there is a summary of Sankara’s
views on the Hindu socio-religious organisation zqigsgsf and finally
follows an explanation of a large number of perplexing ‘‘ anomalous
passages '~ scattered here and there in the various commentaries of
Sankara that are likely to ‘‘ cause confusion '’ especially to those who
are not to the manner born. The elaborate enumeratlion of the ethical
virtues and their classification (pp. 166 et seqg.) in sec. 10 of the

chapter will also serve a very useful purpose.

The investigation here begins with an analysis of the psychological
disposition ( ;q'qm ) with which man is born and which determines
his nature or empirical character (ggwry ) and actions and to which is
due his love for agreeable and aversion to disagreeable objects ¥rgy;.
Sankara oalls this empirical self no real self at all ( wayagy ). the true
self being & self-determining End-in-itself guided by the rational
regulator as a free agent of all purposive activities (called zfs).

The aim of man’s life is not merely to attain pleasure and avoid
pain—his supreme end (gewygwrg) is bliss (faggy) through realisa-
tion of Brahma (gwfagny ) (cf- Kathabhdshya, II. 2. 5).

Thare is an eternal conflict between enlightenment and impulsive
activities and the soul's emancipation is achieved by true knowledge
of Brahma

S8ankara does not demand renunciation of all activitias but he
insists on their proper regulation in order to secure the realisation of
the highest self through purification of the mind (and body) (.e.,
¥®yfy ), by means of well-regulated Kaorma, from selfish desires
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and impulsive proclivities, passions and inclination to self-gratification.
Even if good work is done as an end in itself it proves to be a bondage
—good work must be done as a means of spiritual regeneration
( fagqtagey ). Thus * ethical or moral progress’’ in Sankara's
system ‘‘ points to a transcendental goal '’ (p. 161).

“ sguTa e tfwa - frgaqvafg” ¢« C wenaERy

Tqq WA wqa, * * wwfagd @+ o+ afed fagwia

Sankara definitely and positively avers that man is a free agent
(p. 1565) and the Sdstric injunctions (whether as prescriptions of duties
or prohibitions) are not, therefore, & mandate from the outside imposed
on man—the Sdstras only indicating the course of action to be adopted
(vide footnote to p. 155). According to the present author’'s interpreta-
tion, Sankara does not consider Jnana and Karma as antagonistic
(pp- 172-173), for he has attempted a reconciliation of Karmakdnda
with Jnanekdnde and Karma is needless only in the case of those who
have realised Brahma— weqfag; .

Finally, Sankara’s position with regard to Adwaite or Aveda (i.e.,
extirpation of the notion of difference and separateness between Brahma
and the empirical world of qmgy is that the idea of such difference
(H2IR) is the work of Avidya which is destroyed by the idea of
taking all emergent activities as higher and higher ezpressions of the
Divine Purpose ( gsai@awg ) Which supplants the sense of separate-
ness ( wmmdnq ). This geafaruia leads to emancipation ( gfay)
which, again, is not absorption of the Ego in Brahma (pp. 182-184).

By way of general criticism we may say that the author has rightly
started his whole investigation with an enquiry about the real signifi-
cance of Prana-spandan which forms the subject-matter of the fourth
section of the second chapter of Vedantadarsanam and is also referred
to in I. 1. 23, 28-31 and which is considered in Sankara’s system
to be the primal and earliest manifestation of Brahma’'s nature--
Brahma being yyge® yry: —viz., that which differentiates itself as the
phenomena of the world (¢f. Chandyogya and Isha Bhashya). Section
4 of Chapter I contains an original interpretative contribution to the
discussion of the true nature of Brahma often misunderstood and
represented as ‘‘ pure undifferenced being.’’ In that view, Brahma is
tiot regarded in both the transcendental and immanental aspects
which, again, are inseparable. Here the author has very rightly and
properly laid great stress on Brahma's underlying nature (@eq ).
Sections 1 and 2 of Chapter III are equally important in this respect
with regard to the much-vexed question which has long baffled and
often misled Western critics as to Sankara’s true attitude towards the
empirical world.

Even when we fail to see eye to eye with our author’s interpreta-
tion, supported though it is by closely-reasoned arguments and exten-
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sive quotations, we have to admit that he has for the first time cleared
the atmosphere to enable an open mind to distinctly discern how
Sankara has been misunderstood and misinterpreted by his Western
critics. The author's own view regarding the right interpretation of
Sankara has nothing ‘hazy or equivocal and there is no halting state
ment, no vacillation, no lurking doubt anywhere in his mind as to the
correctness of this interpretation made in the light of Sankara's own
utterances combined together from a very large number of Sankara’s
commentaries.

In section 3 of this Chapter (vide page 101 et seq. and also
pp. 21-23) we have a convincing restatement of the salient points in
Sankara's powerful criticism of the purely Pantheistic position wrongly
ascribed by Western writers to Sankara but really held by one of his
opponents—the Vrittikdra (vide pp. 75-76, 78-80, 82-83). Yet candour
leads the author to admit there is some reason for the misinterpreta-
tion to which Sankara has made himself liable. The grounds of this
misapprehension are next sought to be removed.

Now, the real trouble is that Hindu metaphysical concepts can
hardly be appropriately and accurately rendered into the alien form of
Western terminology, because the very back-ground of thought-move-
ment is so fundamentally different in the two philosophical cultures
even when both of them happen to be monistic or transcendental.
Pandit Kokileswar Sastri possesses, as we have stated, a special quali-
fication through his mastery of Eastern and Western philosophy.

In the discussion of ‘ Ethics and Religion in Vedanta ' (Ch. IV)
the author has, however, relied more on Sankara’s Geetd-bhdshyam
than his Vedanta-bhashyam especially in the attempt to prove his
thesis regarding the precise place assigned in the Sankara system to
what are known as ethical virtues. The problem of ethics does not,
in fact, formm an tntegral part of the Vedants at any rate in the same
definite and categorical form as in the Bhagabatgeetd, even though
some of the Upanishads on which the Brahma-sutra is particularly
based are made at all events by Sankara’s Commentaries on them and
his method of interpretation to lend a strong support to the exposition
of this problem which the present author too successfully endeavours
to expound in this ‘* Adwaita Philosophy.”

b)
* » * *
5

One naturally expects that a University publication should be free
from printing mistakes. We have unfortunately noticed too large a
lot of them to be mentioned. There are a few other mistakes too but
we have preferred to point them out to the author for necessary correc-
tion in a second edition of the book which, considering its importance
and worth, may reasonably be looked for within a short time.

The busy reader may object that the book is full of repetitions
which may sppear to be tiresome, but it should be remembered that
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the book is an attempt to efute the interpretation authoritatively given
to Sankara's system by s number of distinguished Western scholars
of great roepute who 8o justly carry so much weight and hence the pre-
senp writer may have felt, we presume, the need of making his own
stand-point and exposition as elaborate and eonvincing es possible.
There is an apology for his method implied in the author’s remarks in

section 5§, page 118, paragraph 1.”






