BRAHMASUTRA-CATUHSUTRI

The First Four Aphorisms of the Brahmasuitras along with
Sankaracarya’s Commentary and English Explanation ‘Sreyaskari’

The most compassionate God has given every living being three states—
jagrat, swapna and susupti. In the jagrat state, the jiva obtains prajiia of visayas which
are outside him; hence he is called bahisprajiia. Transacting with visayas in this way,
he gets tired and goes to sleep. In sleep, when the jiva is no more in association
with his body and the indriyas, he experiences the dream state. Viasanas of the objects
experienced in the jagrat state serve as visayas during swapna. Since in dreams these
vasanas are experienced within, the jiva in the swapnavastha is called antahprajiia.
Prajiia means knowledge. In jagrat, the jiva’s prajiia is obtained with the help of
external light, but in swapna the light is from within.*

In swapnavastha it is the mind which becomes both the visaya and visayi in turns.
Constantly becoming visaya and wisayi in this manner, the mind gets tired and
becomes inactive; then the jiva loses connection even with the mind and enters
susupti. In this nirupadhic (adjunctless - without upadhi) state, the sastra gives jiva the
name prajiia [jiva is the name at the individual level (vyasti) and prajiia is the name
at the cosmic level (samasti)]. In this state, the jiva is all alone and becomes
anandamaya. The light which illuminates the indriyas (sense organs) in both jagrat

*Where is the light in the dream coming from? It is not coming from the sun, moon
or stars. Some may say that the light is contained in the vasanas themselves. But this is
not so because there is a great difference between the external light and its impression on
the vasanas. Impressions are photos which have to be exposed to light in order to be seen.
Similarly, the mind containing the visands has to be illumined to see the dream. This
light does not belong to the mind because it is an object for the observer. How? Because
its absence is experienced by the observer in deep sleep. So, the dream light is not of the
mind. Since its absence is noted by the observer in deep sleep, the light has to be of the
observer only.
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and swapna is that of this prajiia. Waking up from susupti the jiva says: “In the absence
of the mind and sense organs, I enjoyed the bliss of deep sleep.” This proves that
the light on the basis of which the jiva experiences the absence of the mind and the
indriyas has to be his swadharma (intrinsic feature). Therefore, the upadhis* mind etc.
are inert; they are objects for his knowledge; they are of the nature of tamas
(darkness). In this way we see that jiiatrtva (knowership), kartrtva (doership), bhoktrtva
(enjoyership) and luminosity are the features of the niriipadhic prajiia only.

This analysis of jagrat, swapna, susupti, brings out a surprising information: In
jagrat, taking the body as Self, everyone very naturally considers himself to be ‘a
man, a youth’ etc. Such an identity, which is on the basis of the body, creates no
doubt in anyone’s mind. However, when asked about his dream experience, he
encounters a difficulty: He says: ‘In my dream, I was swimming in the pool’. If you
ask him further, “Who were you when you were dreaming? Were you the one on
the bed or the one in the swimming pool?’, he would be in confusion. It is very
clear that the one swimming in the pool cannot at the same time be the one lying on
the bed. In this way, an analysis of the dream state creates a sarsaya jiiana (doubtful
knowledge) about himself, in place of the unambiguous knowledge of jagrat (‘l am
a man’ etc). If you ask him further, “‘What were you in your susupti? Where were
you?’. He would say, ‘I do not know what I was during susupti, nor where Iwas.” So
it is clear that in susupti, when he is not connected with the mind and other upadhis,
but is all alone, the jiva has ajfiana (ignorance) about his own Self. But, despite this
ajiiana, it is at least clear to him that during deep sleep he was free from all upadhis

*An unknown object is sometimes recognised through a known object. For e.g., a
nearly invisible glass wall is known by a red patch on it. In this connection it is said that
the known object is an upadhi for the unknown object and the unknown object is the
adhisthana of the known object. Without adhisthana, there is no meaning in upadhi - it
does not exist. However, the adhisthana exists even without the upadhi. In susupti there is
no upadhi like the body, indriyas or mind. But the observer Self exists, certifying the
absence of all upadhis in susupti. We can only identify the adhisthana with the upadhi, but
cannot know what exactly is the nature of the adhisthana. In fact, we may even get a
wrong understanding of it. For e.g., in association with the upadhis of the body and
mind, we understand the adhisthana Self as man/woman, active/inactive etc. But everyone
knows that the upadhi-free Self in deep sleep is neither man/woman nor active/inactive.
The only way to understand the Self in deep sleep is through sruti.
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like the mind, indriyas, body etc. and was alone. However, no one says that he was
not there during susupti. Therefore, when it is explained to him that his
understanding of himself in the form of a ‘man or youth’” during jagrat is mithya
jiiana, he would have no difficulty in recognising his mistake. It is another matter
that it is very difficult for him to give up this mithya jiiana. This is a well known fact.

In this manner, not knowing who he is, is the ajfiana or avidya of the jiva. On the
basis of his own experience in susupti, he knows very well that he has no connection
with the body etc. Yet in jagrat, he does have the false knowledge that he is the
body etc. This false knowledge is adhyasa. On the basis of this false understanding
only does he create the difference of ‘I' and “You’, and mixing it up with raga-dvesa,
gets caught up in the cycle of worldly activities (sariisara). Although worldly
activities are natural, the purpose of Adhyasa Bhasya is to show that for all such
activities, the basis is only adhyasa.

Without using a word beyond the universal experience of the three states, the
Bhasyakara presents his summary so that everyone can understand one’s fault of
avidya. In this, we get a glimpse of the incomparable teaching skill and utmost
compassion of Bhagawan Sankaracarya. By even just listening to the Adhyasa Bhasya,
an intelligent person understands his grievous mistake. After this, the seeker is
naturally desirous of listening to the following sariraka mimamsa (sacred discussion
of the jiva) whose benefit is atmaikatva avagati (experience of the oneness of the Self).
In this way, Adhyasa Bhasya is an introduction to sariraka mimanisa.

Some people find fault with the Bhasyakara for not having done marngalacarana
(words invoking auspiciousness), before commencing the Bhasya. Obviously, they
do not understand the context. Marngalacarana is meaningful only for the one who
has understood his fault of avidya and not for the fool who hasn't. Adhyasa Bhasya is
not a part of the main text. It is only a preface which prepares a seeker for the
auspicious message thereafter. Further, hearing the Siitrakara’s word atha itself is
auspicious for the seeker with sadhana sampatti.

Henceforth, the Bhasya Vakyas would be discussed to the best of our ability:

Q. THEEITIIEREN:

1. The two (entities) grasped as ‘you” and ‘T,
(1.1) The word pratyaya means knowledge of an object. When a pot is seen, the
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buddhi takes the shape of the pot and this shape is known as pratyaya. It is only
when the buddhi takes the shape of the pot that one says he has got the knowledge
of the pot. The pot is the object for this pratyaya. All such observed objects are
gocara, i.e that which is available for ‘knowing’. All the objects which can be known
are grouped in the word ‘yusmat-pratyaya-gocara’ and the knower is referred to by
the word “asmat-pratyaya-gocara’. In the words of Bhagawan SriKrsna, the meaning
of the word “yusmat-pratyaya-gocara’ is ksetra (observable) and the word ‘asmat-
pratyaya-gocara’ means ksetrajiia (observer) [Gita 13.1].

Question: The word yusmat means ‘you' which is sentient. However, the ksetra
is jada (inert). So, how can the inert ‘ksetra’ be referred to as the sentient 'yusmat'?

Answer: It is not like that. Since ksetra is insentient, had it been referred to as
‘idam -this” instead of yusmat, then one would not have understood that the ksetra
(including his body) is actually different from himself. We have already seen how
the inert body is accepted by the jiva as himself which however is not his true Self.

Here the purpose is to convey that the ksetra (which includes his body) and
ksetrajiia (his true Self) are of very differentnatures. Unless this difference is conveyed
through something the people experience themselves they will not understand it.
The experience here is that of susupti. In his current understanding however, ksetra
and ksetrajiia are not different. He thinks of himself and others as non-different
from their inert-bodies. But at the same time, he very naturally feels himself to be
different from others. Therefore, if the ksetra is called yusmat, it becomes clear to
him that it includes all the observable world. He also understands that the asmat
has to be different from it. But even then, the task of separating the ksetrajiia from
his own inert body still remains. Therefore, in the very next word, ksetra-ksetrajiia
are respectively called visaya (observable) and visayi (observer) respectively. In this
way, by first including the ksetra in yusmat and then calling it visaya, the difference
in the nature of ksetra-ksetrajiia is brought to attention in two steps. From this it is
very clear that the whole world (including one’s body) is yusmat pratyaya gocara
while ‘I'am asmat pratyaya gocara.*

*Any observable is yusmat pratyaya gocara. Sthillasarira - the gross body and
sitksmasarira - the subtle body, both are observables. The latter consists of 5 jiianendriyas
(ears, skin, eyes, tongue and nose), 5 karmendriyas (motor organs - vak, pani, pada, payu,
and upastha), 5 pranas (prana, apana, vyana, udana and samana) and the four divisions of



R. Towafersfam:

2. which are respectively the observed and the observer,

(2.1) The word visaya comes from the root sifi bandhane - * fafemifa fFrarswfa fawfaom
gfda fawa:’ - that which binds the visay7 is called the visaya.

The one who grasps a visaya is the visayi. Sabda, sparsa, riipa, rasa and gandha are
the visayas. They get determined only when the different indriyas of the visayi come
in contact with their respective visayas. This is the bond which binds the visayi to
the visaya. The whole jagat belongs to the visaya category. Who is the visayi who
grasps a visaya? For the visayas Sabda, sparsa etc, the respective indriyas are the visayis.
For these indriyas, the manas is the visayi. For manas, the buddhi (intellect) is the visayi
and for the buddhi, ahamkara is the visayi. What is ahamkara? It is the feeling: ‘I am the
knower of the buddhi pratyayas’. This ahanikara is clear in jagrat and swapna. But now
the question arises: ‘Is there a visayi for this ahamikara also? If so, who is it? Indeed,
aharikara is also a visaya. For whom? For me. “Who am I?” I am that Prajiia, who, in
susupti, cognizes the absence of everything starting from aharnikara upto the jagat
consisting of sound, touch etc.

Question: In susupti, no one has the experience of identifying the absence of
jagat. So, how then can it be established that prajfia is the visayi

Answer: It is not like that. It is true that during susupti there is no anubhava of
any visaya. But the statement, “In susupti there was no visaya’, made after waking up,
is the experience identifying the absence of the jagat. Keeping this in mind, it is

said that prajiia is the visayi for ahamkira also. ' YavfaeaATIE HalawaATgeT 3 T4 3fd
T | G 214 fg egeen wie 32394 - He is the jiiatr (knower) of all the visayas - of the
past and the future; therefore, he is called prajiia. Even though he is in deep sleep
(not recognising the presence or absence of anything) he is called prajiia
retrospectively (Ma. Bh. 5).

antahkarana (manas, buddhi, citta and ahamkara). All these are observables. Observer is
the asmat pratyaya gocara. Bahisprajiia in association with the gross and subtle bodies,
and antahprajiia in association with the antahkarana are only intermediate observers.
Their ranges of observables are limited. It is only the self in deep sleep who is the ultimate
observer who is asmat pratyaya gocara for bahisprajiia}



(2.2) In this way the bahyajagat - indriya-manas-buddhi-aharikara- prajiia form the
chain of jiiana-kriya (the act of knowing). In this chain, jagat is always the visaya and
prajiia is always the visayi. However, each one of the indriya-manas-buddhi-aharikara
is a visayi for the previous one, but a visaya for the subsequent one. In fact, they
become visayi only in the presence of prijiia - not independently. Since a knower
even deeper inside of the prajiia is not in anyone’s experience, prajiia is deemed to
be the ultimate visayi. From the jagat to ahamikira, the entire ksetra is its visaya;
therefore, prajiia is the ksetrajiia.

3. TU: YRV SHS AT

3. being opposite to each other in their nature like darkness and light—

(3.1) Ksetra is tamoriipa (of the nature of darkness) while the ksetrajiia is prakasariipa
(of the nature of light)*.

Question: How is ksetrajiia of the nature of light?

Answer: In jagrat, an external light, like that of sun etc., is needed to gain the
knowledge of an external object. But in swapna, the act of recognising shapes
continues even in the absence of an external light. Which is the light in swapna? It
has to be internal because there is no scope for an external light. One who thinks he
is the body may deny this and say: ‘Since mind alone is there in dreams, the light
there should be of the mind only’. However, this is not tenable because even the
mind is inert, since its absence is also experienced in susupti. Therefore, the mind is
also an observable object. It belongs to the category of the observed and hence is
tamoriipa. It is not of the nature of prakasa. Prajiia alone has prakasa-dharma because
he is not becoming visaya.

(3.2) Normally people understand by ‘prakasa 'only the light of the sun etc.,
which is necessary for identifying the shapes and colours of objects in the external

*Here it is shown that visaya is of the nature of darkness and visayi is of the nature
of light. The analysis is as follows: An object is identified by light, but not the other way
round. Here light is the identifier and object is the identified. Further on, the eye becomes
the identifier and the light the identified. Similarly, mind is the identifier and the eye is
the identified. Ultimately, it is the Self who is the identifier and all else are identified. So,
the ultimate identifier is the visayi - the Self in deep sleep and all else are visayas - the
identified - so of the nature of darkness. Only the Self is the nature of light.
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world. Therefore, they find it difficult to understand the statement of the sastra that
prajiia is prakasaritpa. So what is prakasa? It will be explained: Another word for
prakasa is jyoti - ‘-aq aq wEfeq HEHHS dq qq ST Ieqq Af9efad’ - Whatever
illuminates something is called jyoti (Su. Bh. 1.1.24). Just as light enables one to
identify an object by its riipa, similarly $abda, sparsa, rasa and gandha also help one
to know an object. For example, even though it may be dark, we are able to reach
the village by hearing a dog's bark. Similarly, through touch we are able to recognise
a book etc. Therefore, sabda, sparsa, rasa and gandha are also prakasa. The prakasa of
all these prakasas is of prajiia.

(3.3) The example of tamas-prakasa is given to explain the opposite natures of
visaya-visayl. For making this example completely meaningful, some people say
that tamas (darkness) is a stuff (bhava-riipa) like prakasa. This is not correct because:
It is only when illumined by prakasa that the shape of an object is known, and not in
darkness. Therefore, tamas-prakasa are indeed opposite to each other. But though
$abda, sparsa, rasa and gandha are also prakasa and knowledge of objects is obtained
through them too, they do not have their opposites. Therefore, there is no use in
trying to prove that tamas is bhava-riipa.

Tamas-Prakasa are only examples for showing the difference in the nature of
insentience-sentience of ksetra-ksetrajiia. Confirming this contention the Bhasyakara
says ‘visayini cidatmake’ in the very next sentence, separating the sentient visayi from
the jada jagat.

(3.4) Question: Though prajiia is the pratyagatman (the inner atman), the turiya/
Suddhatman is the atman even inside the pratyagatman This being so, is it not proper
to take the Suddhatman himself as the ultimate observer?

Answer: No. Because the one who is caught in the mire of adhyasa is the ksetrajiia
only and not the turiya Suddhatman. That is why Bhasyakara takes ksetrajfia as the
visayi, and not the turiya. This has been clearly stated in the Gita Bhasya. ‘ grg=aa:
fauafaufaun: REEaeE: TRAOAGHILTEAIUT: T AT aaRufadeT T - e-em: |
TSfRTeRTSIT Al ereh T TR AU T ENTed | 1T SATHE®y: Saraai
fearaTeetoT: ' - Ksetra-ksetrajiia are visaya and visayi and of different natures. In them
the features of one are mixed up with those of the other due to adhyasa. This is the
coupling of ksetra and ksetrajiia. The reason for this coupling is the lack of knowledge
of their intrinsic natures. Therefore, this adhyasa is mithya jiiana (false understanding).
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[G. Bh 13.26]. This is the same sentence as the first sentence of the Adhyasa Bhasya.
‘gegETgEaTerar: favafaufautt: a0: yehTe fatgrayredr: smat wrargauT g,
which is under consideration here. This should be noticed. Therefore, who should
be kept in the place of visayi should not be decided on the basis of our limited
buddhi. The serious consequences of considering Suddhatman as the visayi will be
analysed later*.

(3.5) Question: No visayi is its own visaya. Therefore, the pratyagatman prajiia
cannot also become its own visaya; so, how can he be the object of understanding as
“1" i.e. asmat pratyaya gocara? If he is gocara, he becomes an object.

Answer: That is right. Unlike jagrat and swapna, there is no “I” awareness in
susupti. Thatis why prajiia is not visaya for prajiia himself. But for the bahisprajiia who

*In deep sleep, prajiia does not recognise anything. Nevertheless, Bhasyakara says
that he (prajiia) is the knower in the wakeful and dream states. The reason is: Ksetrajiia is
the knower of the ksetra. He has to be different from ksetra; otherwise, the action of
knowing the ksetra is impossible. The jiva gets totally separated from the ksetra only in
susupti. Therefore, the jiva in susupti, viz. prajiia, is the ksetrajiia - the knower.

Answer: True. But he can know only the external world, but not his own body
with which he is associated.

Question: But he can know his eyes and ears?

Answer: But when he is knowing them, he is different from them, but associated
with mind and so on. Therefore the true observer of the ksetra has to be different from it
totally.

Objection: The assertion that prajiia who is asleep and who is not knowing is the
jiiata and the denial that Atman who never sleeps and who is always knowing is not the
jaata - both statements are wrong.

Resolution: That ‘prajiia is asleep and therefore he is not knowing anything’ are
mutually contradictory. If prajiia were asleep, he cannot know that he was not knowing
anything. Since he was knowing that he was not knowing anything, he could not have
been sleeping. This contradictory statement of bahisprajiia is a consequence of his adhyasa,
which is itself a contradiction. Next, it is true that Atman never sleeps. But He cannot be
jaata. A jiiata is one who observes something other than himself. But there is nothing
other than Atman. So, He is not a jiaata. Therefore, what is right is only asserted and
what is wrong is only denied.
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is able to get a buddhi pratyaya, prajiia becomes an object. How? Listen: Anyone
getting up from susupti says, ‘7 féfagafes gawemammy' ‘I slept well. I did not know
anything’, pointing to the prajiia only. Since he (prajiia) is grasped in this way in the
wakeful state, he is indeed experienced as an object. “sitstrerenty ‘71 ferfgafaum’ sfa
Sferae ey desHdd @' (Ma. Ka. Bh. 1.2). This is everyone’s experience.
However, just as bahisprajiia knows himself clearly (as ‘male’, “youth’ etc.), he does
not know the prajiia clearly. Therefore, anyone will be naturally interested in
knowing about him. Let us leave this issue here. Later we will analyse how the
prajiia who is not a visaya becomes a visaya.

(3.6) In this way it is well known that the ksetra, which is visaya and tamoriipa is
very different from the ksetrajiia who is visayi and prakasariipa. It is also well-known
that the prajiia and the jagat are pratyaya gocara. In this way, there is only one similarity
between the two, that they are both visaya.

¥. FAAT WATIUUA! FagTal TSRO Far gaawaTuurd: |

4. are known to be mutually dissimilar; so the features of one can never be
of the other.

(4.1) Jianakriya (the activity of knowing) is possible only when the visaya and
visayi are different from each other. If they are not different, jrianakriya is impossible.
Everyone knows that ksetrajiia is visayi and ksetra is visaya. Therefore, it is well known
that one becoming the other or the features of one being the features of the other is
impossible.

Y, A: IR faufafun foes THaEaee faweas
TGO & ITEATH: |

5. Therefore, adhyasa, the superimposition of the entity ‘'you’ and its features
on the conscious observer ‘T’,

(5.1) Nevertheless the ksetra and ksetrajiia are mixed up. Man, woman etc. are
the properties of the body; listening etc. are the properties of the indriyas; jianakriya
is the property of the buddhi; All these are the ksetra and its properties. Jantrtva is
the property of the ksetrajiia. In this way the properties of the ksetrajiia are very
different. It is everybody’s experience that the jiiata prajiia has no connection with
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the ksetra. No one is unfamiliar with this. Yet sometimes one says, ‘My buddhi, my
eyes, my body etc’, separating himself from the buddhi-indriyas-body etc. and at
other times says, ‘I am intelligent, I am blind, I am a man’, identifying himself with
the buddhi-indriyas-body respectively and correspondingly carries out his
transactions (vyavahara) with the world. In other words, he wrongly thinks of the
ksetra as himself. In the same way, by identifying with the buddhi-indriyas-body etc.,
he says, ‘I decide, I see, I am dark complexioned’ etc. Not only this -

§. diguddur faufaur: dswion o fau ream:

6. and conversely, the superimposition of the observer and its features on
the observed,

(6.1) Conversely, dharma of the pratyagatman is also superimposed on the ksetra.
How? It is not unknown that in susupti the ananda is without any visaya. Therefore,
it is clear that ananda is the inherent feature of the prajiia. Instead of knowing this
through viveka, one argues: ‘In susupti, I was not aware of any ananda. How then can
I say that I was in ananda at that time? It could be just a dukha-free state?” Thus he
doubts his own experience and after getting up seeks visaya sukha in jagrat. He
considers himself happy when he gets enjoyment through visayas, otherwise
considers himself unhappy. The import is that ananda, which is actually the dharma
of the visayi, is superimposed on the visaya. Similarly, even though sarva visaya
jhatrtova is the svadharma of prajia, he says, “1 did not know anything in susupti. So
how can Ibe the jiata?” With this doubt, he superimposes the jiiatrtva on the buddhi.
He considers himself a jfiata only when connected with the buddhi; when not
connected with the buddhi he thinks he is non-existent. In this way, he does adhyasa
of his jiiatrtva dharma on the buddhi. From this it is clear that adhyasa of visaya- visayi
in both the directions is not done unknowingly, but knowingly. That is, even after
the Guru explains where the mistake lies, he is still unable to correct himself.
Therefore this adhyasa has to be mithya-jiiana only.

o, faem wfag gww

7. can rightly be deemed illusory.

(7.1) Just as even after being told that ‘This is not silver, but shell’, instead of
making an effort to examine it and understanding it as shell, the continuation of
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the wrong idea that it is silver would be an obstinate wrong knowledge; so is this
adhyasa also very obstinate. To see in prajiia the dharmas of the body etc. which are
not in him (prajfia) or to see sukha and jfiatrtva in the visaya and buddhi which are not
in them - are all mithya-jiiana only. The object of mithya-jiiana is mithya i.e., even
though seen, it is asat (does not exist). For example, silver not existing in the shell
but seen, is mithya, i.e. asat. Here it is important to remember that the object silver
per se is not mithya; but the silver seen in the shell is mithya. Water seen in a mirage
is mithya - it is asat. Here the mirage is pratibhasika satya, water is vyavaharika satya.
Both are satya - not mithya. Therefore, understanding that which is in front of us is
not actually water but a mirage which appears like water is right knowledge. To
know it as water is wrong knowledge. The object of this wrong knowledge viz.
water - is asat, because there is no water there. In the same way, world and its
dharmas or prajiia and his dharmas - they are vyavaharika satyas, not false. But seeing
the dharma of the world in the pratyagatman and seeing the dharma of the pratyagatman
in the world is mithya only, because the world is not in the pratyagatman nor is
pratyagatman in the world. On the other hand, if it is asserted that all superimposed
things are mithya as a rule, and that the world seen in pratyagatman is mithya, it is
wrong. The reason being that in the reverse adhyasa where the pratyagatman is adhyasta,
he (pratyagatman) will become asat, which is impossible. It should be remembered
that the statement * 3teama: fagar wfag gem, implies only that adhyasa is mithya-jiiana;
that is, only the adhyasa between the observable and the observer is mithya, not the
observer-observable themselves.

¢. AAMY SERAT STAATHRA FTAAGTHY eI Faadl-
faaehe rafataceal:  gugifun: fUeammatm: d@gd g
o, “TRE’ g RiHIsE weE:

8. Nevertheless, superimposing one entity and its features on the distinctly
differing other entity and its features indiscriminately due to wrong
understanding, mixing up the changing and the unchanging, there is this
natural usage in people ‘I am this’, “This is mine’.

(8.1) In this way, when adhyasa is taking place in both directions, at least this

much is clear: just as ignorance of the shell is the cause for the silver being
superimposed on it, the ignorance of the swariipa of the pratyagatman is the cause of
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the adhyasa of the body on him and the ignorance of the swariipa of the jagat is the
cause of the adhyasa of the pratyagatman on it. This means that the jiva does not
know the swariipa of either the pratyagatman or the jagat. Without knowing their
swariipa, he recognises them through their activity only. Although the activity cannot
exist without the swariipa, the swariipa does exist without the activity. It is essential
to know the swariipa to get rid of adhyasa. There is no doubt that even the ajiiani
knows that prajfia has no activity. In spite of this, he does the adhyasa of the activity
of jagrat and swapna on prajiia. Even though activity leaves him, he does not leave
activity.

Following this, $astra also talks of his knowership etc for the purpose of teaching
etc. ‘o & w1 U= fawuT gt wat: foram: faei=, acrd o | Ta v - It is
only by him who has the conceit ‘I’, who is the object of ‘I-awareness’, who is the
knower that all actions are performed. He alone enjoys their fruit (Sa. Bh. 1.1.4).
Here change, inertia, limitation and the activity based on them are the dharmas of
the world, while the world is the dharmi. Knowership, doership and enjoyership
are dharmas of prajiia and prajiia is the dharmi. Here dharma-dharmi relation is not of
non-difference as in fire and heat. It is in the sense that ‘s HRUTEG 7 g HRIE
st - The effect is not different from the cause but the cause is different from
the effect (Su. Bh. 2.1.9). That is, the dharma does not exist without the dharmi, but
dharmi does exist without the dharma. The dharma is seen in the dharmi only through
an upadhi. In nirupadhic dharmi, there is no dharma. Both the jagat and the pratyagatman
appear with activity only through their upadhis. In their nirupadhic state they are
actionless. For action in jagat, shapes (vikaras) are the upadhi. In its nirupadhic state,
jagat is Atman only. For action in pratyagatman, the body and senses etc. are upadhis.
Without them, pratyagatman too is nothing but the actionless Atman. The cause for
this mixing up of satya (unchanging) with the anrta (changing), leading to the adhyasa
of ‘me and mine’, is not knowing their inherent nirupadhic nature and seeing them
only with upadhis.

(8.2) What is satya? That which does not change. ‘ag ®uur o fwfad ag w6 7
Fferfa aq ¥ - Known in one form, that which does not change from it, is satya.
What is anrta? That which changes. ‘o ®uur o7 ff¥=rd 7g ®6 safirerd o aq it s=aa -
Known with one form, that which changes from it is anrta (also called asatya). (Tai.
Bh. 2.1). Here prajiia’s unchangingness and the jagat’s changefulness are well known.
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One who knows the meanings of the words satya and anrta will not contest this
because there is no vikara in prajiia which could cause change in him.*

(8.3) Question: How can prajiia be satya? Everyone is prajna in susupti, antahprajiia
in swapna and bahisprajiia in jagrat that is, he is changing. Not only this. Even at any
one time, jivas are in different states—if one is in susupti, another is in swapna and
yet another in jagrat. This also contradicts the claim that prajiia is unchanging.

Answer: It is not so. Prajiia is always prajiia only. Through the upadhi of mind
alone he becomes antahprajiia and with the upadhi of mind and body becomes
bahisprajiia. Though he appears different when he is with upadhis, his inherent nature
never changes. For example, seeing a cook preparing food with the upadhi of a
ladle, no one says ‘without the ladle, he is not a cook’. Further, even with the
difference in bodies, there is no difference in prajiia. The reason is this: Following
the bodies, there is difference in the experience of bahisprajiia. In jagrat, the experience
of one person cannot be understood by another person without asking him. To
know the experience, one has to ask the experiencer, that is, in bahisprajfia, there is
multiplicity. Similarly, the experiences of antahprajiia are also different. One’s
experience in swapna cannot be known by another without asking him. But it is not
so in the case of prajiia. One understands the experience of susupti of another person
without asking him. Therefore, unlike in the case of purusa of the Samkhyas, there
is no multiplicity in prdjiia, he is only one. Therefore, prajiia is satya.

*At this point it would be important to understand the definitions of satya, anrta,
mithya, sat, asat and anrta. Satya means unchanging, asatya means changing. Sat means
existence, asat means that which does not exist (example given is of a barren woman’s
son which is impossible). Satya and sat are used interchangeably by some. But this creates
confusion. Whatever is satya is undoubtedly also sat because that which does not change
definitely has to exist. But whatever is sat (exists), it could be either satya (unchanging)
or asatya (changing). Thus Brahman is both satya and sat, while the jagat is sat, yet
asatya. Many people define Brahman as sat, but if only this is said, the problem is that the
jagat also is sat; so, we will not be able to differentiate Brahman from the jagat. Therefore,
it would be proper to say that Brahman is satyam. But afterwords, we will see that
Brahman is not only satyam, but also jiianam and anantam. Therefore to say that Brahman
is ‘real” is not enough, because this definition takes into account only one feature of
Brahman and not the other two. Mithya means that which is seen, but does not exist.
Anrta in the bhasya means asatya and not mithya. Jagat is not mithya but anrta or asatya.
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(8.4) Inspite of this, the mixing up of prajiia who is satya with the body which is
anrta, and saying, ‘I am a man, I am a woman’ etc. and ‘He is my friend, he is my
enemy’ etc, and acting on the basis of this wrong understanding is well known.
The mixing of satya and anrta is what constitutes adhyasa. The vyavahara taking place
on the basis of this is spontaneous and natural (&ff&:); i.e it is not done after being
taught by someone.

Q. IMME| HISTALATH AW 3fA? IoAd| Wiaey: U JEgREH: |

9.1f asked “What is this thing called adhyasa?’ the reply is ‘it is the memory
of a previously seen (object) appearing as another (object)’.

(9.1) This sentence gives the definition of adhyasa. It can be understood by the
silver-shell example. Silver is piirva-drsta, i.e. seen earlier. When a shell is seen on
the road, one gets an elementary knowledge that it is something, but not exactly
what it is. Its shine brings the memory of silver. Without bothering to examine the
shell, one concludes that it is silver. This wrong knowledge is adhyasa. That which
is not seen previously cannot come to memory, and that which does not come to
memory cannot be superimposed. That is, for adhyasa, it is necessary that one should
have seen the superimposed thing previously. If silver had not been seen
previously, it would not have come to memory and one could not have
superimposed it on the shell. Not only this. The adhisthana in which it is
superimposed should also have been seen previously; otherwise, after examining
the shell, one will only know that it is some object, but not that it is shell.

(9.2) The memory of a previously seen object appears only as a mental
modification, the corresponding object will not be there physically before a person.
The word ‘smrtiriipa” in the bhasya above means such a mental modification of a
previously seen object. When the object is actually in front, then the knowledge is
produced ‘This is that object only’. This knowledge is called pratyabhijiia, which is
of two types—individual pratyabhijiia and category pratyabhijiia. When the cow named
Kalaksi, whom one has seen previously, is seen again at some later time, one
recognises her and the knowledge is produced that ‘this is the same Kalaksi seen
earlier’. This is individual pratyabhijiia. When one sees another cow named Swastimati
and recognises that this is also a cow like Kalaksi, this knowledge is known as
category pratyabhijiia. Here, Kalaksi is the previously seen cow and Swasthimati is
another cow. Therefore, recognising Swastimati as Kalaksi is wrong knowledge.
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But, recognising Swasthimati as another cow like Kalaksi is not wrong knowledge,
it is right knowledge. The reason being that for this knowledge the object is not the
individual cow but ‘cowness’. The ‘cowness' in Kalaksi is recognised in Swastimati
also. This is category pratyabhijiia and not adhyasa. In this way, if pratyabhijfia is right
knowledge of a perviously seen object, adhyasa is wrong knowledge of a previously
seen object. Therefore, adhyasa is also called avabhasa meaning the rejection of
incorrect knowledge after examining the adhisthana.

(9.3) Question: Even a small child has category pratyabhijiia. When the mother
shows a cow to her child, calling it as ‘cow’, the child recognises another different
looking cow also as a “‘cow’. Through one individual cow, how does the child come
to know the ‘cowness' in another cow?

Answer: Yes, it is true that even a small child has category recognition. This is
due to the impressions of previous births. Brhadaranyaka Sruti calls this ‘piirva
prajiia’. (Br.4.4.2)

(9.4) Question: The body one gets in this birth has not seen previously.
Therefore, in this new body, how does adhyasa arise such as ‘this is me’? Is not
adhyasa in the body one with a beginning?

Answer: Yes. Adhyasa in the present body has to happen now; that is, it has a
beginning; it is not beginningless. But the vasana of deha-adhyasa is beginningless.
31 Y FfgHrarer: ISR faemE Ta guitayerad: YA: Waieg yaea: favafd | iF fg
Taq god, 7 & emeritment sweafer safa: Hwafd’ - This connection with the buddhi remains
potentially in susupti and pralaya and manifests again in jagrat and srsti because
nothing can be produced accidentally (St Bh. 2.3.31). Even though children have
adhyasa in buddhi, there is no adhyasa in the new body. It can be understood like this:
When a child is beaten by its mother, it does not feel insulted; its behaviour with
her continues as before. The thought of wearing clothes or decorating oneself are
not entertained. There is no desire related to sex. These things show clearly that
there is no deha-adhyasa in children. That is why the Sruti also tells the jfiani ‘s
fasar@q’ - Stand in childhood (Br. 3.5.1), i.e. he must have the same innocence as that
of a child.

If children have no deha-adhyasa when they are born, how then does the deha-
adhyasa develop in them later? It is like this: When there is an injury to the body,
the buddhi understanding and then feeling the pain are the acts of prakrti ‘=t gu:
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qE 3@ wEavean gfa: Tad &= " - Desire, aversion, pleasure, grief, body,
consciousness and dhrti (the quality in buddhi which firms up the body when it is
falling for some reason) - all these are ksetra (Gita 13.6). Since in the child, the relation
with the buddhi is beginningless, it feels that the injury is to itself. When such
experiences coming through the gross body happen frequently, a child’s body
consciousness starts growing.

After this adhyasa is firmly established, and by a misfortune if one loses any
part of the body, he continues to have adhyasa in that part for quite sometime even
after losing that part. For example, when somebody’s leg starts decaying due to
gangrene, it is amputated to save the rest of the body from getting infected. Even
after this amputation, a person continues to feel itching and pain in that area even
though the leg is not there. This is called phantom pain. For nearly a year the
person gets the imaginary sensation of itching and pain. As the realisation of the
absence of the leg becomes firm in the experience, the pain also goes. It is based on
such adhyasa in the body that the sastras prescribe post-death rites.

(9.5) Question: How does the connection with buddhi, which is snapped during
susupti, come back on waking up?

Answer: Since the buddhi rests in the nadis during susupti, the jiva cannot engage
in the act of knowing. The jiva merges in ISwara while retaining his knowership
(potential to know).

That is, even at the time of susupti there is avidya, but no adhyasa. Following
this indicator, Iswara once again connects him with the same buddhi.

(9.6) Question: But in pralaya, all modifications are destroyed and only ISwara
remains. How then can the jiva get connected to the same buddhi in the next cycle of
creation?

Answer: The creation of the world by I§wara each time is as it was in the previous

creation - ‘gaAtagHEr gTar ggrganwedad’ (Rg Veda 10.190.3). The omniscient and

omnipotent ISwara creates the necessary upadhis like buddhi etc. for the jiva along
with the rest of creation and gives the connections to the corresponding jivas.*

*How is that each jiva gets up in the same body after sleep, even though as per the
$astras he had merged in Brahman?” The process of wakefulness starts as follows -fiva is
asleep as long as his karma permits. Then he will get up according to his karma.
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In the foregoing, the sequence of how adhyasa gets created in the new body
was explained. Presently, how the different schools define adhyasa will be analyzed.
The three schools, according to their definition of adhyasa are: anyatha khyati, akhyati
and asat khyati.

Qo. d Hieq == emiea 3fad agf=

10. Some (say), it is superimposing of the features of the one on another;

(10.1) Anyathakhyati: This is the one agreed upon by the Naiyayikas and the
Bhattas. According to them, the adhyasa of silver on the shell happens in the following
steps: On seeing the shell, an elementary knowledge i.e. ‘it is something’ is
produced and not the unique knowledge that ‘it is a shell”. Because of the similarity
of glitter, the previously seen silver comes to memory. It is the nature of the mind
to get memory of a previously seen object whenever something similar is seen.
This is not the memory of a silver vessel seen earlier in a shop; it is the memory of
the category “silver’. Then the shell is wrongly understood as silver. After examining
the shell, the correct knowledge that ‘this is not silver, it is shell” - arises. Then the
realisation occurs that the silver seen is non-existent. By non-existent it does not
mean that ‘there is no silver anywhere’; it only means that ‘there is no silver in the
shell’. If silver were nowhere, its adhyasa in the shell would not have been possible
because it would not have been previously seen and so it couldn’t have come to
memory at all.

%. Hfeq g 99 JeeaW: AfgasmnEaaHym 3fd

11. it is the delusion resulting from not discriminating the two.

‘But how does he get connection with his body?’” Brahman is sarvajiia (omniscient)
and sarvasakta (omnipotent); so, even though the jiva cannot recognise, Brahman can.
Like the swan has the ability to separate milk from water, Brahman can separate the
jivas. This is called hamsa-ksira nyaya. What happens in pralaya is more complicated
because in deep sleep, even though the connection with body and mind is lost, yet they
are there; but in pralaya all vikaras (forms) are gone; therefore, there is no buddhi to
connect to. So how is it again connected? It is as follows: [Swara remakes the universe
just like the previous one - ' gatargad! arar Femgadsweaad (Rg Veda 10.190.3). The omniscient
and omnipotent ISwara creates the buddhis and the bodies at the end and connects them
with the respective jivas.
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(11.1) Akhyati: This is propounded by Prabhakara School. As in anyathakhyati
here also there are two jiianas - elementary jiiana of the shell (the adhisthana), and
the memory of silver. Both are correct. But because of non-discrimination between
the two, an illusion is created that ‘it is silver’. This illusory knowledge is adhyasa.
That is, it is not wrong to see the shell as silver, but understanding the shell as
silver without separating the two is wrong.

(11.2) Question: Even though yellow conch is never seen, how is that to some
a white conch appears as yellow?

Answer: Only the one who has jaundice sees the white conch as yellow. Here
also, two knowledges are involved. The knowledge of the conch derecognizing its
whiteness and the knowledge of yellowness without knowing that one has jaundice.
Not differentiating the two knowledges leads to the wrong knowledge of yellow
color in the white conch. Ignorance of one's jaundice is the fault here. When he
comes to know that he has jaundice, he gets the right the right knowledge that ‘this
is a white conch, appearing as yellow only to me.”

3. 3 J IF TEAH: qeq faudia gaemeuHTy e |

12. Others say, wherever there is adhyasa of one on another, it is
imagination of the opposite features of the other on the one.

(12.1) Asatkhyati: Because of the elementary knowledge of the shell and the
memory of silver similar to it - imagining the feature of silver in the shell is adhyasa.
This is called dharma adhyasa.Understanding the shell itself as silver is dharmi adhyasa.
Some reject this saying that this is the Buddhist’s asatkhyati. Their thinking is this:
‘Though the object is not there it is seen due to saniskara’, this is what the Vijianavadi
Buddhists say. Here, if the silver is asat in the sense of ‘rabbit’s horn” which cannot
be found anywhere, then it could be the Vijianavadi’s view. But if we understand
it just to mean the ‘silver which is not in the shell” then it could be renamed as
mithya khyati.

Bhagawan Bhasyakara would not have mentioned it if it were wrong. The
bhasya vakya which justifies it is ‘ giferrent Tstaw i Tt i 3 yferta= wa yfeaanmmss: |
TSA9TeE:  Toauditaeterone: | yeifa e f shae oy 3, 7 g a9 wag if|’ - In the
sentence ‘shell is understood as silver’, the word shell means shell itself but the
word silver refers only to the apparent silver because it is the object of wrong
knowledge. There is no silver at all in that place (St. Bh. 4.1.15).
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3. WYY § e AAYUGAUTTAl T el |

13. Whatever it be, there is no deviation (from the rule) that the dharma
of one is seen in another,

(13.1) Now it is being told that the essential meaning of all the three definitions
is the same, the difference is only in delineating how the mithyajfiana is produced.
None of them deviates from the definition of adhydsa viz; ' Sfeed: W Yage@wE:’
and the description of adhyasa viz, formulated by Bhasyakara in the sentence ‘ =&
gHiayTal 7 =feRfd’ in this sentence.

QY. U1 & Wich IIHA: ‘‘Yfhan! T Taaq av™q’’, ‘TEHS=:
wfgdiaaq’ sfa

14. and it is in the universal experience that “shell appears like silver’,
‘one moon as if with a second’.

(14.1) Bhasyakara has given two examples for adhyasa. It is important to
remember that both of them describe the situation after the imposed dharma is
rejected as a result of having obtained the right knowledge of the adhisthana. After
examining the shell and even after understanding that it is not silver, the shell
continues to look like silver. Therefore, the knowledge ‘shell looking like silver” is
correct, not wrong, because knowledge of the shell separates it from the silver in
the memory - ‘gferart & Taad, ‘Teh: og: Afgdtaad. In both the examples, ‘shell
looking like silver” and ‘one moon looking like with a second’, the “vat' suffix refers
to the rejection of a wrong knowledge after the right knowledge of the adhisthana
has been gained.*

(14.2) Now we should turn our attention to the roles of these two different
examples. They are respectively associated with the foretold two types of adhyasa.
That is why Bhasyakara has used the phrase ‘tad viparyayena’ in the beginning and

*(Question) ‘It is clear that the adhyasa of ksetra in ksetrajiia is a case of mistaken
identity. But is the adhyasa of ksetrajiia in the ksetra a case of seeing one in many?’ (Answer)
It has already been shown that prajiia is not different from person to person like bahisprajiia
and antaprajiia, but only one in everybody (see sec. 8.3). But due to adhyasa, even though
there is one prajiia only, a different prajiia is associated with each person. This is a case of
seeing many in one.
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also in the end of the this introduction. The cause of the first adhyasa from outside
to inside is the ignorance of the nature of pratyagatman. When one gets the
knowledge that he is the fourth Atman, then there arises in him the following
realization: Though he appears to be transacting in the proximity of the upadhis,
he is actually the transactionless Atman. The purpose of the shell-silver example is
to confirm this only. ‘Even though it looks like silver, it is only shell’, is correct
knowledge. Similarly, understanding that ‘even though he appears as if coupled
with the features of the ksetra, the ksetrajiia is actually different from the ksetra. He is
turiya only’ is the correct knowledge.

The cause of the second adhyasa from inside to outside, is the ignorance of the
real nature of the ksetra. Multiplicity is seen in the ksetra when viewed through
forms, but in its true nature ksetra is also the fourth Atman only. ‘Tq: wronfera: Ie:
MY STYLIHTERY ST TSRS TUife faehea ey : Jeieat et Hiyemr ge: | faafe
g TSSanae shicudr: Huigd: TEefaienur yroneasdt-a’ - These forms of prana etc. which
are not different from Atman are viewed as different by ignorant people. But for

the intelligent they are not different from the Atman just as the imagined serpent is
not different from the rope (Ma. Ka. Bh. 2.30).

For the one who knows this, the multiplicity seen through the indriyas is
sublated in the Atman and therefore the ksetra is seen by him as the non dual Atman
only. This is sarvatmabhava, i.e. realising that nothing is different from himself. To

confirm this, the example of one moon is given : ‘TR o fafiRFaERgUTEE
el ST Teuyue: faeren gfaemafiaess: ' - Just as one moon is seen as many
due to cataract, the world of multiplicity of names and forms cognised in Brahman
is due to avidya. This is to be sublated by vidya (Su. Bh. 3.2.21). One who has cataract
in the eye sees two moons even though actually there is only one moon. He who
does not have cataract sees only the one moon. In the same way, one who has
avidya sees multiplicity in the world of forms. But the realised jfiani, who has
sublated the multiplicity, understands only oneness. This is because ‘wr@Ei®wRIsTT
HRUE ATHAYd T’ - The forms of the effect, in their intrinsic nature, are nothing but
the cause only (St.. Bh. 2.1.18). The world is karya and Atman is its karana. Therefore,
the jiiani sees only the non-dual Self in the jagat.

(14.3) In this way, the benefit of the Sariraka mimamsa i.e. discussion on the
jilva—is the obtainment of the vidya of the oneness of Atman. That is, from the point
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of view of the effect, it is onlyAtman which is appearing in the two forms as ksetra
and ksetrajiia respectively, through para and apara prakrti. However, from the point
of view of the cause, it is the unchangingly eternal, all pervading (like akasa), devoid
of all modifications, eternally satisfied, without parts, self-illumined Atman.
Obtaining the vidya of the oneness of Atman means realising that this Atman is
himself.

(14.4) Anirvacaniyakhyati: This is the khyati propounded by some others. Their
thinking is as follows: One sees silver in the shell. If the silver were not there, it
would not be possible to see it. “Things are seen though they are not present’, is
the opinion of the Vijnanavadi Budhists. But this is not acceptable. Since one makes
an effort to pick up the silver, it must be there. However, on examination of the
shell it is realised that the silver is not there. Therefore, the silver seen in the shell
is of the nature which cannot be described unambiguously such as ‘it is” or ‘it is
not’. In the same way the world superimposed on the pratyagatman is sadasadbhyam
anirvacaniya - that which cannot be described unambiguously as ‘it is” or ‘it is not’.

This is not in accordance with the Bhasya because in the previous section the
Bhashyakara has clearly said ‘weiifa ua f& shaet Totaq 3 =1 g @ Totaw 31’ - That there
is silver is wrong knowledge. Silver is not at all in the shell. Therefore, the silver
seen in the shell is asat and that it is seen is wrong knowledge. This is the
unambiguous description of silver. So how can the statement that ‘this is mithya
silver about which it cannot be said whether it is there or not’ be made? A thing
does not admit of options like ‘thus, not thus’, ‘exists, does not exist’. Options are
a product of the buddhi. The actual knowledge about an object is not dependent on
the buddhi, but only on the object itself. Indeed, in respect of one and the same
pillar, the true cognition cannot be of the type: ‘It is a pillar, or something else, or a
man’. In this case, ‘something else or a man’ is mithya jiiana. ‘It is certainly a pillar’
is the true cognition because this knowledge depends only on the object itself and

not the buddhi of the viewer - ‘7 g a&aaq wadq i 7 31 3fa o fasewd | faseu: g
YEUEGEAUET: | 7 IR YEuagauerd | foh afé? aega=" Ta adq | Afe Lol Tkt
TITUTET GEET AT 3T AT 2h avaw WAt | 9% GEN: = o 3fa faearar | ey ua h
e | agdaard, (St Bh. 1.1.2). In the objects jiva etc. in one and the same dharmi
there cannot be two opposing dharmas simultaneously like existence and non-
existence. If there is the dharma of existence, there cannot be the other dharma of
non-existence. Similarly, non-existence cannot be reconciled with existence. So, this
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arhata siddhanta is not rational - ‘SaTqy ueTdly Tehfe afdfor Trara<er: faeger:
FTHVAT, T A T8 ST TR TR, 3T o Te T e SEarug
3t€d waq’ (St Bh. 2.2.23). For same reason, this khyati is also irrational.

Therefore sadasadbhyam anirvacaniyatva - ambiguity in the description of
existence or non-existence - is a meaningless imagination born out of the mixing
up of right and wrong knowledge; it is not the knowledge of an existent object. If
the silver seen in the shell is of a third variety which is neither existent nor non-
existent, then its determination requires a seventh pramana (other than the six
available pramanas). For an existent object, its existence is fixed by one of the five
pramanas - direct perception, inference, analogy, presumption or sruti and that which
is not not an object for any of these five pramanas is deemed to be non-existent -
' STATSET TTRIUT YT U : T Fqae-aeed’ (St. Bh. 2.2.17).

For some people, there is another pramana which determines the non-existence
of a thing - the anupalabdhi pramana. Agreeing on this, there are a total of six pramanas,
tive for existence and one for non-existence. This ambiguous silver being neither,
its existence can be fixed only by a seventh pramana. But it is not right to search for
a pramana to decide the existence of an imagined object. ‘7 37 €Y WA qd:
yHOTYgTEYSAYdel HaarHaE saerdd 7 ga: HaarEaeyfdes yHoTIeEyeTt’ - Such a
decision is not proper because it is through the functioning or non-functioning of a
pramana that the existence or non-existence of an object is established and not vice-

versa, i.e. from existence or non-existence the functioning or non-functioning of a
pramana is to be decided (Su. Bh. 2.2.28).

‘There is no need for a seventh pramana; the existence of this ambiguous silver
is established through direct perception, inference, presumption and sruti also’, he
thus continues with his obstinate claim.

‘This is wrong because, these pramanas are applicable only to things which
exist. If they were applicable to even objects which are neither existing nor non-
existing, who will have faith in these pramanas? Moreover, when the existence of an
object is proved through one pramana, one does not look for another pramana to
prove it. Your saying that all the four pramanas can prove its existence shows that
you yourself have doubts about its existence.*

*But Naiyayikas (logicians) say that there could be several pramanas for the same
object; they are therefore called pramana samplavavadis.
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‘For you, there is another question: you say that the jagat, superimposed on
the pratyagatman is sadasadbhyam anirvacaniya. Conversely, when the pratyagatman is
superimposed on the jagat, is he also sadasadbhyam anirvacaniya? Is pratyagatman
also subject to the ambiguity whether he exists or does not exist? Such imaginations
are absurd."

Objection: ‘It is well known that the jagat is tatvanyatvabhyam anirvacaniya
(Su.Bh.2.1.27). Here tat is sat and anyat is asat. Therefore, if we say we have not said
anything new, then?’

Answer: Tatvanyatvabhyam anirvacaniyatwa propounded by Bhasyakara is in
no way related to the sadasadbhyam anirvacaniyatwa propounded by you. It is entirely
different. In Bhasyakara’s karya-karana- ananyatva (the non-difference between effect
and cause) tat represents the upadana karana (the material cause) while anyat refers
to its karya (effect). Ananyatva (non-difference) is the relation between the two ‘e
TR A g hRUR i@ - Effect is not different from cause but cause is different
from effect (Su. Bh. 2.1.19). This karya is not asat like the silver seen in the shell; it is
only anrta; that is, subject to change; it is vyavaharayogya (capable of transacting)
and even when its form is changing it is ananya from its non-changing (satya) cause.
That is why at any one moment there are two ways of viewing the same object:
from the point of view of the cause and from point of view of the effect. From the
causal point of view, a pot is unchanging-satya, i.e. it is nothing but clay only. From
the point of view of effect it is anrta (changing) pot. That is why Bhasyakara has
called the karya pot tatvanyatvabhyam anirvacaniya ‘TS TRUURT IR -
meaning thereby that there is ambiguity in expressing whether it is tatva or anyatva
(different from tatva). But there is no cause-effect relationship between shell and

*(Doubt): ‘In the Gita (13.12), it is said that Brahman cannot be described as either
existing or non-existing - 7 Wa=Hg=ad. How is this to be understood in terms of the
above discussion? (Answer): In the shell-silver issue, it is a matter of pratyaksa - in wrong
understanding it is silver and in correct understanding it is shell. But Brahman is a matter
for $ruti only and not any other pramana. However, its import can be understood by
reflecting on prajiia experienced in susupti. His existence cannot be conveyed through
any word representing some category (jati), action (kriya), quality (guna) or connection
(sambandha). However, his existence cannot be denied because it is one’s own Self. So, in
this sense, it is either sat nor asat.
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silver. The silver seen in the shell cannot be made into different types of ornaments,
i.e., it is not vyavahara-yogya. A fool running to pick up that silver does not bestow
on it vyavahara-yogyata. ‘sd Y sy Wa T @f=Ria’ - Karya in all the three times
never ceases to exist (St. Bh. 2.1.16). But the silver seen in the shell never existed. If
it did not exist even while seen in the shell, then, when else could it have existed?

Q4. Y T: FeTIe T s sveams fawe qgmony? wai fg ghs aftad
fowd faeaTreaeafdl goq Ieaauasd o YR faued Saty?

15. ‘If so, how can there be adhyasa of an observable or its features on the
inner Self which is not an observable? All do adhyasa of an observable on

another observable perceived in front. You also assert unobservability of the
Self.’

(15.1) Earlier, after defining adhyasa, its feature was described as ‘the dharma of
one superimposed on another’. Two examples were given, one for each of the two
adhyasas. But when these examples are used to explain the adhyasa of the ksetra on
ksetrajiia, then two objections are raised: In the shell-silver example, both shell and
silver are pratyaksa. Therefore, while seeing the shell, the adhyasa of silver on it is
possible. But the pratyagatman prajia, unlike the shell, is not available for pratyaksa.
Therefore, the adhyasa of ksetra on ksetrajiia is not possible. This is the first objection.
The second objection is as follows: The pratyagatman is not a visaya but only the
visayi. He is unrelated to all visayas. Therefore, adhyasa is not possible.

&, Q| T qATaq Tl A(AHT: SRATTAITIET UL eTeared
T e |

16. The reply is - Not unobservable as a rule because, it is the well known
experience of everyone that he is an object of [-awareness.

(16.1) The siddhanti answers: The objection that because the prajiia is not a visaya
and therefore adhyasa is not possible, is taken up first. It is true that prajiia is the
visayl and not a visaya - but not as a rule; because, prajiia is being known through ‘I
- awareness’. It is true that in susupti there is no awareness of any type. Therefore,
when anyone is asked, ‘How were you in susupti?” He would only say ‘I do not

know’. Indra also said: ‘7Tg Weaaqa T ST 37 3TeH 1R gfa =t Tamnt ot |
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farreTy wa srdtar safa | AreHT e ugenta’ - At that time he does not know himself nor
other things. He gets destroyed. I do not see anything useful here (Ca. 8.11.1). Indra
is very intelligent. Therefore, he said to Prajapati: ‘He is not understanding anything’
etc., making prajiia an object. But ordinary people say, ‘I did not know anything’,
making prijiia an object non-different from oneself. That is, the prajiia who is not an
object for ‘[-awareness’, is made an object of ‘[-awareness’. Thus, prajiia for the very
intelligent is knowable only, but for the unintelligent, he is the knower and also a
knowable. Irrespective of the fact that one is intelligent or not, the prijiia is in the
immediate awareness of both. He is aparoksa, i.e., neither directly perceived as an
object nor indirectly conjectured; but well known as the inside Self.

(16.2) Question: How can prajiia, who is the knower, become a known?

Answer: The jiva does not know the prajiia clearly though he is himself. Jiva
identifies himself as the knower only through his activity of knowing during
wakefulness or dreams and enjoys material pleasures or their memories
respectively. In susupti, there is neither the activity of knowing nor the activity of
enjoying. Therefore, he gets the feeling that he does not exist or is destroyed.
Actually, knowership in the absence of the activity of knowing and being blissfully
happy in the absence of the activity of enjoyment are his natures. Not knowing
this, and accustomed to his adhyasa in the buddhi, he grasps himself negatively in
susupti through non-action saying ‘I did not know anything. I slept happily’*.

An example for this is as follows: When a person loses his eyes, he will be
seeing the loss of the eyes and the consequent loss of the activity of seeing. But due
to his habit of the superimposition of the eyes on himself he says: ‘I am blind, I
cannot see’. In the same way, when he is awake, he understands himself in susupti
negatively through inaction because of not knowing his inherent nature. As a result
of making himself a knowable object in this way, the adhyasa of the body etc. on
himself is possible.

R, I wEHfE fam: qhsafiem tg fawd fawara sreafeas-
fafa| SW&sTy fg AMRTY ATem: qeTHiCHATS STeaei= |

17. (And) there is no rule that an observable can be superimposed only on

*In this way he superimposes knowership and enjoyership on the prajiia, who is
actually neither knower nor enjoyer.
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an observable perceived in front; children do adhyasa of (a) surface and
impurity on the sky even though the sky is not perceived in front.

(17.1) Even if the adhisthana is not pratyaksa, adhyasa is possible. For example,
akasa has no shape or colour; so, unlike the shell it is not pratyaksa. Without any
upadhi (like air), akasa is not an object for the ear also. Yet, ignorant people
superimpose on the akasa a blue color and the shape of an inverted hemisphere. In
actuality, when dust, smoke etc. present in the akasa scatter the sunlight, only then
does the predominant blue color become visible (Ma. Ka. 3.8). Then, just like a
transparent crystal appears blue because of a blue flower in the background, this
scattered blue color makes the colourless akasa seem blue. Ignorant people then
understand the akasa to be blue. This is adhyasa because it is actually not blue.
Similarly, though the dkasa appears like an inverted hemisphere, it has actually no
shape. Therefore, that akasa is like an inverted hemisphere is also adhyasa only.

¢, TAH INfaesg: TG SHTCHILAT: |

18. In this way, there is no contradiction in the adhyasa of the non-Self on
the inner-Self.

(18.1) Two objections had been raised about adhyasa on the pratyagatman. They
are: That pratyagatman is not a visaya and that he is not pratyaksa—and so adhyasa is
not possible. After refuting them, it was proved that the adhyasa of anatman in prajiia
is possible. Here, anatman means the ksetra of body etc, distinctly different from the
prajia.

R]. THAW TS WUl Ieard ufear afedfa w1 afgdes =
TEEEUTELUT fTE™IE: | 3 U |id 95 IEeaTd: deha= &l U a1
AUMEUNY | T Faead |

19. Scholars consider adhyasa of this nature as avidya. Recognition of its
distinctiveness and the determination of the nature of that thing—they call as
vidya. This being so, where there is adhyasa of one on another, even an iota of
the good or the bad of the one does not stick to the other.

(19.1) The ajiiana of the shell is the cause of the adhyasa of silver in it. In the
same way, it is the ajfiana of the adhisthana which is the cause of adhyasa anywhere.
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Adhyasa is the effect of this ajfiana. But here adhyasa itself is called avidya. How is it
possible? It is like this: Just as an act of madness is also called madness, many
times a karya is often given the name of its karana. It is in this sense that adhyasa has
been called avidya here. However, when it is said that avidya is the karana of adhyasa,
it does not mean that it is the nimitta or upadana; the word karana is used in the sense
of reason. Because of the reason that the inherent nature of the adhisthana is unknown,
one wrongly understands it on the basis of some similarity. Not knowing the
inherent nature of the adhisthana is ajiiana - the absence of the knowledge of its
inherent nature. This ajfiana is lost with the knowledge of the adhisthana; with this
the adhyasa is also lost. Bhasyakara conveys this as follows: ‘afg smryrer: afg @eragm=
Tfg fauiaaT o1 3= 3 3fd, Wel fg @ 9 ua fawia’ - Whether it is the absence of
jiiana, or doubtful jiana, or wrong jiiana, whichever of these is called ajiiana, all of
them are destroyed by jiiana only (Br Bh 3.3.1). Here jiianabhava is the literal meaning
of the word ajfiana, that it is jiiana-virodhi is its intended meaning. Further, ajiiana
and avidya are one and the same. ‘W& wfeq@anft fg svwer:’ - Vidya pratiyogi is avidya’
(Taittriya Bhasya Introduction).

(19.2) Next, determination of the swariipa of the object is vidya. Now which is
the object spoken of here? That which is the adhisthana for adhyasa. In the first adhyasa,
prajiia is the adhisthana, in the reverse adhyasa, jagat is the adhisthana. Both these are
the same Atman. He is the object whose swariipa is to be known to get rid of adhyasa.
Jagat and prajiia i.e. ksetra and ksetrajfia, are both two forms of this same Atman.
These forms are not superimposed by the ksterajiia on the atman; it is impossible for
the jiva to do adhyasa in Atman. This will be discussed later (section 25.1). These
two are forms willingly taken up by Atman for the bhoga and apavarga of ksetrajiia.
Ksetra is karya-ritpa, while ksetrajiia is akarya-riipa. Just as clay appears in the form of
pots etc, Atman manifesting through forms is ksetra. Just as clay continues to be
clay though appearing in the form of pots etc, ksetra continues to be Atman though
appearing with forms.

Further, ksetrajfia is the manifestation of Atman, conditioned by the upadhi of
prana. Just as the crystal continues to be transparent though appearing as coloured
because of the upadhi of a flower, ksetrajiia is indeed nirupadhik-atman, though
appearing otherwise in association with upadhi. This ksetrajiia has done the adhyasa
of the distinctly different ksetra on himself, due to avidya. This is clearly visible in
his activities during jagrat and swapna. In susupti there is no adhyasa because there is
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no connection of the ksetrajiia with the ksetra. ‘ gIweRTel T ATHAT Tl HU: T TR,
Tt s fasaf-gaaanTstd segsd s’ - During susupti (the jiva) is totally
contented because he is merged in his own sad-atman. Therefore, he is free from all
faults which appear in jagrat and swapna due to his association with visaya and
indriyas (Ca. Bh. 8.3.4). However, the absence of the vidya that he is Atman remains.
For obtaining the jfiana of Atman, this is the only obstruction. ‘ava smfaareAEAa fg
sitst grae fafam®! - The only reason for prajiiatoa is the ignorance of tattva (Ma. Ka.
Bh. 1.11). The moment he understands that he is Atman through sravana, manana
and nididhysana of sastra sentences, his prajfiatva is also lost. This is the vidya of
vastu-swariipa-avadharana discussed here.

Question: Is not agrahana (absence of vidya), a ksetradharma? How can there be
agrahana in the ksetrajiia who is not at all connected with the ksetra?

Answer: ' STRUTHYE fAURTAYRIT: WHTHT: hTUTEE shedieg WagH T, 7 A1g: e’ -
The pratyayas of lack of knowledge, wrong knowledge and doubtful knowledge
are all dharmas of some karanas only and not of ksetrajiia. Not only this. The
vidyapratyaya which is the destroyer of all these three types of avidya, is also a dharma
of the ksetra (G. Bh. 2.21), because it is obtained only through the mind ' wéaTggsy’
(Br.Bh. 4.4.16).

Objection: “No. Avidya is of ksetrajiia. Since he is the jiiata of vidya, avidya has to
be his. For example, when one is unable to see an object in front, he understands
that he is blind. Similarly, ksetrajiia who is in grief is the one who is having avidya.”

Clarification: It is not like that because, the cause for not seeing the object
could be different. If the knower is to be decided as blind when an object in front is
not being seen, the connection of the knower with the object is to be determined by
the knower himself. It cannot be determined by some other knower. When he is
engaged in looking at the object, he cannot simultaneously determine his connection
with it also. So, itis not possible to conclude that the knower is blind. If he wants to
infer his blindness he must simultaneously engage himself in looking at the eye
and his own connection with it. This is again not possible. So, he has to take the
next steps of simultaneously engaging himself in seeing the mind and his connection
with it, the buddhi and his connection with it and so on. This is an endless regression.
To avoid it, he has to concede that he is always the seer and the cause for not seeing
the object lies somewhere only in the ksetra. Nevertheless, as long as adhyasa is
present in his jagrat and swapna, agrahana in ksetrajiia is accepted. (G.Bh. 13.2)
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(19.3) Next point we note is this: Just as the shell remains undefiled by the
adhyasa of silver in it, the anatman’s adhyasa does not bring about even a tinge of
defilement in the swariipa of pratyagatman. That is, the faults of anrtatva, jadatva and
parichinatva of the anatman do not even touch the pratyagatman. Similarly, in the
reverse case, the adhyasa of the dharmas of the pratyagatman on the anatmabuddhi and
outside objects does not bring atmatva in them. That is, the anandamayatva and jriatroa
of the pratyagatman are not acquired by them.

R0, THAH AfGETETH SR ARaUea Jhel 9d JuarumHg
TR wilfchent ATSRTY Wawim: | Waiur o yreanor fefemfaserauuT
HY [ AlTEafgaaniun T~ FHTonf ST = 3fa? S5Ed| Ry
AE AW Eae Jugauus! yumumguas: | 1 @ sfeanfo
IIUET TAANCHTEN: THATd| T & FMUSHAARYT F=AT0N R
Al T 9 SFACENEAT 389 HIgq AUad| T 9 TR Faie

T TET HA:; YUIFEUIErd | T & JHIgea=a0T WHIUT- Agraied|
T ANfqeafguarad Feei- Jurun" yrenur =1

20. All worldly and Vedic activities involving the valid means of
knowledge (pramana) and the corresponding objects (prameya) are indulged
only presupposing this mutual superimposition called avidya; so also the
Sastras - scriptures - dealing with injunction (vidhi), prohibition (nisedha) and
emanicipation (moksa). How again, pramanas like pratyaksa—direct perception
etc. and $astras are matters applicable (only) to one with avidya?” We say:
pramanas do not work in the case of one who cannot have knowership, because
of the lack of conceit of ‘I’ and ‘mine’ in the body, in the sense organs etc.
Activity of direct perception etc. is not possible without employing the sense
organs. Sense organs cannot function without the body. (Therefore) no one
without adhyasa (in them) can function through the body. When none of these
is present, the unattached Atman cannot become a knower. Without the
knower, the pramana cannot function. Therefore, pramanas such as direct
perception etc. and the $astra are matters related only to one with avidya.
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20.1 The purpose of this section is to show that all vyavahara takes place only
on the basis of adhyasa. Adhyasa of what on whom? * ST gaRaueams: ' - of the
Atman on the anatman and conversely’. Here it is very clear that the Atman is ksetrajiia
and the anatman is ksetra. ‘' 3erveae fFreuues yermElT Tarfe yregad ffeeamd’ - Like
the word cow etc, the word Atman without any prefix refers only to pratyagatman’
(Ca. Bh. 6.8.7). In phrases like Atma-anatma viveka etc the same rule applies. The
literal meaning of Atman without a prefix cannot refer to the Suddhatman because,
being sarvatman there is nothing like anatman for him. Every vyavahara, is meant for
hana—i.e. rejecting something disliked or upadana—obtaining something which is
liked. One who does not have such desires, will not be engaging himself in any
vyavahara. Before starting a vyavahara, one has to first decide through pramana what
is heya (that which is to be rejected) and upadeya (to be accepted). The one who
takes decision about the prameya on the basis of the pramana is called the pramata.
Pramatrtva (sense of being the pramata) is born out of adhyasa only. How? In this
way: The one who does adhyasa of karanakriya (activity of the karanas like eyes, ears
mind etc) on himself is the pramata who says ‘I saw,  heard, I decided’ etc. That is,
only one who has abhimana (attachment to the body, senses and buddhi) can alone
become the pramata. The ksetrajiia’s abhimana in the ksetra is adhyasa—the union of
ksetra and ksetrajiia. This is the basis of all vyavahara. That is why all vyavahara is
avidyaka (due to avidya). Therefore, they are only for the ignorant. Later, by comparing
with the behavior of beasts, that the vyavahara of human beings is also avidyaka is
reinforced.*

Q. UvAlciwgy Jfavit ga fe uvarea: vearield: s
T wfd yreife fawm ufodet a aal fad=1, See o Yad=d| a9
TSN TouH SNEqUeTy A gquatiesi it qenfagary= | giagur
quiaTiUTuers & fd fet wafa ud qeur afy sgasfoar: Hge]
MHIYT: GEINEART SoTad: UG qal THad=d, afgusiar ufd gaed=|
IM: WHM: UYATSid: YGHION JHTOHHY Saer:| UvaeHi ° Wids:

*In this paragraph of the Bhasya, the meaning of the word wvyutpanna-cittah is
‘intelligent people with discriminating ability” and not jiianis - as some say — because of
their similarily with beasts in their behavioral pattern.
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FfTAHIET: TAHNE HGRN: | TG SFAHAg THETuT

TS HGER: dehlel: TUE: fd fAgied)

21. Also because not being different from beasts etc. Just like when the
ears etc. come into contact with sound etc. if the cognition of sound etc. is
unfavourable they withdraw from it and if the sound is favorable they proceed
towards it, just as (when) they see a man with a raised stick in hand they run
away thinking ‘he desires to kill me’, but approach him when they see him
with his hand full of green grass. In the same way, men - even the intelligent -
recede in the presence of shouting sturdy (people) of fierce looks with raised
swords, but approach men of opposite nature. Therefore, the pramana-prameya
activity of men is the same as that of the beasts. It is well-known that the
activity of beasts with regard to direct perception etc, is without discrimination.
Because of this apparent similarity, it can be concluded that during the activity
of pratyaksa etc of even wise people, the vyavahara is the same.

(21.1) Question: If all vyavahara is due to avidya, how to explain the vyavahara
that is seen in a jiiani?

Answer: It happens through prakrti and not due to avidya. ‘wepfda: = Brgunicen
FARTIHRTUT FATATHRUT TRUTAT THHE WTaerT dehdeadal qel-garanerur Ge=ad’ - The prakrti
of three gunas modifies into the shapes of all the karya, karana and objects and
manifests as the body, indriyas etc for man’s worldly enjoyment and moksa (G. Bh.

Introduction to 13th Chapter). ‘afg araq wifaemt onf aa: it Tearsary T T
Safagerar wer: ' - The physical karanas of the body are created along with the creation
of the other objects (Su. Bh 2.3.15). Some people say that the karanas are made of
tanmatras. This is not correct. The tanmatras belong to prakrti, while the karanas are
products of the trivrtkrta vikrti. ‘Karana and visaya belong to same category, not to
different categories’ (Br. Bh. 2.4.11). That is why the karanas interact only with their
respective visayas. When the anrta riipa and the anrta netra come in contact, the anrta
pratyaya of the riipa is born in anrta buddhi. The pratyayas of Sabda etc are also born in
the same way. This is an activity of the prakrti, not of the puirusa. Prakrtistha purusa
i.e. one who thinks he is the prakrti, i.e. the one having avidyai—considers himself a

pramata. But the jiiani understands that ‘gfgartur gfgatey ad= gfa amaq’ - The indriyas
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are interacting with their corresponding objects (Gita 3.28), and remains as a witness
for this action. This means that the vyavahara in his body happens without his
doership. ' FiIheIaER AHT=IEYHA g Flifdhah: RITUdehde RTeme-Ter SHfuT shal wwafe w@rgeres
g ITEAYHIUTSAA 3Tehal Ta' - Since it appears as the vyavahara of common people, in
their view, while roaming around for his bhiksa, he too is a doer; But in his personal
realization brought about by the $astra pramana he is a non-doer only (G. Bh. 4.22).

21.2 In this way, prakrti is the cause for the execution of karma. Further, how the
motivation for starting an action is produced in his karanas is to be told. Motivation

to initiate karma is due to his prarabdha. ‘TR ERE FHHUT: ARSI T=AATTUTET
Afu SravErIfaT Ugf: ATEHA: AN TG : HHIT: Tetaward Jese ygfaad - The
prarabdha that is the cause for the body, surely brings about its fruit even though
there is right knowledge and that is responsible for the motivation seen in his
speech, mind and body. This is because the karma is more powerful like a released
arrow (Br.Bh. 1.4.7).

(21.3) Question: Since motivation is caused by avidya, can it be said that there
is a remnant of avidya in jiiani?

Answer: It is not so. In the case of the jiiani, the motivation occurs only in his
karanas; notin him. As long as the momentum of prarabdha exists - i.e., till the present
body falls off—the vyavahara, which is ksetra dharma continues. Seeing this, if others
think that he may not have Atma-jfiana, it is meaningless. ‘&% f& T wrgauad
FETIEA TEUNUT o ST wfaar ITeR? sifefay o RemusaeuEee Tad ua free ! -
How can some other person deny the coexistence of Brahman-realization with the
bodily activity which is his personal experience. It is precisely this situation that is
explained as the features of sthithaprajiia in Srutis and smytis (St. Bh. 4.1.15).

(21.4) In this way in vyavahara, whether it is a jiani or an ajiiani, pravrtti and
prakrti both are there. What is the contribution of each and how much? To decide
this we move forward. Pravrtti is the cause for starting of any karma. But for the
karma to happen, prakrti is the cause. That is for the karma, pravrtti is the nimitta
karana (essential cause) and prakrti is the upadana karana (material cause). Avidya
produces pravrtti in the form ‘I have to do this karma” and, when the karma is over, it
generates kartrtwa (doership) in the form ‘I have done this karma’. But during the
process when karma is being done avidya is not be the cause, since any karya takes

place because of prakrti.  ugrd: TeawTonty OT: HHITOT WAI: | RGN foreran wat 1w 3fa
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w=a’ (Gita 3.27). Therefore, a sadhaka has to decide on the basis of the $astras which
karma is worth doing ' TeAT & WHTUT q SAteRrEeAareadr’ (Gital6.24). Then for that
karma, he has to become only the nimitta (instrument to carry it out) ‘ffawas wa’
(Gita 11.33). He should not be attached to the fruits of the karma ‘w1 swHweRgH: ' (Gita
2.47). As aresult of this he gains citta suddhi (purity of mind, buddhi and citta) which
prepares the way for his obtaining vidya.

(21.5) In this way both avidya and prakrti are jointly responsible for any activity.
This combination, whether in the activity of jiva or Iswara, is called avidya-laksana
prakrti (G. Bh 5.14). Referring to [Swara’s activity of creation etc, it is also called

avidya-sanyukta prakrtii.e. avidya coupled with prakrti * stferemagaay semed’ (G. Bh.
7.4). [swara does not have pravrtti because He has no avidya. Therefore, $ruti says -

‘I ST Jrgufava ey SreRtantur’ - [ will create the names and forms by

entering into the jiva-atman’ (Ca. 6.3.2). Thus getting pravrtti through jiva, Iswara
handles the activity of creation etc. This combination of jiva’s avidya with maya is
known as [swara’s aharitkara. Incidentally, this demonstrates that avidya and prakrti
are not synonymous.

By now it has been established that all worldly activities (vyavahara) are based
on avidya. But, the Vedic activities are of a different type; i.e. they are based on an
awareness that the ksetrajiia is different from the ksetra. In the next section it is
demonstrated that though it is of a different type, even Vedic activities are based
on avidya.

3. VA § FdeR FeIfU glgudehiil o SIfafcear AeHA: Uielidh-
gy Afafhad, AgNU T AgAaE YHERRIAY MUd SEeHTe ey
IEART AT, AEEHR MWL | FJUANT AR faiar=a | ae=
AT ATHIGAMIG, JaaHH I Atfqenafguad  difdedd|  qon fg
‘ST TSI’ SR yTrRfuT Sty quTigHaEts aenfe farsrarenTay
HE |

22. It is true, that one who does not know that he can have contact with
other worlds, could get the eligibility to do scriptural activities intentionally.
Nevertheless, the eligibility does not require (the knowledge of) the essence
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Atman known only through Vedanta which transcends hunger etc, is free from
differentiations of Brahmana Ksatriya etc, free from birth and death—because,
it is not useful and also opposed to the eligibility (for doing karma). Sastras
which operate earlier to the knowledge of the Atman, cannot be the topic of
one other than the ignorant. That is why sastras like ‘Brahmana shall do yajiia’
etc proceeds on the basis of adhyasa in the Atman like caste, state of life, age,
condition etc.

(22.1) It is very clear that adhyasa in the body is responsible for all worldly
activities because they are based on the desire for woman, home etc. But in Vedic
activities it is not so; there is some difference. For activities prescribed by the $ruti
like Jyotistoma etc done with the desire of heaven etc and activities prescribed by
the smrtis like sraddha, tarpana etc done with desire of pitr-loka etc, are based on the
faith that one is different from the body. This is a faith developed on the basis of
astra. But, that one is different from the body is actually experienced in susupti.
Just as adhyasa continues after waking up inspite of the experience of susupti, it
continues even for him who is having this faith. For that matter, the desire for a
superior body which gives greater pleasure and comforts is the basis for performing
the activities prescribed by $ruti and smyrti. With a resolution to obtain swarga etc
one does these activities intentionally. For such people, dastras prescribe a karma
for each such desire. The competence for karma is prescribed like this - * 3teff wwet

feagr smeruT stfawda®: ' - One who is desirous of the fruit, capable of performing the
karma, knows the correct procedures to be followed and one not prohibited by the
Sastra, can perform that particular karma.

Therefore, karma is based on differences like one’s varna (brahmana etc), asrama
(brahmacarya etc), one’s age, situation etc. For example, a widower is not competent
to do many of these activities. A brahmana cannot do the Rajastiya yajria etc. Therefore,
Vedic karma is also based on avidya, i.e. it is meant only for one who has avidya.
Atma-vidya is not useful for karma. It is indeed even against karma. There is meaning
for karma till he has not understood that he is the Atman, which is known only
through the Upanisads, which is free from the problems of the body like hunger
etc, above the differences of brahmana, ksatriya etc and free from worldly life; not
after he has understood the Atman. To grasp the meaning of these statements, it is
sufficient to remember the features of prajiia during susupti. He has no instruments,
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no coming and going and he is brimful of ananda. How can he do karma? Why
would he doit? In this way, when one is becoming free from karma even by staying
in prajiiatoa, how is it possible to have any connection with karma, when one stays
in the Atman who is siaksi even for the prajiia. It is impossible.

(22.2) Next is about niskama karma. Karma done with desire strengthens adhyasa;
conversely, karma done without desire helps to destroy adhyasa. Karma done without
a desire to enjoy its fruit and done exclusively for pleasing I§wara bestows the
grace of Iswara which is absolutely necessary for Atma-vidyd. From this results
vairagya. Later on, $astras prescribe dhyana karma as internal sadhana. Though niskama
karma and dhyana both are karma, they purify the buddhi and facilitate the obtaining
of knowledge. In this way, whatever the karma, it concerns only the one with avidya;
not the one having vidya.
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23. We said that adhyasa is the cognition as ‘that” which it is not. It is like:
teatures of persons outside, like son, wife etc who are ill or well are
superimposed on himself (and he says) ‘I am myself ill or well’. Similarly, the
teatures of the body in ‘I am fat’, ‘I am lean’, ‘I am fair’, ‘I stand’, ‘I go’, ‘I
jump’. Similarly, the features of the senses in ‘I am dumb, one-eyed, impotent,
deaf, blind’. Similarly, the features of the internal organ viz desire, resolve,
doubt, determination. In this way, imposes the ‘conceited I’ on the inner Atman
which is the witness of all his thoughts and in the reverse way, superimposes
the all-witnessing inner Atman on the internal organs etc.

(23.1) {In this section, Bhasyakara is pinpointing the adhyasta, the adhisthana
and the adhyasaka in the adhyasas of ksetra in ksetrajiia and of ksetrajiia in ksetra}.
Concluding the discussion on the adhyasa which is done in prajiia, Bhasyakara
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describes its variety step by step starting from the outside son, wife etc, who literally
belong to the yusmat-pratyaya-gocara class, to the innermost antahkarana. "Who is
doing this adhyasa?’ The ahari-pratyayi. ‘In whom is he doing it?” In the pratyagatman.
‘Who are these two (ahamni-pratyayi and pratyag-atman)? People have imagined that
aharitkara is the ahari-pratyayi and pratyag-atman is the Suddha-atman. To justify their
imagina-tion, they are putting forward peculiar arguments. Obviously, they are
not agreeing with the sentences of the Bhasya. So, their imaginations are plainly
wrong. Though it is true that the aham-pratyaya appears in the antahakarana, the
latter cannot itself become the ahari-pratyayi because it is jada. “Them who is the
ahari-pratyayi?’—Atasmin tadbuddhih adhyasa. “The buddhi of that which it is not is
adhyasa’. This is a mithya pratyaya. It is born in the antahakarana. Therefore, the
ksetrajiia who is having the upadhi of the antahkarana with this pratyaya is the ahari-
pratyayi. Since all these pratyayas are occurring in jagrat, he is the bahisprajiia. It is he
who is doing adhyasa. 'In whom?” In the asesa-svapracara-saksi pratyagatman. "What is
swapracara?’ Mithya pratyayas are freely coming and going in the antahkarana. This
free movement is pracara. The ahani-pratyayi considers the antahkarana to be himself.
Therefore, the bahisprajiia’s desire, volition and doubt is the swapracara—his own
pracara. To say that the pratyagatman, who is the saks to this is Atman, is not correct
because a witness needs something different from him which is to be witnessed.
But there is nothing different from the Atman; everything is Atman only. Therefore,
Atman cannot be saksi. Not only this; starting from the external son, wife etc. when
Bhasyakara is telling in a sequence the body, the indriyas, the antahakarana, and
then pointing out that the pratyagatman is the saksi for all these, then suddenly to
jump to the Suddhatman skipping the prajfia is not proper also. Prdjiia is the saksi.e.
the bahisprajiia is doing adhyasa of himself in the prajiia. ‘How is he doing it?” He
does it by saying: ‘I am the knower. I am prajiia. But during susupti, there was no
antahkarana. Therefore, I did not know anything at that time.” If he had slept leaving
his connection with the karanas intentionally out of his own will, then prajiia could
have been the knower; but it is not so. The karanas, which cannot even touch prajsia,
have dropped out by themselves. Therefore, to ascribe knowership to prijiia is not
correct. “Then, how does 3astra ascribe knowership to him?” Following the adhyasa
done by the bahisprajiia due to avidya it tells so for the purpose of teaching. Prdjiia is
indeed Atman only; but avidya is the only obstacle in obtaining this knowledge of
the oneness of Atman. Due to avidya, the knowership without the action of knowing
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is superimposed on prajiia. Had the bahisprajiia analyzed using presumption
(arthapatti) like this: ‘Knower should obviously have jiiana to know anything. Yet if
I did not know anything during susupti, what could be the reason? Is it the absence
of antahkarana or something else?” Then with the help of the $astra, he would have
realized the oneness of Atman beyond knowership. But how can the fool who sees
pleasure in adhyasa have a peaceful mind necessary to do this higher thinking?
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24. In this way, the adhyasa of the nature of an illusory cognition which
has no beginning, no end, is natural, causing doership and enjoyership, is
directly noticed by all. It is for the destruction of this cause of all meaningless
nonsense by providing the vidya of the oneness of Atman that all the Vedantas
start off. That this is the purport of all the Vedantas, we will demonstrate in
this Sariraka Mimansa.

(24.1) After having shown the swariipa of adhyasa, Bhasyakara is now showing
the swariipa of vidya which destroys adhyasa. Here adhyasa is said to be beginning]less.
‘How?’ analyzing one’s own experience of susupti the fault of adhyasa is easily
understood. Therefore, experience is the pramana for adhyasa. Karma is due to adhyasa
and birth is because of karma. Therefore, the karma of the previous lives is the cause
of the present birth. The previous lives’ karma is also due to adhyasa. In this way,
however far one may go back, adhyasa is seen to be present. Therefore, adhyasa is
both known by pramana and is also beginningless. It is also endless. ‘How is it
endless? Is it not destroyed by the vidya of the oneness of Atman?’ Some people
answer this question by saying that endless means till one gets jfiana. This is not
correct because it does not agree with the meaning of the word 'endless'. Even
though someone loses avidya by vidya, others still continue to have it. Therefore it
is endless.

‘Will adhyasa not come to an end when everyone has obtained vidya?” Such a
thing can never happen; because, the number of jivas is infinite - 3/ ¥ 9T = TEHTT
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R = AT <, WUT 956 =’ - He is himself ten, thousands, many, infinite;

because living beings are infinite (Br. Bh. 2.5.19). ‘9d Segwgdagera@d @R
fafereq’ - Hundreds, thousands, lakhs, crores, infinite jivas are placed in him (Atharva

Sambhita 10.8.24), says the sruti. Therefore, though many jivas get liberated by vidya,
the unliberated continue to exist. ‘If all jivas are liberated at once?” This is not
possible. Had it been possible, it would have already happened in the infinite
time that has already passed. Therefore, [swara will continue giving births to the
jivas with avidya, who will always continue to be there in the world. This takes
place due to His maya. Therefore, just as adhyasa is beginningless and endless,
maya too should be beginningless and endless.

Naisargika means natural; because it is beginningless it has to be natural.

Sakala-loka pratyaksa: This adhyasa is pratyaksa i.e., directly perceived because,
as already said, experience being the pramana for adhyasa, it is immediately
understood. This is not possible if Suddhatman is kept in place of pratyagatman.

Atma-Ekatoa-Vidya-Pratipattih: Adhyasa is destroyed only with this. This is
because: Adhyasa is the buddhi of that which it is not. Therefore, adhyasa expects the
duality of ‘that” and ‘not that’. Here ksetrajiia is ‘that” and ksetra is ‘not that’. In the
reverse adhyasa these also get reversed. Since both these are previously seen things
(purva-drsta) there is scope for adhyasa. But not so in the case of Suddha-atman. Both
‘that’ and ‘not that’ are Atman.  TeUTTEeRTTE famtafasaryTs fammeafad wigatiantaesn’ -
Vijiiana spandita is the manifestation of the knower and the known, i.e. the immovable
Atman himself appears as these two due to avidya (Ma.Ka.Bh.4.47). Therefore, one
who understands that he is Afman has no duality. Therefore, there is no adhyasa.
Therefore, there is no karma. Therefore, there is no birth. This Atman who is
synonymous with moksa is to be understood only through the Upanisads. He is
Aupanisada Purusa. The beginning of Veda is karma kanda, which addresses people
with adhyasa. The end part of Veda, i.e.,, Vedanta are the Upanisads. These are
addressed to those who want to destroy their adhydsa. Knowing that this Atman is
oneself is moksa.

Sariraka means the jiva who has accepted the §irira i.e. the body as himself.
Mimamsa means a sacred discussion. It is sacred because it is a discussion about
Brahman. The purport of Sariraka Mimarnisa is this: In the first two chapters known as
samanvaya and avirodha respectively, it is established that ksetra is Brahman. In the
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third chapter entitled sadhana it is shown that ksetrajfia is also the same Brahman and
it also tells about upasanas helpful in getting this knowledge. In the last chapter of
phala, the fruit and features of moksa are discussed.

(24.2) The steps taken by the Sariraka Mimdriisi to convey the knowledge of the
oneness of Atman are as follows: Through a critical analysis of adhyasa the ksetrajiia
is separated from the ksetra. With this, the meaning of the word twam ‘you” in the
ultimate lesson Tat-twam-asi is determined to be the pratyagatman who is prajiia. It is
everyone’s experience that prajiia does not know who he is. To make one realize
this fault is the first step.

Similarly, the essence of the jagat is to be taught, separating the ksetra jagat
from its features of change(anrtatva), inertia (jadatva) and finiteness (parichinatva).
For this purpose, the sruti gives the example of pot, clay etc to show the cause-
effect relationship between this essence and the jagat. The features of change etc
are seen in jagat through the forms which are mere words—uvicarambhana. These
forms are an effect, and their cause can only be determined through themselves;
there is no other way. What are the features of the cause? There are no features of
the effect in the cause. To get the knowledge of the cause, it is not possible to
destroy the effect nor is it meaningful to say that one should wait till it gets
destroyed on its own. Therefore, even when the effect is visible the cause hidden
in it has to be separated from the features of the effect. What is meant by ‘separating
it?’

It means that through the sruti pramana one has to understand that the visible
form should also be the cause itself; otherwise it cannot come into existence at all -
' FHIITRRISTY HRUTE T TS SIS FRA@T (St Bh. 2.1.18). This is the non-
difference of cause and effect. The asymmetry in this law has to be noted. Namely
 STTIISTU ShTIRTTUTAT: ShHIE SHIRUTET , 7 g huTe shraie@® - Though non-difference
of effect-cause is told, effect is of the form of cause, but the cause is not of the form
of the effect (Su. Bh. 2.1.9). This understanding comes from paramarthadrsti, i.e.
recognizing the effect as nothing but the cause. The moment this understanding is
obtained, one will understand that ksetra is nothing but its upadana Brahman even
though the indriyas experience the features of change etc in ksetra. The meaning of
the word “tat’ in the great sentence tat twarn asi is this Brahman. Though pots are
many, they are all one and the same clay, ‘s@ag fava®q - The whole world is Brahman
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only (Mu 2.2.12). This Brahman, contrary to the effect, is satyam, jiianam and anantam.
After this is determined, one has to realize ‘a<=mf&’ - You are that (Ca. 6.8.7) through
nididhyasana. This realization of oneness of Atman is vidyi ‘STEHR- Ve GHAFMRS
JEEEEuTaerE R - Taking support of the swariipa of the Atman, the sense of
difference is lost even when seeing the outside forms (G. Bh. 18.50). It is precisely
this sarvatmabhava—I am everything—that is moksa (Br. 4.3.21).

Additional Comments on the Adhyasa Bhasya

(25.1) After this commentary on the Adhyasa Bhasya, some additional comments
have to be made. The asmat-pratyaya-gocara pratyagatman told in Adhyasa Bhasya
cannot be the fourth Suddhatman, i.e. he is not the pratyagatman who is in the
experience of the ajiiani. The reason is as follows: ‘His<agex: | fafSaiaass: ' - He is to
be sought after, to be discussed (Ca. 8.7.1). Therefore, he is not piirva-drsta, i.e. not
seen earlier. Therefore, he cannot be recalled by memory, hence he cannot be smyrti-
ritpa. ‘ 3neEE waq - All this is Atman (Ca. 7.25.2). Therefore, there is nothing other
than Him. Hence, the sentence defining adhyasa namely smrti-riipa paratra pitrvadrsta
avabhisa ' Sfaea: U0 gagur@aw™: ' - The appearance elsewhere of a recollected form
of a thing seen before is not applicable to Suddhatman. The Suddhatman is invisible,
actionless, ungraspable, featureless, unthinkable, indescribable (Ma. 7), i.e. He is
without any dharma. Therefore, the sentence that ‘adhyasa is seeing the dharma of
one in another’ anyatra anya dharma avabhasana is also not applicable to Suddhatman.
As arule, He is visay? and never visaya . He never becomes visaya for anybody. ‘o: §
SIS BTaUT: WINT: W AT eHawe yTaTeder sfasarammamne: ' - The use of
the suffix ‘iti’ for the word Atman is intended to remind that really either the word
Atman or the atma-pratyaya cannot represent an object (Br. Bh. 1.4.7). One who is not
an object even for a jiiani, how can He become an object of ‘I-——awareness’ for the
ajiiani?

Question: 'Due to adhydsa, can he not become an object for ‘I—awareness’?’

Answer: No. For adhyasa, samanya jiiana - just the elementary knowledge of the
existence of the adhisthana, is necessary. Ajiiani does not have even that. This is the
unobservability (avisayatva)of the Atman. On the contrary, that everyone has this
elementary knowledge of the existence of prajiia is a common experience. Therefore,
only he is asmat pratyaya gocara (object for T—awareness'). On the other hand, the
Atman is his witness. Bhasyakara has said this directly as follows: ‘g e
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IETTAfITHT Sueg UF fasmad s sTqua=q? ; o wifares Weadard - Since Atman
is an object for ‘I-—awareness” how is it right to say that He is understood only
through the Upanisads? Not like that. Because, He is witness even for him (Su. Bh
1.1.4). In this way, the unobservable (avisaya)Atman is as a rule of the nature of
light; if He were an visaya He would be of the nature of darkness.

Further, since He is the fourth ‘Temew&=@R: ' - ekatma-pratyaya-sara (Ma. 7) He
can never be pratyaya gocara. Though the fourth Atman is pratyagatman also, He is
not in the experience of the ignorant people. Therefore ‘UermeTui¥es: ' - pratyagatma-
prasiddeh the well-known pratyagatman’ does not apply to Him. Not only that, He is
not only pratyagatman; He is sarvatman, He is everywhere. One easily understands
when one is told that prajiia is not at all related to the body etc, though one is doing
adhyasa in the wakeful state. Therefore, adhyasa is obviously known to everybody.
But if we make the statement that ‘adhyisa has occurred in Atman’, it can never be
understood by anybody. Therefore, such adhyasa is not sakala-loka-prtayaksa. Hence,
this statement does not motivate the seeker to destroy adhyasa; it remains only as
the imagination of the person saying it. Not only this, in the adhyisa made in the
reverse direction, the body is the adhisthana and the pratyagatman is the adhyasta. If
this pratyagatman is the fourth Atman there can be no adhyasa of His dharmas on the
body etc; because He is without any dharma. ‘Can’t His jiiana and ananda be
superimposed’? Impossible. They are His swariipa, not dharmas which an ajiiani can
see.

(25.2) In this way, after demonstrating that it is not possible to take the fourth
Atman in place of pratyagatman, it is necessary also to discuss what havoc has been
wrecked on the siddhanta by doing so. With the assumption of Suddhatman in the
place of pratyagatman, whatever is adhyasta becomes asat - non existent. If this is
agreed upon, only buddhi, indriyas, body, son, wife etc. being adhyasta in the case of
prajiia, only that many become non-existent; however the rest of the world like sun,
moon etc., which are not adhyasta could be saved from going non existent. But in
the case of Suddhatman it is not so. Saying that Suddhatman is the adhisthana and the
whole world is adhyasta in Him, they assert that the whole world is non-existent. If
one asks, ‘"How can it be non existent when it is being known through the indriyas?’
They say, ‘Just as the serpent seen in the rope is non existent, the world
superimposed in Atman also is non existent (asat). Therefore, in hundreds of places
Bhasyakara has referred to the jagat as mithya, imagined due to avidya (avidya-kalpita).
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This is plainly wrong because, taking the same analogy of rope and snake,
Bhasyakara has explained that the jagat is not asat: - ‘agera sigen gsmaata’ - That
(Brahman) thought of becoming many and being born. Commenting on this $ruti

sentence he has said—' T TEHETRIGRUT, TAT AT TG TUTETRRUT FfgUenfeadT | TS
afe 8 IR SIRE FUiEnehRoT? 71 6 Td §d WaT 9T THITEn 7 36w shedied
At - Just as the rope etc. take birth as the conceived serpent etc., similarly, I will
be born in many forms. (Objection) If so, the world that is perceived is non existent
just like the snake perceived in the rope? (Answer) It is not like that. The existent
(Brahman) itself appears as another because of the sense of duality. Nothing at any
time is non existent (Ca. Bh. 6.2.23).

Therefore, the statement that like the non existent serpent in the rope, the world
seen is also non existent, is directly opposite to the sruti statement that Brahman
Itself is standing in the form of the world out of Its own volition and also opposite
to the Bhasya. When the $ruti is saying -'#g T& € $39_ 1 M6 - Somya! In the
beginning, this (world) was sat only (Ca. 6.2.1), implying that the world was sat
even when it was not available for the senses. Does it become asat when it is available
to the senses?

Objection: Bhasyakara has clearly said that ‘SIg geammM(y.... 36T WHIITAT

dreams. It is mithya only (Ma. Ka. Bh. 2.7). How do you reconcile this statement?

Answer: It is true. It is possible to say this after the oneness of the Atman has
been determined. This is because, the world is not different from this Atman.
Therefore, there can never be an observable for the Atman. However, the ajiiani
puts forward his doubt after listening to the oneness of Atman, that he is seeing the
world. If he is seeing it then it must be different from the Atman, because we can
only see things which are different from us. Hence, it has to be asat. It is asat just
like the chariots etc. seen in dreams. But before establishing the oneness of Atman

‘Aeaq | stfaae | fh aq?.. /... AiMT..... - The jagat that is observed is avitatha—not
mithya, i.e.itis a transactional reality (Mu.Bh.1.2.1). Jagat will never be lost; it always
exists. ‘AT & HRUT o Y ey, W7 7 ARERIG UF e 3 W By ey, 9w |
AferRfa’ - Just as Brahman’s existence is not affected in either of the three times

(past, present and future), the existence of the world also is not affected in either of
the three times (St Bh 2.1.16).
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Doubt: If we accept the existence of names and forms, will it not contradict the
advaita Srutis, “This is one without a second’, “There is not the least multiplicity
here’ etc.?

Answer: No. This has already been resolved through the example of pot, clay
etc. Seen from the causal point of view, just as the forms of clay are not different
from clay, the world of multiplicity is not different from Brahman. On the basis of
this understanding one gets the realisation, “This is one without a second’, “There
is not the least multiplicity here” etc. When due to avidya one is seeing only the
multiplicity of names and forms then only these transactions occur - ‘¥@T g WAt
At =a@): | (Br. Bh. 3.5.1).

For the knowledge of 'there is not the least multiplicity here’ (Br. 4.4.19), namely
for the oneness of Brahman, sruti is the pramana, not the indriyas. For the multiplicity
of the world, indriyas are the pramana and not the §ruti.’One pramana does not
contradict another pramana, in fact, the other pramana gives the knowledge of an
object which cannot be known by the first pramana’ (Br. Bh. 2.1.20). Therefore, for
the oneness of Brahman taught by sruti, the multiplicity seen through the indriyas
need not be rejected. What exists all through this multiplicity is only Brahman in
which there is no multiplicity. Therefore, fault is only in viewing the object and not
in the object itself. Brahman is Atman. Hence, there is no multiplicity in Him.
However, even after the realisation of Atman’s oneness, the world does not become
invisible for the jiiani. Then how does he see it? Before he had obtained vidya, the
world appeared as different from him; now the same world appears non-different.
So what is lost by vidya is what was produced by avidya. ‘Anotherness, being the
result of avidyad, can be realised as a non-object by vidya. Is not the non-existence of
the second moon the one that is seen by eyes without cataract’ - 3= =1 ifaenegaa
foeran srargEeyiHuata: | afg fedta agwmaT aedafutehur =gt 7 e’ (Tai. Bh.
2.8).Therefore, what becomes invisible after getting vidya is the one which appeared
different from himself because of avidyi. One who sees the jagat as different from
himself is mithya-darsi, i.e., one with wrong knowledge. The Sruti says that such a
person is unfit for moksa. “The one who views brahmana, ksatriya (the worlds, devatas
etc) as different from Atman, and having existence independent of the Atman is a
mithya-darsi; and those objects seen as mithya are mithya-drsta. The mithya-drsta world
rejects the mithya-darsi. In this way, seeing difference in the world is ridiculed and
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it is asserted that all objects are non-different from the Atman and all this is Atman
itself’ - ‘At fg @A M AHEISTT WE-AT o8 AxE qvdid, o fHeariH ada
faoags s@meTies S, Wi 3fa degfewde € wd ggEmm (3. R.%.8) 3 wdE
TS EreEfat@Aaarardl’ (St. Bh. 1.4.19). Therefore, the statement that the
jagat is mithya is directly opposite to the Sruti.

(25.3) Suppose it is asked ‘that which is mithya is not available for transaction;
but the changing jagat is available for transaction. How is this possible?” They say
‘Transaction is also mithya.” They do not see any differences in the words anrta
(changing), mithya (illusory), anirvacniya (ambiguous for description), pratibhasika
satya (apparent reality), vyavaharika satya (transactional reality). Anrta is transactional
reality, not illusion. Commenting on Tai. 2.6 Bhasyakara says— TeHq Ta f& wardae
TR | 38 T ATERIGUIH 3MUTereh el IGIUTehIENarierr Seehiie 9ot oo | 374 o g
fauwdaq) fof g7 waq wem stvaq? @@ wardwed - Ultimate reality is Brahman only.
Water which is transactional reality is compared with the mirage which is apparent
reality. Here the water is called satya and the mirage which is different from water
is called anrta. Both these are in their nature the ultimate reality. Further, transaction
is also not mithya. For the jiianT ' AETET TS FGWH..... HAHATGRIUN HeAIHRTIN =
T - All transactions and all forms are real because they are viewed as Brahman
(Ca. Bh. 6.3.2). ‘ UTeR, HETHTSATAT TIHA: STTEHT Tz..vvvvnn. SATTICAAT STHATH | FRTATIAT G
Hfer T T Wl | 9T Wl STt e : ed: Ua fagw: ' - Prior to Atman’s knowledge
creation, destruction etc were happening from someone different from him. But
after getting Atma—vijﬁa_na everything is happening from Atman only. In this way,
for the jriani, all transactions are from Atman only’ (Ca. Bh. 7.26.1).

(25.4) There is indeed a chain of imaginations done to protect the concept that
jagat is mithya. Firstly, about the pair maya-avidya: If the world is treated as non-
existent, maya which is the cause for the creation, sustenance and destruction of the
world as described in sruti, smrti and puranas, loses its place. When it is said that
though it is non-existent it is seen due to avidya, the latter usurps the place of maya.
To reconcile with this imagined equivalence of maya and avidya, they have to
imagine an ambiguous description (anirvacniyatva) for avidya also, mimicking the
anirvacniyatva of maya. Then for some, the Suddha-Brahman gets coupled with avidya
(avidya-sabala).For some others, maya and avidya are synonyms. For yet others, maya
is avidya-kalpita. For some others, when avidya is lost by acquiring vidya, maya is also
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lost. Yet others see remnants of avidya even in the jiiani. For others, avidya is the
effect of maya - it misleads us by using avarana-Sakti and aksepa-Sakti. Since it is said
that during pralaya, Brahman alone exists, maya cannot exist in pralaya.Therefore for
them, maya becomes anitya. Since Iswara is coupled with maya, for some, Iswara also
goes out of existence during pralaya etc. These are the so called prakriyas, i.e.,
alternatives for siddhanta. What siddhanta? That jagat is mithya - not for the advaita

propounded by Sanikara. But none of these statements is correct.

First about Brahman being coupled with avidya (avidya-sabala). Jiva is the one
with avidya. He is not different from nitya-suddha-buddha-mukta Brahman—this is the
siddhanta. Paramatman is different from the jiva, but jiva is not different from
Paramatman - ' GUAEA: SATg 3@, SHaed g 7 UHg 3@’ (St. Bh. 1.3.19). Further,
Bhasyakara’s commentary for the sentence—'He understood himself as Brahman’
is as follows: - JTETH TaTad 31 Sl gfa.. seqfor tfaenguut: sfa = =1, sefor faem
L1 1 O 1 FEIIUT gt IguT ATt | feh afd 1 sigy @y agmiearigur
Tafam stfeamerd =1 3fa1 wag a7 eifaenerd ut o o@T | fohg 77 U 3@y StfaemeRdt oa:
YT=: 31 g4’ - ‘How is it right to say that there is avidya in Brahman?’ It is not like
that. Vidya has been prescribed in Brahman. ‘We are not saying that there is adhyaropa
of a dharma in Brahman which is not in It.” Then what are you saying? 'That Brahman
is not the cause for the adhyaropa of this dharma. Nor does it create avidya by itself.”
Let it be that Brahman is not the imposer of avidya and also not confused. But the
jiva who is the imposer of avidya and confused - he is not different from Brahman
(Br. Bh. 1.4.10). So, avidya 3abalam Brahma is a seditiously wrong imagination.

Further about maya and avidya being synonymous: ‘<& HaTan: ITEHTET
foraftar: | amer: wran sifeen, @@ wgueentyar:’ - The body etc. are atma-maya-visarjita.
Here atman’s maya means avidya, and the physical body etc are projected by this
avidya (Ma. Ka. 3.10) and in the next sloka’s commentary ‘T Ta TEE: Y& q&@H
AT, S 3t Ugha: | TEATGTH: ... HTaT: SMewran femfsiar: @ 7 o= - Satyam [fianam
Anantam Brahman is the Atman in present context. From this atman only, body etc.
are created by His maya (Ma. Ka. 3.11). In this way, the same word maya when
applied to the jiva is called avidya and when applied to the Brahman is called maya.
In this way, maya and avidya are separated in the karika. ‘3@ gfa stfammeageay
e - Aharikara means avidya coupled with avyakta (G. Bh. 7.4); ‘stfeeniq
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IRHENEIS agiwad arar’ - Maya in which the many seeds of sanisara like avidya
etc are concealed (G. Bh. 7.3); ‘ wepfaeereamean sife=n R srur - The coupling with
prakrti due to avidya is samsara (G. Bh. 13.20); ‘uepedT..... Afqemen: €amm: €6R:' - The
avidyd concealed in prakrti, is the cause of sarmsara (G.Bh. 13.21) etc. sentences clearly
deny the synonymity of avidya and maya.

In order to satisfy the imagined synonymity between the two, an ambiguous
description of avidya is also propounded (see 14.4). But after a detailed analysis
avidya is described only as ‘stfaenfawiammgs: HIEUIAGSR: IULUMHA AT’ - non-
comprehension (agrahana), doubtful (sanisaya) and wrong comprehension (anyatha
grahana) (G.Bh. 13.2). ‘afg Frmwma: afg Gyraam afg faudiaae ar e o7 3fa, v fe
aq 7 1@ fraada’ - Whether absence of knowledge or doubtful knowledge or wrong
knowledge, whatever is called gjiiana, all that will be removed by jnana only” (Br.
Bh. 3.3.1). This is the unambiguous description of avidya. Therefore, the bhiasya does
not approve of this avidya of ambiguous description.

Next, the idea that maya is misleading the jivas by its two powers of avarana
and viksepa. This is totally unacceptable because it is only through maya that Brahman
assumes multiple forms. Why? ‘&4 &4 gfawut 914, 7a& ®4 Ufaaerona’ - For every
form, it assumed a co-form in order to make its inherent form known (Br. 2.5.19).
The bhasya comments on this sentence like this - ‘afg f& &y 7 =MfeRad, TaT 3T
e Freufieh w4 yaTEre T ufaeaaa’ - Had It not carved out these names and
forms, then, that the adjunctless form of the Atman is just solid awareness could
never have been understood (Br. Bh. 2.5.19). ' wepfd: = frqunfereht GeehraientuTiers=en i
RUTT GEE WRIUerT dehdeaadl Qel-garaneiut Ge=ad ' - This prakrti of three qualities
gets modified to the forms of karya, karana and objects and gets finally organized in
the forms of bodies, indriyas etc for the purpose of prosperity and/or moksa of the
jiva’ (G. Bh. Introduction to chapter 13). Therefore, it is unreasonable to hold maya
responsible for the jiva’s lustful extrovert response to the world.

Next, that maya is non-eternal is clearly opposite to the bhisys— Fergatang
YT Ao 31 Jerd e ferqa | wehfagaaey ua fe dvave dvavem’ - Since [$wara
is always [Swara His two prakrtis have to be eternal. This is because, being coupled
with these two prakrtis is the [Swaraness of Iswara (G. Bh. 13.9). Some people twist
the meaning of the word ‘eternal’ to mean ‘a very long time” to suit their imaginations.
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This is not possible. However long this time may be, since—' &Iar emqerieheaad’ -
ISwara created this world just like in previous times (Rgveda Sarnhita 10.190.3),
maya is necessary for the creation that happens even after this long time. So, saying
that maya is non-eternal is wrong.

Then about the remnants of avidya in a jiiant: '3 Ta Afaenieay fFafa wama:
TR 3T=: | ITE=aal of ¥ Ta foarn’ - Whether the first or the last thought, whether
itis a result of continuous or discontinuous thinking, the knowledge which removes
all the faults of avidya etc. is vidya (Br. Bh. 1.4.10). ‘ streafese faam Gy, o &l @@
AFGEATA TS WM | 37 HE[faenan aer Afqeneshriquud: Yed g aq: & - The
moment the knowledge of Atman dawns, that moment itself, its (Atman’s) ignorance
is removed. So, with the rise of Brahma-vidya, the effects of avidya vanish just as
darkness vanishes the moment light comes (Br. Bh. 1.4.10). So, there can never be
remnants of avidya in a jiani.

(25.5) Then sarvatmabhava spoken by $ruti i.e. the awareness that everything is
Himself—is an uncomfortable statement for those who proclaim that the world is
non-existent. So, they totally abandon it. ‘ 37&H 37T 37EH 791G: 31 ¥eileheghd - [am the
food, I am the eater, I am that ISwara who pairs up the eater and his food (Tai. 3.10).
‘o€ wq: 3twd WE: 9’ - [ am Manu, I am the sun (Br. 1.4.10), ‘ faenfaerem= smeqor ifa
Fheafs | I < yauTes = ufuear: WuEivis:’ - Jfianis view the learned and gentle brahmana,

the cow, elephant, the dog, and the candala all equally (Gita 5.18)—such are the
sentences of sarvatmabhava. If the food, the eater, ISwara, Manu, Surya, brahmana are
all non-existent—there is no meaning for such sentences. For this reason too, the
non-existence of the world is absurdly wrong.

(25.6) In this way, a limitless number of ideas are superimposed on the bhasyas
of Sanikara, damaging what is heard from there and imagining the unheard. They
have assumed such importance that common people think that this is what has
been taught by Sankara. Therefore, a study of the bhasya is not producing the correct
understanding in seekers. Such ideas have created opponents for the otherwise
blemishless bhasya. Moreover, they are mutually contradictory also. Some people
offer solace by saying ‘he says like this, the other one says like that; but these are
all only alternative proofs for arriving at the one and the same conclusion’. But this
pacification does not achieve its intended purpose; on the other hand, it creates
more confusion, because “this” and ‘that” proofs are opposite to each other. In some
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intermediate steps of $astra, one could perhaps say ‘paficikarana is one way and
trivrtkarana another of arriving at this result’. But for the ultimate message (siddhanta)
there can never be alternative proofs, that too proofs contradicting each other.

Therefore, for the advaita propounded by the $ruti, there is only one proof and
that is, given by Sankara himself. ‘7 271 w2 313 fa=@’ - There cannot be another
proof. True. Though the bhasyas of Sankara are pleasant to study, the meaning in a
certain place may be difficult to understand because they are guiding a wide
spectrum of seekers—like people doing karma, intelligent students, sannyasis etc;
doubts can arise. To get the right answer for any doubt, the point to remember is
the following: the topic is vast. Solutions for all doubts cannot be available in a
single place for everyone. But, for each and every doubt, there is certainly the
solution somewhere else in the bhasyas. There is no exception to this rule at all.
This is the omniscience of Bhagavan Bhasyakara. In the Vedas, it becomes
necessary in several places to interpret passages going against other pramanas. That
is done by treating them as arthavida in praise of injunctions. But in the Sasikara
Bhasya, one never comes across such situations where an interpretation is necessary,
because their very purpose is to explain things clearly without any ambiguity.
Therefore, one should never subject the ununderstood words and sentences to
squeezing, bending and twisting or adding and dropping ideas to extract the
meaning one wants. This is unacceptable. One should understand their meaning
only by the other sentences of the bhisya said in that context. If one does not follow
this concept and introduces new ideas therein, they will invariably be damaging
what is heard or they will only remain unheard imaginations.

It is extremely regrettable that one such painful example should be there in
the very first word of Vedanta Sastra. Who would interpret the word “asmat -I" in
‘geeEEaTaRar: fawatantaun: ' - yusmat asmat pratyaya gocarayoh in Adhyasa Bhasya
as the Suddhaatman when he has read and remembers the sentence ksetra-ksetrajiiayoh
‘ e fawafawfaon: ' in Gita Bhasya? Is it not because of this Himalayan blunder
that the world had to become 'asat—non-existent'? After assuming that the world is
non-existent, who would not drop the assumption when he notices the negative
reply to the objection ‘318g Ta af¢ ¥« aq T&....." - Then, is the whole world non-
existent like the serpent seen in the snake? Is it not because of continuing with this
assumption instead of dropping it that maya and avidya became synonyms? Who
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will continue with this synonymity the moment he reads the sentences like ‘3@~
gfa stfemegemy /e - Aharikara is avidya coupled with maya etc? In this way,
making a new imagination to cover up or justify the damage done by the previous
imagination, has led to a limitless cascade of fanciful imaginations of the bhasya.
The purport of the bhasya has gone out of sight and heated debates between the so
called alternative proofs have occupied its place. If the word “asmat-1" in Adhyasa
Bhasya had been interpreted as ksetrajiia in accordance with Gita Bhasya, only
difference between the world and its knower ksetrajiia could have been demonstrated
and the idea of the non-existence of the world could have been avoided. Is it not
so? Consequently, would not the whole of the cascade of consequent imaginations
been avoided? In this way, these imaginations have wrought havoc in the $astra
instead of making it intelligent. Sankara Bhasya is pure and complete in itself. It
does not suffer from any faults which need to be removed, nor does it require the
addition of any virtues. Sankara is Para-Brahman, and his bhasyas are the Vedas.
This must never be forgotten.



A Birds’ Eyeview of the Brahmasutras

(1) Bhasyakara has clearly stated at the end of the Adhyasa Bhasya that getting
the knowledge of the oneness of Atman is the purport of Sariraka Mimanisa. There is
advantage in knowing the sequence of steps followed by the sastras for this purpose.
This is only a brief pointer, just enough to meet the goal of this book:

‘Tat’ in the great sentence ‘Tat twar asi—That you are’ is only pure existence—
i.e. Brahman alone. To know that as one’s self is the knowledge of the oneness of
Atman. True. It cannot be gotten by speech, mind, eyes or any other sense. Though
it is so attributeless, it does exist because it is known to be the cause of the world—

‘S areT T HAET T AT 7 3 A 3 urg e geef: | qenfyu wataveRfea: Y Swr:
T, 3 sraTaETq e a (9ET )’ (Ka. Bh.2.3.12).

So, Brahman has to be understood only through the world. Therefore, the
discussion of Brahman starts with ‘Creation etc.” siitra. Though Brahman as the
material cause of the world is implied in this siitra, its main discussion is in the
tirst pada of the second chapter. Using the examples of clay etc, it is shown there
that the ‘world is Brahman’, but Brahman is different from the world” through the
law of non-difference of effect and cause (karya karana ananyatva nyaya). With this,
the oneness of Brahman who is Satyam, [fiianam and Anantam, is established. Next
about its efficient causeness: In order to teach that the Atman is the Satyam- Jianam
-Anantam Brahman, all the transactions like becoming many, creation, entering (in
jiva form), obtaining pleasure, fearlessness, sanikramana (higher knowledge) etc.

are conceived of in Brahman - ‘@ FH 3T Sl STd AATSRITEIUT STAUTTUALHS T
- TAIT-THEATT - 3T -HHHUT G U ehewld SelfuT ¥d e fawd’ (Tai. Bh. 2.8).

In this way, in the first step of teaching Brahman-Atman oneness, transaction
(vyavahara), which is not actually in Brahman, is conceived in Brahman. This is called

adhyaropa. The moment Brahman is understood through this, adhyaropa becomes
apavada. i.e. withdrawn; the conceived transaction is withdrawn.

‘Does it mean that the vyavahara which is conceived in Brahman is imagined
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due to avidya (avidya -kalpita)?” No; what is avidya -kalpita has already been explained
(Adhyasa Bhasya 25.2). From the causal point of view, even vyavahara is true (Ca. Bh.
7.26.1), not false. It should never be forgotten that nothing is asat - non-existent, at
any time - ‘< 36vE Fw&faq F@fea’- (Ca. Bh. 6.2.23). ‘If so, how is the vyavahara of
creation etc. possible in Brahman who is only pure existence? It is wrong to ask this
question when the sruti tells us it is so. “This was the one only without a second sat’
' e AEIEHITHI USRI G ..... ASETT SN TSR aeisitsgsta’ - That (Brahman) reflected
tobe born in many forms. It created fire (Ca. 6.21.23) says the sruti, which should be
understood as such.

‘Saying that other pramanas also apply to Brahman since it is an existent object,
is wishful thinking. Brahman, like dharma, can be understood only through sruti.’
‘Who knows clearly? Who can say from where this multifaceted creation has come
out from?’ says the Sruti that even highly evolved souls have difficulty in
understanding the cause of the world. So there is no scope for dry logic here. Prajiia
detached from the world becomes sat-atman in deep sleep. This worldless Atman
Himself is creating (the dream world. How?). Though world born out of Brahman
is not different from it, is not Brahman even now the same as it always is? - ‘I g 3ot

RfeaareTe, FRITUT THTOTTaRToT Herer: 3fa it AR | ....... STTHATT TR Ua g 31,
3ref: US| ....... T ITGT IE o & YaIwd, 39 fagiedd aya 3fd oid el fagrar 31fh gyarmon
Al SRR U GITEA: ... 3T FHHUT Jeahtlchtdl 3T AT T ... T AaGaae e
AT 3T SN | WIS o WUF IR R SeTerauT: fHoqus aered yuer
FEIISET, FARRUTTIATE seteataies’ (Sa. Bh. 2.1.6).

(2) Continuing this discussion of Brahman being the cause of the world and
refuting the view of those who oppose this causality, later siitras deal with the
process of creation. Afterwards comes the discussion of ‘twam-you’. Just as
Brahman’s nature was determined by starting with the creation of the world, the
jiva’s inherent nature is fixed by starting from his doership etc.

So first comes the discussion of the doer jiva. Next, in the second pada of the
third chapter, ‘twam-you’ is decided as prajiia, using the maha-tarka (great logic) of
the three states* of universal experience. This prajiia does not know who he is. To
provide this knowledge, his deep sleep experience of ‘I did not know anything, I

*waking, dreaming and deep sleep
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slept happily’ is investigated. It is shown that the reason for his happiness and not
knowing anything is the oneness that he obtained with Brahman in his deep sleep.
So the siitras decide that prajiia is indeed Brahman. By reflection and contemplation
of this message ‘That you are’, one gets the realisation of Atman’s oneness. When
this realisation illumines the intellect, it shows up in the wakeful and dream states
as the feeling ‘Everything is myself’, because everything is Brahman. The rest of the
Brahma Stitras discuss the methods of obtaining vidya, its fruit moksa, the destruction
of all karma in a jiani and his papa and punya etc.

There are four chapters in the Brahma Stuitras: Reconciliation - @@=@meama, non-
conflict-2afaRtemeam, practice - e, fruit - Werreaa. In each, there are four padas
- sub-chapters and in each pada several adhikaranas (groups of siitras dealing with a
single topic). There are 192 adhikaranas in total. Some adhikaranas have only one
sittra; the total number of siitras is 555. In each adhikarana, there are five steps:

(1) Sangati: Meaning connection with the previous topic. For example, the sargati
for the first siitra is Adhyasa Bhasya.

(2) Visaya: The subject under discussion.
(3) Samsaya: Doubts about the subject.
(4) Piirvapaksa: Opposite views

(5) Siddhanta: Final decision derived after refuting the opposite views.

---------





