IERICIBCRUL
Jijhasadhikaranam

At the beginning of every book are delineated four things - Its topic (visaya); Its
use (prayojana) connection, i.e. how the visaya and prayojana are connected;
competence (adhikari), i.e. the one who is entitled to study the book. These are
known as anubandhacatustaya. Here Brahman is the topic; moksa - total liberation is
the use of studying this topic (Adhyasa Bhasya has the purpose of motivating the
student for moksa). The connection between Brahman and moksa is Brahma-Jhana.
The one who is competent (for this text adhikari), should have the following qualities:
(a). Viveka: Discrimination between the eternal and non eternal; (b). Vairagya:
Dispassion towards pleasure here or in the other worlds; (c). A group of six qualities:
$ama - control over mind, dama - control over sense organs, uparati - enjoying the
intimacy of God, tittksi—forbearance, sraddha - faith in God, Veda and guru,
samadhana - keeping the mind balanced. (d). Mumuksa - Intense desire for moksa. All
these are contained in the bhasya to the first siitra.

ATl FETeTEr (2.2.2)

atha = afterwards, atah = therefore, Brahma-jijiiasa = discussion of
Brahman

Q. TEAHIHTEIITERT ST Iaed $87 AMfeH Tl T AY yIeg:
Haated: T 7 rfereTed: | srRfTgraTEn: sFfgREaT| e 9
TS TUGATHIET | AR U fg rgyres: g Wt yaeHt wafd|

1. This is the first stitra of the Vedanta mimamsa sastra which is being
commented upon. Here the word ‘atha’ is used in the sense of ‘after’ not in the

sense of ‘commencement’; because Brahma-jijiasa is not something which can
be commenced. And ‘mangala’ meaning auspicious has no syntactical relation
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with the meaning of the sentence. Besides, ‘atha’ used in another sense can
achieve the purpose of auspiciousness by its mere sound.

(1.1) The word ‘atha’ has four meanings, three of which are: beginning,
auspiciousness, and after the study of dharma. The fourth will be explained at the
end. Which of the first three meanings are implied in this word? The study of
Grammar starts with the siitra ‘atha sabdanusasanam’. The study of Yoga starts with
‘atha yoganusasanam - beginning of the discipline of yoga’. Similarly, does the siitra

Such a desire is either there or not there. ‘Beginning a desire” has no meaning.

Next, auspiciousness also cannot be the meaning of the word ‘atha’ here,

disconnected phrases. But traditionally, great writers commence their books with
auspicious words. here also it is true. However, though used for a different purpose,
the very utterance of ‘atha’ plays the role of auspiciousness. Smrti says it like this:

AeHTTLTATTEE Y FTedt SETUT: YT | g fiyean fafaidr aemargferarrgsdt i

Before creation ‘Om' and ‘atha’ by themselves emanated from the throat of
Brahma; so, both are auspicious’.

R. TAUGHAUGETY Herd: AHaAiAfaie| | o AHaaide a9
s gl erered e algn U smivmrest aq gl
e srigr dghes | ETEAEHE=E g 9HEE)

2. The reference to what has gone before, does not contradict the meaning
‘afterwards’. When the meaning is “afterwards’, just as the desire to know
dharma is preceded by the learning of the Vedas, what precedes the desire to
know Brahman is to be said. However, “after learning of one’s own Veda’ is

(2). Here purvaprakrtapeksayah means with respect to the previous discussion
of dharma i.e. some people say that ‘Brahma-jijiiasa is to be done only after dharma-
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and the Brahmana parts of Vedas and Brahma-jijfidsi is based on the Araryakas and
Upanisads.
Question: There are some who are not authorised to study the Vedas. How

can they get knowledge of Brahman?

Answer: They can get it through the puranas and itihasas (Su. Bh. 1.3.34-38).
Any common man becomes entitled for this knowledge through special duties

like japa, upavasa and aradhana (worship of God) - UEEHEREI-EfH: STUIaTHqa RIS H:
gHfag: oque: famman: wwrafa’ (St. Bh.3.4.38).

3. g FHAlGEtEEad fa9m:? ¥, gufesmeEn: ynng Srehd
e SRNATEIITR: | J9T & gEATIaaMHTY A= (aw: wue faafem-
@M, 7 q91 g8 Al faaferd: | Jegifae AfAFarEdr a1 JurInSTad|

3. Could ‘the knowledge of karma” qualify the word “atha’? (i.e, Brahma-
jijiasa is to be done after acquiring the knowledge of karma). No. Even prior to
the discussion of karma, discussion of Brahman is possible for one who has learnt
Vedanta. For example, just as there is an intention to tell a sequence in the
cutting of the heart etc, there is no intention of telling any sequence here. There
is no evidence for a sequential relationship of (the type of) subsidiary (karma)
and principal (karma) or of (the type of) eligibility of the person already eligible.

(3). The opponent’s point of view, with respect to the previous discussion of

cutting the body of an animal sacrificed in Vedic yajiias, the sruti says: First the
heart, next the tongue and then the chest is to be cut — ‘&&= 3t staaifa a1 g
A9 9g@: " (Tai. Sam. 6.3.10.10). No such sequence is said anywhere in the $ruti for
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sannyasa without passing through the grhastha stage (Ja. 4). This means that one can

grhastha.

Similarly, there is no pramana for Sesa-Sesitva also. Sesa means main karma and
Sesi is karma subsidiary to it, helpful to the Sesa karma. For example, Darsa-
purnamasayaga is the main, prayajayaga is the subsidiary. Main karma is incomplete
without the performance of the subsidiary karma. However, there is no pramana for

adhikrta-adhikari type also. Adhikrta is one who is authorised for a particular karma
because he has the necessary competencies for it. One who is entitled for the main
karma alone is entitled for subsidiary karma also. For example, ‘Camasa’ is a wooden
vessel. Filling it with ap (water) is known as ap-pranayana. Go-dohana is vessel in
which cow’s milk is milked. Doing ap-pranayana in go-dohana is subsidiary karma in
darsapurnamasayaga. One who is adhikrta for darsapiirnamasayaga only is competent
for doing ap-pranayana in go-dohana if he desires to have a lot of cows. There is no
such pramana in the $astras saying that the adhikari of karma alone is adhikari for
Brahman’s knowledge.

¥, gid e G 9eedl eIk guEY,
ITBENGY| f1: 998he § FEAWH, T I ATVERNT| HAY gui
T T ARt A, JEEeIURaard) 38 § 9a s e, e
I TeuATId-=H |

4. Between the discussion of dharma and Brahman, there is also difference
in the fruits and objects of enquiry. The result of dharma is prosperity which
depends on any performance of (karma). But the knowledge of Brahman has
moksa as its fruit and it does not depend on any performance. The topic in
dharma discussion (viz, karma) is not there at the time of knowing, because, it

is dependent on the person’s performance (of karma). But here the topic of
discussion is existent Brahman which does not depend on human performance.
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performance of the yaga by the person. However, this fruit is not obtained by the
mere knowledge of the karma; it depends only on the performance of the karma
(yaga). The fruit is also not obtained immediately after the yiga, one has to wait for
it. This fruit is also short-lived. But Brahma-jijiiasa is the exact opposite of this. Its
fruit is moksa, which does not depend on any performance by the person after he
has received the knowledge of Brahman. There is no waiting time either; moksa is
the immediate fruit of Brahma-jiiana. Moksa is eternal. Therefore, knowing this
difference through sruti pramana, the one desirous of moksa, will not be interested at

Y, SeAygraaeee| a1 g dier g aeum, O |favd ggee
UEYY  EEIgEid| FEeieal g U AEEigddd haey| SIasias

TSI A qeutsTane frgeaa| Ton srgnefafaeton sraiasnd, a5
T foRulU awhed aawal SEIeeT Sufeyad 3idl

5.There is also difference in the response (on listening) to the Vedic
sentences. The features of the sentence explaining dharma is that it engages
the person in its topic (of karma). But Brahman-related sentences merely inform
the person (about Brahman). Since knowledge is produced from the sentence
itself, the person is not directed to get the knowledge. This is as in the case of
knowing an object when it is in contact with the sense organ. Therefore, itis to
be told, what is it after which (we are) instructed to take up the discussion of
Brahman.

(5.1) It is the difference in the motivation generated by codana. Codana is a
Vedic sentence and laksanais pramana. The sentences which are a pramana for dharma
direct one towards injunction and prohibition (vidhi-nisedha). But the sentences of
the Upanisads, which are pramana for the knowledge of Brahman, just narrate the
Brahman-Atman oneness; they do not direct a person to do anything. Really speaking,
no pramana - except the karma part of the Vedas - orders or motivates a person to do
anything. For example, following the contact of the eye with an object, the eye only
informs that 'the object is so and so’; it does not direct a person to do anything.

(5.2) Some other objections and refutations are as follows:
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Objection: Some sentences from sruti and smrti say that jiiana should be

attempted only after doing karma. For example, ‘@i« Sargarem= smerom fafafeuf-< aa=
A quETETeRA’ - Brahmanas desire to know him after Vedanuvacana, yajiia, dana—

gifting and the penance called anasaka (Br. 4.4.22), ‘7 ShHUTH SAREIT TSR 31994 -
By not doing karma, man does not get moksa (Gita 3.4) etc. One has to do karma to

know that its fruit is not eternal.

Answer: It is not like that. As the result of the karma performed in previous
lives, one can get the eligibility for knowledge of Brahman without performing
karma again in this life.

(5.3) Objection: Is it not mandatory that one should free oneself from the three
debts: gods, rsis and the manes (pitras)?

Answer: Repaying the three debts is mandatory for the householder. Since the
previously quoted Jabala sruti allows for sannyasa straight from student life, this
duty is not inevitable for getting jiiana.

(5.4) Objection: In upasanas like udgita etc, one has to view them as Brahman by
injunction. Brahma-jijiasa is necessary for that. So, Brahma-jijfiasa is subsidiary to
upasana.

Answer: No. These upasanas need the knowledge of saguna Brahman. If these

upasanas are done without desire, the intellect becomes clean and so help in getting
knowledge of nirguna Brahman.

This siitra is however discussing the nirguna Brahman (determined in the second
chapter of the Brahma Sutras). This can never be subsidiary to karma. Bhasyakara
proves this in the fourth sitra.

§. Swd, fenfrragfods: genpnefamfaan:  yrfewmemn d@uq
eI 9| Y fe 9y UnTy eifsaraman: sed o e s@ fgntag 31
9, 7 faudd) qer A9y iRy Sufeyad|

6.1t will be told: discrimination of things eternal and non-eternal,
dispassion for things of enjoyment here and in other worlds, the wealth of
practices such as control of mind, control of senses etc., and desire for moksa. I
they are present, it is possible to discuss Brahman and also know It even prior
to the discussion of dharma and after it too; not otherwise. Therefore, the word
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‘after” intimates that ‘after (the possession) of the wealth of practices mentioned
above’.*

come only after dharma-jijiiasa - is refuted. Slnce ithas been accepted that the meaning
of the word “atha' is afterwards, the question arises “after what?'The answer is:

9. I Vil B I AT A AFGAEHT ST WA
A TARe gytafd ‘‘qede SUfSdr cidh: & Tahargs quarsal sie:
g’ (Bl ¢.2.%) FEIG: | AT NATAIGN X T&uTe E9ard ¢ Sefaareita
T’ (4. R.%) TN | T ATHHETEIET ST S|

7. (The word) ‘therefore’ signifies reason. Veda itself shows that agnihotra
etc which are means to prosperity have an impermanent fruit (by saying that)
“’As here (the enjoyment) acquired by karma perishes, that acquired elsewhere
through karma also perishes” etc. Similarly, it shows also that the supreme
goal of man results from the knowledge of Brahman (by saying) “One who
knows Brahman attains the Supreme” etc. Therefore, after acquiring the
aforesaid wealth of means, discussion of Brahman is to be done.

(7) There are some sentences like “after sipping soma, we become deathless’,
meaning that the fruits of heaven etc are eternal. Veda itself clarifies by saying that

they are in praise of that karma; but the fruit of that karma is certainly not eternal. On
the other hand moksa, which is the fruit of the knowledge of Brahman, is indeed

*Section 6 refers to four qualifications required for receiving Brahma-jiiana. They
are 1. Nityanitya vastu viveka ability to discriminate eternal and ephemeral things, 2
Ihamutrartha bhogaviraga—disinterest in the pleasures of this world and other worlds
like heaven etc., 3. Samadi satsampatti (six kinds of wealth). They are : (a) Sama - controlling
the mind from wandering outwards, (b) Dama - Controlling the sense organs from contact
with their respective sensuous object and the motor organs from indulging in unnecessary
activity (c) Uparati - Enjoying initimacy with God alone (d) Titiksa - putting up with
three types of troubles viz, adhyatmika - bodily and mental, adhidaivika—due to nature
like heat/cold etc, adhibhoutika - caused by other creatures. (e) Sraddha - Total faith in
God, scriptures and the guru, (f) Samadhana - mental poise in the midst of ups and
downs of life and finally 4. Mumuksutva - an ordent desire for moksa.
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eternal. Therefore, one with the qualities of viveka etc (mentioned above in 2.1)

¢. SR Tgren ST J& o 98aHTeT |eruTy ST I
31 o0 U 7 SRS AEEgaty Aeisaem|

8. Brahma-jijiiasa is discussion of Brahman. Brahman is defined by the feature
to be specified later as ‘(That) by which the creation etc of this (world)’. For
this very reason, there cannot be the doubt of any other meaning like jati etc
for the word ‘Brahman’.

(8) The word Brahman has several meanings in $ruti and smyti like the brahmin
caste, the four-headed Brahma, Vedas and even jiva. Here the word is not used in

any of these senses. It is used for the cause of the creation, sustenance and destruction
of the world, indicated in the next siitra.

R. SEUT: 3fq HH(UT ¥t 7 v, Frgreama g e et
AfEyeE| 97 JNTRURIRSY FEun Neewtd 1 foesad, gag
U= faviafTsa? ey Jeagl ST HHay Sgsd GmTgiut
g ®id ®wedgal e YEIE: @@ A e, SEnyd Tvfae -
gfaardar 3fa =q? 71 NEFUR qeuidaE sgitgaerd s R
A MG aaeTg e qiee we e wHior ufeEia Afstamtediaar
S& foanfad 9 wafa aie srgifaaraa g 7 gore gafaaent1 agr
“IIeTTE TR’ Begh MURARE TH T S WA, qgdl

9.’0Of Brahman’ is in the Sixth Case in accusative sense and not in the
residuary sense—because, discussion requires what is desired to be known
and nothing else is indicated for discussion. ‘Even accepting the Sixth Case in
the residuary sense, Brahman being the object of discussion is not violated
because, the general relationship has to end in the principal object itself’. Even
thus, discarding the direct objectness of Brahman and imagining indirect
objectness is a vain effort. ‘It is not in vain if it is said that it has the premise of
enquiring into everything dependent on Brahman without exception.” No. with
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the acceptance of the principal, whatever is dependent on it will also be
covered. Brahman is the principal because it is most desired to be attained by
knowledge. If the principal is accepted as the object of discussion, those things
without discussing which the discussion of Brahman will not be complete, will
all be implied; hence, they need not be stated separately in the stitra—just as,
when itis said ‘Here goes the king’, the going of the king along with his retinue
isimplied.

Brahmano stands for ‘of Brahman’. This is in the sixth case, which is used in two
contexts: (a) The desire to know things related to Brahman; this is called Sesasasthi;

(b) The desire to know Brahman itself directly; this is called karmasasthi. The question
is: In this siitra, the sixth case is used in which sense? Is it Sesasasthi or karma sasthi?

The Opponent’s View: In the first sense, Brahman is also included in things
related to Brahman. So, there is nothing wrong in accepting Sesa sasthi here.

Vedantin: What you say is true. Butin Sesa, the related things become important
and Brahman secondary. In karma sasthi, it is not like that. The importance is for the
knowledge of Brahman Itself and related things are secondary but do not get
included. It is because with the knowledge of Brahman, the knowledge of related
things are also obtained. But with the knowledge of related things, the knowledge
of Brahman is not obtained. So, by taking the second sense, unnecessary effort is
avoided.

Question: What are the things related to Brahman?

Answer: We say the objects of the world. In the example given by Bhasyakara
above, the king is Brahman and objects of the world are his retinue. This is explained
in Brhadaranyaka bhasya like this: ‘Not knowing being common, Atman is to be
known and also unatman. When it is so, why is stress given (in $astra) to contemplate
on Atman only? We reply that Atman which is our concern is what we have to
obtain and not the other. The phrase ‘of all this’ is used in the sixth case of fixing
(the object of the desire to know) amongst all this. This Atman - this Atmatattwam -
the inherent nature of the jivatman (is the one to be known). ‘Is not the other thing to
be known?’ It is not like that. Though it is to be known, its knowledge does not



62

need anything other than Atman’s knowledge. ‘How?’ It is because, knowing Atman,
one will known the un-Atman also - everything. aﬁahmam AT : 3THTHET
o | T T STHUTEA T T it * sieraararia’ gfa? 7 ga¥ famm gfa?

3T IAA—A_ TAd TS Uha Ugta THta 7 37 | o7 weren' gfe Frrarfvomrert wedt | sfe
el i aref: | agamren’ agagretae | foh 1 famaeam wa sta? 7)1 4 afé? Jaere sfa =
G UL AT | HEATA? S [T { TEAT TAQ, FAH, AT, 3 qq
¥ waEd 9g W (Br. Bh. 1.4.7). Atman in these sentences is prajiia (who is really
Brahman) and un-Atman is the world which is also Brahman. It is because of not
knowing these two that one is doing adhyisa - superimposing in both directions.
The world indeed is Atman only, but the ignorant person thinks it is un-Atman. So
its un-Atmanness, imagined due to avidya is illusory - ‘ faera @ URheud, T q
TraTed: 3T SAfevenur i fRfa (Br. Bh. 2.4.14). So, the knowledge of things related
to Brahman is not the big desire; the big desire is to know Brahman itself.

In this way, since knowledge of Brahman subsumes the knowledge of things
related to it, the siitra does not have to say it separately. The features of a siitra are
described as follows:

JEUTRAHTeTe Aag fagadigad | srwatvw-eerd g3 gafaal fag: 11

Without using unnecessary words (astobham), giving scope to see the issue
from different angles (viswatomukham) a siitra speaks about a very significant matter
(saravat), in a faultless way (anavadyam), unambiguously (asandigdham) and in a few
letters (alpaksaram).

Q0. FEATTNIA| ‘T a1 I A WER’’ (}.3.%) FEED:
g *‘AfgfreE, g’ (. 3.%) 3 yagde swon Tt
EYIAf=T| Toa SHHIUT SSIUR YAUT ST Wald | qeTd SIerun: $fd swwfor
w3t |

10. This is also in conformity with éruti. Srutis like “from where these beings
originate’ etc explicitly show that Brahman is the principal object of discussion
(by saying) ‘Discuss that; that is Brahman”'. That will conform to the siitra if
the Sixth Case is accepted in the accusative sense. Therefore, ‘Of Brahman’ is
in the Sixth Case in the accusative sense.
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2¢. FgH T=31 ToIgman| Sravfaud=t JF oA g ®H |
FATAHIICESTET: | AT T8 THIUN STl 3% Sell Selailidie Joure: |
Froviy- dumEts- stfaememe - fredunq)  awgee faferfaaemy)

11. Jijhasa is the desire to know. The knowledge culminating in experience
is the object of desire expressed by the san-suffix, because the fruit is the object
of desire. The knowing of Brahman is the pramana—i.e., the valid means of
knowledge—through which experience is desired. The experience of Brahman
is the human goal because it destroys tracelessly all the evil seeds of samhsara—
transmigration or worldly life in general—like avidya etc. Therefore, Brahman
has to be discussed.

of this suffix is desire and knowledge is the object of this desire. What is knowledge?
It is the modification of the intellect in accordance with the object. This has been
said even in the beginning. The knowledge of all limited objects generates a
corresponding modification in the intellect. When this is so, the question that arises
in knowing Brahman is: Brahman is formless. So how can a corresponding
modification occur in the intellect? Following this objection, sruti also says ‘3Tqra
@ W' - Unapproachable even by mind (Tai. 2.4). However, another sruti says
‘wdeTgEeed ! - [thas to be grasped by the mind alone (Br.4.4.19). These two sentences
are contradictory. How to reconcile them? The sentence in the text ‘ stamfaud=< 7
Hearearan gerEn: & - The knowledge culminating in avagati is the object of desire
indicated by the san suffix shows the way.

(11.2) In order to know them, the intellect is constantly interacting with
changing, inert and limited objects. This has been happening since the infinite past.
So, the intellect has become dirty, coloured and blunt. Such an intellect cannot
grasp Brahman which is unchanging, conscious and unlimited. However, a
competent person - i.e. with the qualities of viveka, vairagya etc. mentioned in the
beginning of this siitra - can get the knowledge of Brahman when his intellect
becomes clean, transparent and sharp by constant practice. That is, his intellect
becomes as formless and motionless like Brahman with Its understanding (G. Bh.
6.20) - ‘TErHAE JMfateesd fageda SUUT: AT g o SETEH-HT, STUT:
JEAATRNTHTEE 3quf: ' - Atman is totally clean, transparent and extremely sharp.
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If the intellect also is equally clean etc, the intellect does reflect Atman’s features
(G. Bh. 18.50) (The Atman in this sentence is Brahman)*.

This formless, motionless ‘modification’ of the intellect represents the

knowledge of Brahman * 3Teheaeh HEeheaATAIS... FATH-2a UTHTLAT STV 3T, | 7
=q_ gt gifasar:’ - This formless knowledge is not different from the object
Brahman. That the Sruti says Brahman is satyam, jianam and anantam is the pramana
for this (Ma. Ka. 3.33).

Next, what is avagati? How is avagati obtained starting from this knowledge?
These questions need answers.

(11.3) The answer to these questions is shown by the sentence: ‘F= f&§ waTO=
AT T §& - The desire is to realize Brahman through the pramana of Its
knowledge’. For this pramana, what is the prameya - object? Who is the pramata -
knower? The object has to be Brahman because, when the aspirant was in search of
the unchanging, conscious and limitless Brahman, this extraordinary modification
of the intellect occurred. At least, during that time, this modification is changeless
and timeless. It also has the feature of consciousness, because: Any modification of
the knowledge of finite objects has an adjective and a noun. For example, in the
‘knowledge of the pot’, ‘of the pot” is the adjective and ‘knowledge’ is the noun.
These qualified knowledges are changing according to the objects. But the noun
‘knowledge’ is unchanging. This is called ‘consciousness' which is the second
characteristic of Brahman - also called jiiapti (Tai. Bh. 2.1) by Bhasyakara. This
formless, motionless ‘modification’ being attributeless is not different from jriapti.
Therefore, the object of this knowledge is Brahman. '@ 348 a& W& afag o 799 -
Brahman which is the object for him is the object-Brahman (Ma. Ka. 3.33). Next, who
Is the knower of this Brahman? The extrovert wakeful aspirant (bahisprajiia) who is
having this special modification is the knower.

*Here ‘clean” means free from universally accepted bad qualities like lust, anger,
greed etc. This cleanliness is not sufficient for Brahma-jiiana; the intellect should be
‘transparent” also, i.e. without any prejudice or bias. Only then it would know anything
as it is. Further, it also needs ‘sharpness’. The intellect loses its ability to grasp subtle
ideas - becomes blunt - if it is used for understanding crude things. Brahman is the subtlest.
So, to grasp it, the intellect must be extremely pure, extremely transparent and extremely
subtle - like Brahman Itself.}
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(11.4) What is avagati? It is the experience of the oneness of Brahman-Atman.
The aforesaid knowledge is the pramana for it. Himself is the knower and Brahman
is the known. Therefore, in this transaction of knower and the known, there is
oneness. How to obtain oneness starting from this duality? It is like this: Brahman
is always jiiapti - consciousness. But the ‘modification’ of the intellect corresponding
to Brahman is a reflection of Brahman in the intellect - not Brahman Itself, not
consciousness itself. Since it does not always stay in formlessness, it is not
immutable. So, it is not right to know it as Oneself. It is also impossible for a knower
to feel oneness with the known. But the prijiia, who is between the knower and the
known, is Himself and also Brahman. ‘How?’ It is like this: Prajiia has all the features
of Brahman, he is not an image of Brahman, he is Brahman itself. ‘"He is clean like
water, he is without a second. Therefore, this is fearless, this is Paramatman. This is
the ultimate goal the jiva has to reach, this is the greatest wealth, this is the greatest
heaven. This is the greatest bliss - ‘&feTet Tet geTgar Wafd.... T THRTA: TR TTHTHTG
THISET UTHT Tieh: | THISE Wy 31==: ' (Br. 4.3.32).

Further, prajiia is himself also, because he has avidya which is the absence of
the realisation that he is Brahman. Indeed, he is the Brahman who is yet to realize ‘he
is Brahman’. Since he has already understood Brahman directly through jiana-pramana
and also since all the features of Brahman are being experienced in susupti, it is not
impossible to realise his oneness with Brahman. It is being experienced within the

body - ‘<gsa favremmed’ (G.Bh. 13.16).
‘AT IMEERYUT 3T AT 3T FAIH MM @adg gead’ - From that unborn

consciousness which is his ineherent nature atmatattwa—i.e, prajiia - realizes himself
as the unborn Brahman (Ma. Ka. 3.33). Therefore, the aspirant should keep his
intellect continuously flowing towards Atman with the awareness ‘I am Brahman’
generated by sruti. This is called nididhyasana or jiana-nistha. With this, the
relationship of adhyasa with the intellect drops off; along with this, prajiiatwa also
drops off. Proceeding in this way, when jiiana-nistha which started with jiiana-pramana
culminates in the realization of Brahman-Atman oneness, the aspirant settles down
in the oneness of Atman. Therefore, without feeling tired, one should pursue in
jiana-nistha for realization. Since Brahman is the goal of everything, this realisation
expresses itself in waking and dreaming states as sarvatmabhava - everything is
himself. This may happen very quickly for great people, for others it may require
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several lives. The Gita says: ‘gl SHATH=I FFET W YU | Arged: @atara’ - The man
with jiiana reaches me at the end of many lives and realizes that everything is
Vasudev' (Gita 7.19). With this realization, both the entities grasped as ‘you' and 'T'
(tirst words in the Adhyasa Bhasya) drop off; all nonsense (anartha) comes to an end.
Therefore, this is the highest human goal. So, one desirous of Atman, should discuss
about Brahman*.

(11.5) Another question: In part (7) of the bhasya it is said: ‘S&I=TET Shdea -
Brahma-jijiiasa should be done. In (11), the same is said - ‘& fafSaiaaeay’1 In
Taittariya Bhasya it is said ‘sl fafs@m@e’ - Desire the clear knowledge of
Brahman.The meaning of all these is the same: Do or have the desire for Brahma-
jiiana. But this does not reconcile with the former sentences because: ‘a&Tdq ferq 211
TRl Aq TR sietaren sufeyad 3fa’- Having said ‘therefore it is to be told after
sadhana-sampatti’ - i.e., the qualities of discrimination, dispassion etc., which make
one competent for Atman’s knowledge (section 6 of text). Desire for moksa is included
in these set of qualities. Hence, to one who is already having desire for moksa, the
advice to have desire for knowledge or moksa is not meaningful. So, what is the

*Question: It is a strange situation: While demonstrating that adhyasa is mithyajiiana,
clear separation is shown between ksetra and ksetrajiia, using the shell-silver example.
But after realising that ksetrajiia is Brahman, ksetra is shown to be non-different from
Brahman (though Brahman is different from ksetra) using the gold-ornament example.
What exactly is happening?

Answer: Adhyasa is the relation between the ksetra and the Self and effect-cause is
the relation between ksetra and Brahman. Therefore, either way, during avidya or vidya,
Self is different from ksetra. But clarity is needed only in the reverse direction, viz., what
is the relation of the ksetra with the Self? The answer is: During avidya, ksetra is different
from Self - but not as a rule; there is a sense of oneness with some selected parts of ksetra
- like one’s own body and the difference in some other parts - like his enemies. But
during vidya, ksetra is non-different from Self as a rule. To remove the inconsistency in
the ignorant person, Sastra proceeds as follows: It is clear that prajiia has all the
characteristics of Brahman, viz., satya, jiiana, ananta, ananda and oneness. So, prajiia is
Brahman. After realising this, he is different from ksetra as he was before. Now with the
help of sruti he realises that the whole of ksetra is himself and his previous inconsistency
is removed.
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has two meanings: (1). Desire to know and (2). Discussion. The second meaning is
in common usage. So the three sentences above mean ‘do discuss about Brahman’'.
For knowledge of Brahman, Its discussion is necessary. For discussion of dharma,
$ruti etc. are the only pramanas; not so in the case of discussion on Brahman. Sruti
and experience are pramanas as the occasion arises, because knowledge of Brahman
has to culminate in its experience and it is an existent object - ‘7 eHfaaTa™@M 38
SIS : TS YHTUT SRl NSTATHTaTH fohrg STITE: STWETE: o TUATHFIEH 38 YHIUT | STHATSEag,
dagfauaed =@ s 1’ (St. Bh.1.1.2)

QR. T @ yfdeuuias a1 @) afe wfasy, 7 fSafaaem)
g owfegd, @ wed fomfagiafa swd) afa aog s@ -
VSASTHEHEY, agH, Tavihani-aay| Seved & gaemHe
fragesmaET: gl ydE=| geadial: AR HEE ST
Senfaautats: | wal & onenfad wdfa, T Jgufen sfa afg fg
AT Ufdfs: T el diiel Aeaid gfd UdiEm) e o el

12. “That Brahman again could be well-known or unknown. If well-known,
it need not be discussed; if unknown, it cannot be discussed.” We say: There
does exist Brahman which is by nature eternally pure, enlightened and free,
omniscient and endowed with all powers. If the word Brahman is extracted in
conformity with the meaning of the root ‘Brahm’, the meanings of eternal
purity etc. will emerge. Also because of being the Atman of all, the existence of
Brahman is well known. Everyone indeed cognizes his existence, None says ‘1
do not exist’. Had not the existence of Atman been well known, everyone would
have said ‘1 do notexist’. That Atman is Brahman.

(12.1) It has been said that discussion of Brahman has to be done. This leads to
the following objection: If Brahman is famous i.e., already known to everyone, then

discussion is unnecessary. If It is not famous i.e., unknown to everyone, discussion
is not possible. So how can discussion be done?

Answer: Brahman is not famous; so discussion is necessary and Brahman is
famous, so discussion is possible. It is famous in the sense that everyone has some
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faint knowledge that ‘there is some such thing’. It is not famous in the sense that
there is no clear knowledge of Brahman.

Objection: Common people will not have even heard of the word Brahman.
How do you say It is famous?

Answer: This is the answer to those who know the word Brahman. The
origination of the world itself establishes an eternal, clean, enlightened, free
Brahman'’s existence. Starting from the root ‘af g1’ - Grown unrestrictedly’ if the
word is constructed as ‘SIgung 5@’ - It means that Brahman is limitless, grown without
damaging its inherent nature. This leads to Its features: After growth also, It remains
as It was before growth, so It is eternally clean. Since It grows by Itself, It has to be
a conscious activity. So, It is eternally enlightened. Though grown unrestrictedly,
It has not left Its cleanliness and enlightenment. So, It is eternally free. Therefore, it
follows that there is the object Brahman following the meaning of the word Brahman.

(12.2) Next, it is shown that Brahman is famous amongst all - those who know
the meaning of the word Brahman or those who do not know, whether scholars or
laymen: Prajiia, the inner Atman, is in the experience of all. No one says that he is
not existing ‘though he is not understanding the world or even himself” (Ca. 8.11.1).
No one says ‘I was dead in susupti, I was not alive’. It is true that during susupti
itself, nobody is aware that he was not knowing anything and that he was happy.
Nevertheless, after waking up, everyone says: ‘7 féheqafes gawsreamddq’ - [ was not
knowing anything, I slept happily. In this way, prijiia is famous. This Atman Ttself
is Brahman - *Atma ca Brahma' - says Bhasyakara. This is because, during that time,
the reason for not knowing anything and for the experience of extreme bliss is the
oneness that he had obtained with Brahman - says the $ruti. So Brahman is famous.

(12.3) It is to be noticed that this proof for the fame of Brahman (in the form of
prajiia), cannot apply to the fourth Atman because, he is as unknown as Brahman.
So, it is also wrong to take fourth Atman in place of the entity grasped as ‘I' - ksetrajna
the pratyagatman (inside Atman). Not only that. Even in this section of the bhasya the
Atman referred to is prajiia only. Just as in the sentences like ‘sm@m@ 3@’ - This
Atman is Brahman etc, here too, the Atman in ‘37T &1 §&7’ - is prajiia only: 'S&l 3@H
JATEAT | RISHI? T: TERTHT 8T 2T Heat sitegy fasimar - This Atman is Brahman. Who is He?
Pratyagatman the seer, the listener, the thinker, the knower (Br. Bh. 2.5.19).
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(12.4) Question: How is that in susupti, the pratyagatman’s oneness was the reason
for his not knowing anything and his experience of extreme happiness?

Answer: During the waking state, the mind, eyes and the outside forms are
posed as separate due to avidya. Therefore, there are qualified knowledges of forms,
i.e., seeing the forms with eyes, grasping them with his mind etc.. But in the case of
Brahman, none of these is different from It. So, though Brahman is of the nature of
consciousness, there are no qualified knowledges in It. Therefore, if pratyagatman
does not have qualified knowledges in susupti, the reason is the oneness he had
with Brahman - ‘=g f& @g favioesiierum Ui @8] €4 o, dEfaedn =ed
FIURLTTUAHTHI | AEaie Shiet Uehl{H T WUT YRS | ... 378 g Taie T Guiisaad: @&
TUT YT AT fYa@a ow: | 99 7 gereras sqafeerdis seont fawarye | aeurarg fagraest+
s’ | (Br. Bh.4.3.23). Further, Brahman is also of the nature of bliss (Paramananda).
So, during susupti, pratyagatman experiences that bliss also.

¢ 3. Afe af¢ olich el ATeHE AfHaHl ad: FAaud i T
e | F| g9y ufa faufus: | dgae da-afaiyrey S $id grear
I NRTAGRTY WfagaT: | SFEATET SaaT AT TR | 09 S |
o fuThfice: JAM@EUR| I deTieeafaih: GHRt &al Hihl
THAW | WIhT hael 7 wdl gk | A dgIfdih 3ya<: Taq: HAIh:
gfd Hfq) e | Hihl $EAWR| T Fgal faufauan: Ifth - area- agr-
TE - AHIGET 6: | a5 JAfaard Afceh eIt queram: ﬁraﬁmuﬁﬁm

13. ‘If Brahman is well-known to people as the Self, then, since it is already
known, the objection that it need not be discussed comes back!” No, because,
there are conflicting views as to Its unique nature. Common people and
Lokayatikas conceive of Atman as the mere body qualified by animation; others
conceive of Atman as animated sense organs; yet others as mind; others as
mere momentary cognition; others as void; still others say there is a sanisari -
(one leading a worldly life)—different from the body who is doer and enjoyer.
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Some say that, he is enjoyer alone and not doer. Some say, there is, as different
from him, an omniscient and omnipotent I$wara. He, the Atman, is the enjoyer,
say others. Thus, there are different views based on reasoning, quotations (both
sound and) fallacious. Accepting any one of these without enquiry would
deprive one of moksa and one may also end up in grief. Therefore, by saying
that discussion of Brahman should be done, a holy enquiry into Vedanta
sentences is begun with reasoning not inconsistent therewith, and whose
purpose is moksa.

(13) In this way, if itis said that Brahman is well-known, once again the objection
that it need not be discussed props up. ‘If each day, Brahman is coming to the
experience of everyone, what is there to discuss about Brahman?’ It is not like that.
Everyone experiences only Its existence, no one knows Its nature - what exactly It
is. That is, there is only a vague idea of It, not Its full knowledge. So Bhasyakara says
‘afgere ufe feufausr: ' - Here are contradictory opinions about its characteristics’ among
thinkers. (Notice that if Atman is referred to here is not prajiia, but the fourth Atman,
these sentences cannot be reconciled; nobody has even a vague knowledge of that
Atman). Therefore, non-believers in God, Veda etc, Vijfianavadis and nihilists among
Buddhists, Logicians, Mimanisakas, Saritkhyas etc- describe the pratyagatman (who is
Brahman) in different ways. Dualists who disagree with the statement ‘e =
&’ - This Atman is [Swara, describe that the omnicient and omnipotent Iswara is
different from this Atman. Some thinkers say He is the enjoyer. All of them use
logic and some even sSruti sentences for proving their point. Obviously everybody
cannot be right, because one and the same thing cannot have mutually contradictory
characteristics. Therefore, without discussing, if someone accepts one of them out
of blind faith and respect, he will miss moksa. Not only that; he may end up even in
distress. So, people who desire moksa, should discuss about Brahman. How? They
should use a logic not contradictory to the sruti. Brahmasutras and its bhasya by
Sankaracarya do precisely this.

---------
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Jammadyadhikaranam

2. 5 Saaaeafiegwwy) o el gaeagea 3fa? 31a 3Me WiaN
YARN: -
1. It has been said that Brahman is to be discussed. The question now arises

what the characteristics of that Brahman are. Hence the venerable author of
the stitras says:

SR T4 (9, 2.%.%)

(It is that) yatah=from which, janmadi = creation etc, asya = of this
universe (happen).

(1.1) Question: Sruti says that Brahman is not an object for knowing - ‘Uae stg==m’
(Br. 4.4.20); It is not visible, cannot be grasped - ‘3@vaH_ U@’ (Mu. 1.1.15);
inaccessible even to the mind - ‘39 v €&’ (Tai. 2.4). Further, creation etc are
teatures of the world, not of Brahman. Brahman is absolutely unrelated to the world.
How can these features of the world be characteristics - laksana - of Brahman, through
which It could be known?

Answer: True. It cannot be grasped by speech, mind, eye or any other sense
organ. Though so much featureless, It is known to be the cause of the world. So, it
must have characteristics related to the features of the world - ‘& aren 7 w=7&w 7
FgIET 1 31 Y 3hg: e vrerrd | aaTfu wEfavreRiEa: U ST Yo 3fa starTawend :ifa
(=&7) "1 (Ka. Bh. 2.3.12)

Question: The fourth Atman (who is Brahman), is said to be without
characteristics - alaksanam. So, what sort of laksana are creation etc?

Answer: What we know are features like creation etc and properties like
change, inertness, limitedness; these belong to the world. But what we are actually
looking at is Brahman. If we shift our attention gradually from creation etc to the
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world of change and move on to Brahman, we can recognise It. In Brahman, there are
neither creation etc nor change. In this way, though these features are absent in
Brahman, they are indicators of It - the so called tatastha laksana.

(1.2) One definition of tatastha laksana is: An accidental occurrence showing the
object by separating it from others ‘Faifereha Gfd Srare: deeaaeo™’ - For example,
a crow sitting on Devadatta’s house is an indicator (laksana ) of the house. But creation
etc of the world are not tatastha laksana in that sense because they will be occurring
periodically from infinite past to infinite future. Sruti says: ‘gategmEr amar
FagaraEeaad - God created the universe of sun, moon etc just like previously (Rg.
Sam. 10.190.3), ‘ 3T&: TATETSIGH S 3eH AFAfaegiagad sfeeria fwm, afm a =
Yeftad STetggaead daeieh = add fegfae’ - The universe of moving and unmoving
objects are coming out continuously like sparks of fire from the Atman, getting
dissolved like bubbles in water staying as a form of Atman during sustenance (Br.
Bh. 2.1.20). Another definition of this laksana is: ' TRaUTFa Hfd FaEATEIh TELIAIIH -
Any indicator of the object other than its inherent characteristics is tatastha laksana.
In this sense, creation etc are tatastha laksanas, because they are not Brahman’s inherent
characteristics (swariipa laksana). ‘How can they bring Brahman to our attention?’
‘T ®Y UfaeUl 9T qe8 ®U Ulaaeuna’ - Because these forms were assumed by
Brahman to make us recognise It (Br. 2.5.19). Just as man expresses his meaning
through speech.

Brahman took up these forms to let us know It. There is a one way identity
between the world and Brahman, just like that of speech and meaning. It is one way
because: Speech is not different from meaning, but meaning is different from speech.
So, creation etc and change etc of the world convey Brahman though they are not in
Brahman.

. T: Sdf: AME: % Bfd AgUIGTaEl Sgdife: | STHEAaeT
e | SEY INfea gafdemuel swggame o giafdyrarag ot
T UM AT S’ (F. 3. ¢) TS aed SR AUeTa ™l SHHEYHT|
TGN T oo g ferfayeas v

2.Janma—Creation; adih—etc. (meaning existence and destruction),
janma adi asya is Tadgunasamvijiiana Bahuvrihi compound (meaning creation,
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existence and destruction taken together). The meaning of the compound is
creation, existence and destruction. Creation being mentioned first is according
to the Sruti and also the nature of things. It is thus stated in scripture “That
from which these beings are created’. In this sentence, the sequence shown is
creation, existence and destruction. The nature of a thing is also such that
existence and destruction can happen only to a thing which has come into
existence through creation.

(2.1) Creation etc mean creation, sustenance and dissolution. Separating the
three in any way does not convey the purport of sruti; they have to be taken together
as a compound word to imply $ruti’s purport. ‘Creation' is not an adjective of the
compound word. If the word is understood without separating the adjective, the
compounding is called tadgunasamuvijiiana bahuvrihih; if separated, it is called
atadgunasariijiiana bahuvrihih. If the latter is taken, then that could imply one animate
cause for creation and another inanimate cause for sustenance and dissolution.
The first could be the efficient cause and the second the material cause such as the
pradhana of the Samikhyas etc. This would not be according to sruti, which says that
Brahman is both the efficient and material cause of the world. So, the first
compounding is accepted. Another point about the sequence of creation, sustenance
and destruction is as follows: When the world is not visible, we cannot talk of the
latter two. Therefore, the sequence is taken as mentioned. Sruti also speaks of the
same sequence with respect to the creatures.

(2.2) This siitra considers the creation etc of both the inert and animate world,
i.e., both ksetra and ksetrajiia. ‘3T FremgTassiia: TeTRBIaGq: | TeTcasd VAT
Sraraar=eetT - Atman is born in the form of jivas like akasa in the form of the space
inside pots and also in the form of bodies like pots etc. This is the example for His
birth (Ma. Ka. 3.3). The ksetra coming out of aparaprakyti is Brahman; ‘@& 91 3t]d =
e 3veq - Changing unchanging and apparent truth are only forms of the absolute
truth (Tai. 2.7) is pramana for this. Ksetrajiia coming out of paraprakrtiis also Brahman -
‘gaw = of Wi fafg’ (Gita 13.2) “You are that’ (Ca. 6.8.7) etc. are pramana for this.
Though two pairs viz., apara-ksetra and para-ksetrajiia are mentioned, Hiranyagarbha
appearing through aparaprakrtiis the first born ksetrajiia, and ksetrajiias appear through
paraprakrtii.e. prana—which is ksetra.
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For creation of nama-riipa the qualified knowledge (of the forms) and contact
with matter is necessary. These two can be found only in a jiva with avidya, not
I$wara. Hence, motivation for creation is in jioa and not [§wara . Paramatman is passive
in His inherent nature, but motivated in association with maya - ‘o EA: § @®U-
UTTEH e wEreuTsTE o e (St. Bh. 2.2.7). Here maya means ego- aharitkira
- which is the cause of the motivation - which is avyakta in conjunction with avidya -

‘IR Ffa srfaEmHgaaH ..., Wadehard 3Ewe’ (G. Bh. 7.4). In this way, the
material cause of creation etc. of effects is the maya of Iswara and the cause for
motivation is avidya. That is the reason why Brahman enters in jiva form to create
nama-ripa - T ST FFATGTS THEY S@eRtantor’ (Ca. 6.3.2). With His iccha-sakti,
jAiana- sakti and kriya- sakti (powers of desire, knowledge and action), [swara enters
into the jiva through His paraprakrti prana and transacts the creation etc.

Question: Rather than this, why don’t we just say that maya is the material
cause of the world and Hiranyagarbha the efficient cause and thereby retain Brahman
in Its essentially passive nature?

Answer: No. Knowledge of Brahman is not possible without imposing
causeness of the world on Brahman. The vidyd of the oneness of Atman is not possible
without the knowledge of Brahman; otherwise Brahman will remain paroksa.
Therefore, to teach Brahman, the imposition of both the efficient and material
causeness is inevitable.

Question: If the vyavahara of creation etc, which does not exist in Brahman, is
imposed on It, does it not amount to telling a lie?

Answer: It is not a lie, since both Hiranyagarbha and maya are not different
from Brahman. Hiranyagarbha handles the transaction of creation etc only through
Brahman’s power maya. For e.g., though it is only the mason who does the actual
building of a house, people point to the owner as the builder. Similarly, in the case
of Brahman, the imposition of causeness is in the secondary sense; it is adhyaropa -
imposition done by sastra to teach Brahman. Not a lie, it is not even adhyasa - wrong
knowledge.

3. ‘s’ gfa uyenfcuftenfuaem gffur: gewr fAdom: W=
ST et |

3. (In the expression) “Of this” (the word) ‘this’ refers to the thing (i.e.,
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universe) seen through perception etc. The sixth case refers to its relation to
creation etc.

(3.1) Here ‘asya’ means “of the world’. Creation etc are the dharmas of the world
and the world is the dharmi, i.e. in which the dharmas are seen. Dharma cannot exist
without dharmi, but dharmi does exist without dharma. This is because the world
always exists; when it is not seen, it is only unmanifest - ‘s 31 ST iy ety @<t
7 &fierfa’ (Su. Bh. 2.1.16). Manifestation is creation, existing in the manifest form
is sustenance and becoming unmanifest again is destruction. This implies that the
dharmi (world), is independent of the dharma (creation etc). Similarly in the next
step, change, inertia and limitedness are dharmas of the world; and the dharmi
independent of them is its material cause viz., Brahman. World is not free from
Brahman, but Brahman is free from the world. It is like the changing pot which is not
free from clay, but clay, which is unchanging, is free from the pot. This dharma-
dharmi relation is nothing but effect-cause relation (St. Bh. 2.1.9). In this way,
creation etc are not free from the world, and the world is not free from Brahman; so,
creation etc and the world can become features of Brahman.

Creation etc are upa-laksana - more distant features; change, inertia, limitedness
of the world are dharma-laksana - nearer features and immutability (satyam),
awareness (jiana) and limitlessness (anantam) are swariipa-laksana, viz., inherent
features of Brahman. Similarly, birth, living and death of ksetrajiia are upa-laksana,
his different levels of pleasures are the dharma-laksana and bliss is swariipa-laksana -
of Brahman. That is why the Brahma Stitras start the discussion of Brahman from
creation etc in the janmadi section and then show that the world is non-different
from the immutable Brahman in the vilaksana ( Su. 2.1 sec3) and arambhana (Su. 2.1
sec. 6) sections and finally in ubhayalinga section (Su 3.2 sec. 5) establish its inherent
nature of attributelessness. Similarly, in tadabhava section, the inherent nature of
ksetrajiia is shown to be Brahman (St. Bh. 3.2 sec. 2). In this way, the vidya of the
oneness of Atman is to know the inherent nature of the world which is Brahman,
which is also the inherent nature of the individual soul ksetrajiia; vidya is not to
know that the world is an illusion. In fact, Bhasyakara has warned that the one who
understands the world as illusory is unfit for moksa (see Adhyasa Bhasya 25.2 end
part)*.

*Because: If what is seen by the eyes is to be rejected by the mind as mithya, it needs
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Ksetra (world) and ksetrajiia (individual soul) are described as of different
natures. If ksetra is non-existent, this sentence does not make sense. If it is non-
existent, how could the Siuitrakara and Bhasyakara have taken so much pains to
establish that the inherent nature of ksetra is Brahman? If the features of ksetra are not
in Brahman, the reason is that Brahman is its material cause. This featureless Brahman
is prajiia. The characteristic features of Brahman viz., immutability, awareness,
limitlessness, oneness, bliss are experienced by everyone in deep sleep. There-
fore, when informed, anyone easily understands that adhyasa is wrong knowledge.

¥, Iq:" HRUTHIYN: | 3T ST THEUTST FATHAT I HyHIG -
STHEATIT Td: W Gayth: HRUNE Wafd ‘‘ag s’ gfa areayiy: |

4.”From which” designates the cause. That omniscient and omnipotent
cause from which occur the creation, existence and destruction of this universe;
a universe differentiated by name and form, containing many doers and
enjoyers, the support of the fruit of action regulated by place, time and
causation, the nature of whose design cannot even be conceived by the mind;
“that is Brahman” is the remaining part of the sentence (in the siitra).

(4.1) The gist of this section is that the omniscient, omnipotent Brahman alone

is the cause of the world. For confirming it, some comments may be made using
inference -

(a) The world of names and forms could not have come from an inert cause.
The cause has to be animate. Sruti puts it like this: ‘@atfor wurfor fafere ¢iv: FmmfT wHar
JtfiraeT e’ - That brave one creating forms, is calling them by their names (Tai.
Ar.3.12.7)\: sw@rmaa’ - He desires (to create) (Tai. 2.6), ' &: $eid, &@: ety - He saw
(Ai. 1.1.1) etc.

(b) The world is full of doers and enjoyers. The one enjoying the fruit of karma
done in this life is both the doer and enjoyer. When enjoying past karma, he is not a
doer but only an enjoyer. Since doers and enjoyers are included in creation, there
cannot be doership or enjoyership in the cause Brahman.

knowership in the doer and this separates him from Brahman. Knowership is lost only
when what is seen by the eyes is accepted by the seer as himself.
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(c) The doer’s karma is his action (kriya). The fruit of karma that he enjoys later is
the fruit (phala) of action. This enjoyment has to follow the rules of space, time and
causation. As this space, time and causation are effects, they cannot exist in the
cause.

(d) The complexity of the world is beyond imagination. Scientists of
extraordinary brilliance have been breaking their heads since centuries to unravel
the mystery of the world using inference (anumana). They are succeeding only in
discovering some intermediate causes, never the ultimate one. It is impossible to
determine the ultimate cause by inference. Why? The reason is: Seeing vyapya (the
pervaded), the vyapaka (the pervader) is conjectured on the basis of the knowledge
of vyapti (pervasion) in anumana pramana. The knowledge of vyapti is possible in
determining an intermediate cause, but it is impossible in the case of the ultimate
cause; because neither itself nor something similar to it is already known. Therefore,
the ultimate cause never be determined by inference.

(4.2) Question: In (4.1¢) above, time has been mentioned as a created item.
Time is what is referred to as earlier, now, later etc when the world is being seen; it
is the time recognised during sustenance. Dissolution is when it goes unseen.
Therefore, creation etc are possible only when time is accepted, i.e. time has to be
the cause. How is it that it is included among the created?

Answer: Times are really two: one is countable like earlier, now later etc. This
is relative time. Another is its cause, which is uncountable. This is the absolute
time. Relative time changes from place to place; it is of decaying type and countable
like day and night. Absolute time is immutable, so not countable, so not decaying
type - like the time of one on the sun, where there is no setting or rising of sun.
Countable relative time is Brahman - ‘@htet: sheraarq 3@q’ (Gita 10.30). So also
uncountable absolute time - ‘ 2787 Ta 27&14: shret:’ (Gita 10.33). When this appears as
standing grown up, it becomes relative time - ‘&teT: 31w FeReraEHd 9gs: ' (Gita 11.32).
Therefore, relative time is the effect and absolute time is its material cause. Absolute
time belonging to the causal category appears like relative time through the event
of creation. So also space. Indeed, even space and time are undivided before
creation - ‘gyTaRtetTaiifes=1’ (Lalita Sahasranama 701)*.

*We can show that the space (desa), time (kala) and direction (dik) are all effects.
Space, time and direction are also created along with the jagat. Actually, there is no
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(4.3) Objection: In accordance with the names and forms already existing in
his mind, the pot maker creates the pots etc. But Brahman has no mind (Mu. 2.1.2).
How then can It be the efficient cause of the names and forms of the world?

Answer: Jivas are alpajiias (37¢99). For creating anything, they need instruments
(karanas). Based on this, if it is conjectured that the omniscient (sarvajiia) and
omnipotent Brahman also needs instruments for creation is not right. It is known
that people with special powers (siddhas) create things without the usual instruments
(St. Bh. 2.1.25). Another example is of the dreaming Atman, which though one,
creates the several forms seen in dreams. Knowing all this, it is not right to use the
logic of other pramanas to make objections on sruti. Indeed, sruti tells us only about
those things which are not available for other pramanas. Actually, that the
instrumentless Brahman is the cause of this mysterious creation shows Its
omniscience and omnipotence.

(4.4) Objection: One cannot say that Brahman is always knowing something or
the other and doing something or the other; because, there is nothing to know or
do in pralaya. Therefore, how is it possible to say that Brahman of mere awareness -
kevala jiianaswariipa - is omniscient and omnipotent?

space, time and direction in objects themselves, but we as jiiata (knower) see them always
together. For example, when we see a pot, we see it along with the space where it is.
When something is moving we say ‘then” and ‘now’. Similarly with direction. Objects
belong to one class, while space, time and direction to another. As observers we are
aware of the object as well as space, time and direction. For knowing the object we use
the sense organs but not so to know space, time and direction. These we get to know
only along with the object. If one is grasping the object, they must be there. Similarly, the
question arises: “‘Where are space, time and direction existing?” Since we get their pratyaya
in the buddhi, they must be existing somewhere. However, if we remove all the objects,
then there won’t be space, time or direction. But whenever the object is seen, they are
also noticed. Therefore, the cause of the objects and space, time, direction should be the
same. That is Brahman. Therefore, space, time and direction are also effects of Brahman
and not a cause. Space, time are the shadows of the object in the mind. Originally,
space-time are one undivided, but are produced distinctly along with the objects by
Iéwara. In Brahman they are undivided, in creation, they seem to get divided. Since we
observe space, time etc, therefore they have to be there. Therefore, there is a time (kala)
before creation; it is absolute time (nirapeksa kala), which is not measurable. We are
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Answer: It is omniscient precisely because it is jiianaswariipa. The statement
that one which has the eternal capacity of jiiana which can illumine (know)
everything is not omniscient is self-contradictory - ‘o f& TefawaTawTaTe J14 e,
ik |: 3mas: 3fa faufafrg®’ (S.Bh.1.1.5), Omniscience is its inherent nature - ‘®:
waw@yE: ' (Ai. Bh. 1.1). But it does not have the transaction of omniscience, because
transaction is possible only through the adjuncts (upadhis) of intelligence etc.
Without adjuncts, transaction is not possible and Brahman has no adjuncts.
However, it is omniscient in its very nature; omniscience is not its attribute.
Omnipotence is also to be understood similarly.

(4.5) Objection: Omniscience and omnipotence are in Brahman, not jiva. Then
how is Brahman- jiva oneness possible?

Answer: Since the vyavahdra of omniscience and omnipotence are not there in
jiva; so Iswara is different from him. Bhasyakara indeed says later that jiva cannot
engage in the vyavahara of creating the world etc. But in his inherent adjunctless
nature, jiva is certainly omniscient - ‘Hawar f§ ey wadg watya:’ (Ma.Ka.4.89).
Therefore, in the case of jiiani, creation etc are through him only.This has already
been said (Adhyasa Bhasya 25.3).

Objection: Then would it not lead to several [swaras?

Answer: This fault arises only when the jiiani is cognised through the adjuncts
of body etc. Such a cognition is wrong, because he is the Atman unrelated to the
body. That Atman is one and is Iwara.

measuring time with respect to the sun. In sun itself it is not measurable. Absolute time
manifests as relative time with respect to objects. Similarly, there is absolute space also
that is akasa; before that it was in the form of Brahman.

All divisions are like this. What were previously of the nature of Brahman, show up
as modifications graspable by the intellect - without losing their inherent nature of
Brahmanness. This is just like clay appearing like pots etc - not at all different. “The world
which was in an undifferentiated form earlier to creation, was an object for only one
word and one concept i.e. Atman. Now, after differentiation of names and forms, it is
available for several words and concepts and also for one word and one concept i.e.
Atman - YRR STEHATIEANE SEYAH  STERIEYENT. T3S SAThaTHETHET]
IFRITETTTeRH  eehyTeeye@iierR &' (Ai. Bh.1.1.1). This sentence knocks out the

statement that the world is an illusion.
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Question: How to know that I§wara is only one ?

Answer: Unchangeability, awareness (jiiana) and limitlessness are the
characteristics of Iswara. Here jfiana is not the qualified jiidna appearing in the
intellect as a result of the action of knowing. It is mere awareness. This is only one;
it cannot be more than one. If it is, the other one becomes the known. Similarly for
ananda of Iswara. It is also free of adjuncts; it is not that which is experienced through
objects. This oneness of jiiana and ananda is directly experienced by everyone in
deep sleep. The Iswara of the characteristics of jiiana and ananda is one only.

Question: It is said that para and apara prakrtis are eternal. So they exist even in

pralaya. Does this not contradict the oneness of Brahman in pralaya?

Answer: No. Even during existence when multiplicity is seen, there is only
one Brahman from the causal point of view. What to say during pralaya? Even then
it is one because prakrti is non-different from Brahman - ‘&1 vifeR: & TS 3@
yiferTferar: 3@ (G.Bh.14.27) My maya is of My own nature - ‘%% &&T T
T A’ (G. Bh. 14.3).

Y. AWMU WiafaerT frae smwla: 3fa Sferfaamem=e 38
TFU| A URUTSAM g SEd 3T St Tgut aut ST fearfaamet
HHTSEHTET AU SCTAieITa-T9: SHTal 7 J&iar: & gyl
TS 3fd a1 Sdfa: FEun: @a fefa: yoay T ua JEd|

5. Creation existence and destruction are to be understood here, because
all other modifications of being are included in these three. If (those)
enumerated by Yaska viz., ‘born, exists’ etc were taken, they could occur even
during the existence of the universe and there could arise a doubt that the
creation existence and destruction of the universe by the ultimate cause are
not to be taken here. To prevent that doubt, existence and destruction are also
taken in the same Brahman from which creation has happened.

(5.1) Creation, sustenance and destruction mentioned in this siitra apply to the
world as a whole. Yaska mentions six modifications for things: jayate-born, asti-

exists, viparinamate-transtorms, vardhate-grown, apaksiyate-decays, vinasyati-dies. All
these modifications could be observed in things we see during the sustenance of
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the world; for e.g. in a plant. For a plant, the cause could be the earth, not necessarily
Brahman. In that case, the earth would be an intermediate cause. So, a doubt could
arise whether this siitra is referring to the ultimate cause or to some penultimate
cause like the earth in the example here. In order to rule out an intermediate cause
and keep only the ultimate cause, sustenance and destruction are also included as
happening from the Brahman from which creation happens. This is done by
absorbing Yaska’s six modifications in sustenance alone.

Question: What is the pramana for the ultimate causeness of Brahman?

Answer: The mantra: 'I$wara created the sun moon earth (the whole universe)
as it was previously— gatargrEl &mar agTydrweaad fad = aferet sraftemat &' (Rg
Veda 10.190.3), says clearly that the world as a whole is subject to the cycle of
creation etc and that ISwara is its cause.

§. 7 99 favivurer STE: Felvhfavuy gV HeRAT ST=:
VT AT, U WA IO a1 Sewie HHrarag |
T 9 WuEa: fafite e 38 SuRH|

6. Apart from I$wara having the above mentioned qualities, the creation
etc of the universe having the above mentioned qualities can never happen
from anything else like the insentient pradhana or atoms or vacuum or jiva;
nor by its own nature because (it) needs specific space-time-causation (relation).

(6.1) This section tells us that none other than the omniscient and omnipotent
I$wara is the ultimate cause of this complex universe. The Samkhyas say that their
pradhana of the three gunas changes by itself and gets the form of the world. There
is no example of such an inert stuff doing this sort of work. Even agreeing that the
inert pradhana could assume the form of the world like milk becoming curd, it can
never allot the fruits of karmas to the jivas because of its inertness. So, inert pradhana
could never be the cause (St. Bh. 2.2. sec. 1).

Further, Vaisesikas say that atoms are the material cause of the world and a
doer-enjoyer Atman conceived by them is the efficient cause. It has been shown
that this theory is full of contradictions (Su. Bh. 2.2.12-17).

Next come the nihilist Buddhists. They say ‘a plant grows with the death of
the seed. So, absence of the seed is the cause of the plant. Similarly, this world too
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comes from void.” They have no answer for the question: ‘"How only absence of
mango seed is the cause of a mango tree and not the absence of a tamarind seed?”’
Moreover, it is directly seen that the sprout of the tree is hidden in the seed and as
it starts growing, the seed is lost. So, their logic is irresponsible; no one agrees with
it.

Also, the world cannot come from jiva either - ‘= = Fift=Eraggriay Trfady ey
Iy e sreRtuTaTHeA T 3tfe’ (S. Bh. 2.4.20).

Next, whether something could spontaneously generate the world by its
inherent nature. What is inherent nature working spontaneously? It should be
something which works without the expectation of any particular place, time or an
animate agent. Even milk cannot become curd without taking recourse to place
and time. Even a straw cannot move without an animate agent. An inert thing is
that which cannot work by itself. So, without an animate agent, it is impossible for
the world to come into existence. Therefore, this mysterious universe can come
only from the omniscient, omnipotent Iswara.

(6.2) Question: Starting off with a discussion of Brahman, how is it that suddenly
an omniscient and omnipotent I$wara is introduced as the cause of the world? Who
is He? How is He related to Brahman?

Answer: Brahman is mere jiiana and transactionless. It is impossible to know It.
In order to teach It, sastras take the following sequence as steps: Prakrti is actually
non-different from Brahman. However, it is treated as different, and is supposed to
be an adjunct of Brahman. This is an imposition (adhyaropa) on Brahman, made by
sastra. With this adjunct, Brahman is called Iswara. One part of prakrti called avyakta—
the inert power—is material cause of the world; the other is prana—the action power
that activates the world. This sustains the whole world of ksetra-ksetrajiia (Gita 7.5)
This prana is the vibrating force in all (St. Bh.1.3.39). Avyakta contains in it the
defects of avidya of jivas - * e eREARES wuR=REad @’ (G.Bh.12.3), which creates
motivation in [§wara. Creation is meant for jivas’ experiencing the fruits of their
karma and also moksa. Brahman Itself is described as the agent of this activity in the
form of Iswara. In the avidya view of jivas, themselves, world and Brahman are all
different. But from the causal point of view, world is not different from prakrti and
prakrti is not different from Brahman - ' SRUT AT ITfer: ITarigl AT shraq (St
Bh. 2.1.18) including jiva.
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To teach this oneness of Atman and Brahman, a difference is presupposed in
the otherwise one and alone Brahman: The prakrti, non-different from It, is conceived
as Its adjunct to reconcile with the world of vyavahara. This is adhyaropa, which if
not done, Brahman cannot be taught. The moment Brahman is understood through
the effect-non-difference law, this adhyaropa automatically drops off. In this way,
Brahman-Iswara difference is just a verbal one (vacarambhana)*.

©. TARE U HHI - S h - $¥aT - AAACHTEA T $ya-
HRIUM: | 77 3TN qe ST THNGGA? 7| AT HFIANLTL T
UMY deraarEd g @ e foum} . arend - faemr-
AT Tg SRAeRTa: T IFTAMINS FHTUT=R g

7. Those who accept I§wara as the cause, regard this very inference as the
proof for the existence of an I§wara different from jiva. ‘Is not the same
presented here also in (this) siitra ‘Creation etc?” No, because the siitras are
intended to string together the Vedanta sentences like flowers. Siutras
investigate quoting only the Vedanta Sentences. Realization of Brahman occurs
at the end of the investigation of the sentences, and not by other pramanas like
anumana etc.

(7.1) Till now, the material causeness of Brahman is hidden in the acceptance of
the tadgunasarvijiianabahuvrihi compounding of creation etc, and only Its efficient
causeness has been discussed. Since this could be established even by anumana, a
doubt arises whether in this siitra also, ISwara is portrayed using anumana. The
answer is no. An Efficient [§wara, established by anumana is only an object for the
knower jiva - not accessible for the experience of oneness with the knower. So, such
an [$wara is always indirect. But Brahman spoken of by the $ruti is not so. Though it
is just existence alone - sanmaitra, it is the cause of the world; though the cause of
the world, itis sanmatra. This deeply dignified Brahman spoken of by srutiis satyam,
jiiana, anantam and ananda, which can be experienced by prajiia as himself. This
changelessness separates it from change and limitlessness from limitedness. These
two are Its relative characteristics with respect to the world derived by its material

*Apara Brahma, Saguna Brahma and Karya Brahma are the other names of Hiranya-
garbha - the First Born (Sii. BH. 4.3.7 and 4.3.10). This I§wara is not Apara Brahma.
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causeness. Change and limitedness are not illusions, they are transactional truths.
Further, jiiana separates It from the adhyaropita - the imposed agency - and ananda
from the illusory anandamaya etc atmans; these are absolute characteristics. Through
reflection and contemplation, one obtains the knowledge of Brahman. When this
knowledge culminates in the experience of oneness, the fruit is this: When without
thoughts, the intellect stays in existence-alone Atman and when with thoughts, stays
in the experience of oneness of Atman with everything. The sense of difference is
totally destroyed.

In this way, the gulf of difference between anumana etc and sruti is this: Till the
end, there will be the multiplicity of knower-knowledge-known and the associated
transaction in the former. Sruti however, though starting with multiplicity,
demolishes it gradually but tracelelssly, transforms even its gross form like
camphor, to spread light and becomes one with it. Brahma Stitras is a garland of
the flowers of such $ruti sentences.

¢. U dearey STl SfeeRuTancy dgeiigueedia -
AT AQaTed - AfaE JAT Waq T FerEd) g 9 weEed
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8. In order to confirm the apprehended meaning of the Vedanta Sentences
which discuss the creation etc. of the world, an inference unopposed to the
Vedanta sentences is not be excluded as a valid pramana; for the upanisads
themselves accept reasoning as a help. “(The self is) to be heard, it is to be
thought about” and ““a learned intelligent person reaches Gandhara, in the
same way, a man with an dcarya understands” show that one is helped by the
human intellect. In the discussion of Brahman, Sruti etc are not the only pramana
as they are on the discussion of dharma. But rather, sruti etc. and experience
etc are pramana as occasion arises because, the knowledge of Brahman
culminates in experience and it (Brahman) is an existent object. In the case of
karma which does not expect experience, sruti etc are the only pramana. Since
coming into existence of karma depends on the person, worldly and Vedic
karma may be done, not done, or done in a different way. For e.g. one goes on
horseback or on foot or otherwise or does not go at all. Similarly, “In the atiratra
he takes the sixteenth cup”’, “In the atiratra he does not take the sixteenth
(cup)”; “As sun rises, he does the oblation”, ““Before sunrise he does the
oblation”. Prescriptions and prohibitions are meaningful here; also options,
general rules and exceptions. But an object does not admit of options like ““thus,
not thus”, “exists, does not exist”’. Options are dependent on human intellect
(i.e. subjective). The knowledge of the true nature of an object is not dependent
on the human intellect, What then? It depends on the object itself (i.e. objective).
In the case of one post, true cognition cannot be as ““It is a post or something
else oraman”. In this case ““a man or something else” is an illusory cognition;
“It is certainly a post” is the true cognition, because it depends on the object.
Thus, in the case of existent things, the validity of the pramana is objective.
Therefore, the knowledge of Brahman also is objective as it is an existent object.

(8.1) Though inference etc are blamed in this manner, they cannot be rejected
because in the process of knowing Brahman they too have a role since ultimately,
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Brahman too is an existent object to be experienced. Just as in the case of other
objects, Brahman's knowledge too is objective - to be understood as it is. It is not
subjective; i.e., the knower cannot know it as he likes. The example of the stump
given by Bhasyakara has been discussed in (Adhyasa Bhasya 14.4). So, $ruti etc and
experience etc are pramanas in the discussion of Brahman as the occasion arises.
Sruti etc means $ruti, $mrti, purana, itihdsa; and experience etc means experience
obtained through other pramanas and the logic necessary to remove doubts.

of dharma.

(8.3) After rejecting inference etc for Brahman’s experience, if it is said that they
also have a role besides $ruti, the question arises “When are other pramanas also
acceptable? Why? When are they not acceptable? Why?” In the absence of clear
answers to this question, one will not know the method of discussing Brahman.
One will argue when one should not argue and will not argue when one should
argue. These defects will hamper the discussion of Brahman. To prevent it, we will
take up its examination.

(8.4) Things are of two types: available to the senses and not available. Pramanas
are five: direct perception (pratyaksa ), inference (anumana), analogy (upamana),
presumption (arthapatti), Vedas ($ruti). Those available for the senses are objects
for the first four, since all of them depend on direct perception. Though inference
concerns a thing which is indirect at that particular moment, finally its existence
has to be verified only by direct perception; otherwise the concept is rejected. On
the other hand, sruti speaks only of things that are not perceptible to the senses.
Dharma/adharma and things beyond prakrti are not available for sense perception;
they are topics exclusively for sruti. Nevertheless, dharma/adharma meant for the
prosperity of the jivas, are not unrelated to the objects of perception. So, though the
dharma part of the Vedas discusses only things beyond perception, it cannot speak
against other pramanas. ‘Even if 100 Srutis say that fire is cold and without light,
they cannot be pramana. If sruti at all says that ‘fire is cold, without light’, then
another intended meaning has to be conceived. Otherwise, it will not be valid. The
conceived meaning should not contradict either the pramana in question or sruti- ‘=
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ar’ (G.Bh. 18.66).

(8.5) Next, in Brahman’s discussion, how can there be room for other pramanas?
Sruti itself encourages them because Brahman has to be understood only through
the perceived world; there is no other way. Therefore, upto the point of conveying
the knowledge of Brahman, Sruti uses other pramanas also and never speaks
contradictory to them. ‘One pramana can never contradict another pramana. A pramana
objectifies only that which is not an object for other pramanas. Without resorting to
the words and objects of the world, even $ruti cannot convey another unknown
thing - ‘7 =1 w0l guoT=RUT fowead, ymoTafaway T f§ geoneR wmata T o9
T ReRUCUETS ST U STTHA JTeR, TR aeea=e, stavmtagd’ (Br. Bh. 2.1.20). So,

there is certainly profit derived from other pramanas in the process of getting the
knowledge of Brahman. After getting this knowledge, one crosses the limits of
multiplicity and enters into the region of oneness. After this there is no room for
other pramanas, not even for that part of the sruti dealing with the prosperity of the
jioas.*

Here, Upanisads are the only pramana. Therefore, after learning about Brahman
through the world, one cannot ask questions in the reverse direction based on
inference etc. For e.g., there is no meaning in asking the questions: ‘How can the
world emerge from a Brahman which is alone without a second? How can the
immutable Brahman handle transactions like creation etc?” Even as the compassio-
nate Bhasyakara cautions the questioner that these are unusable questions, he
simultaneously makes the effort of pacifying him with an appropriate answer as
follows: ‘It has indeed been said that other pramanas are also possible of application
since Brahman is an existent object'. This thought is merely a fancy. Brahman is not

*Question: A $ruti against pratyaksa is interpreted reconciling both pramanas. Should
the same be done if the $ruti is against inference?

Answer: No, because: Whether inference or sruti, its validity is only by direct
experience. In the case of the first five pramanas, experience is only by pratyaksa. So, the
other four pramanas cannot go against pratyaksa. But in the case of sruti, the object to be
experienced is not pratyaksa; so it need not conform to pratyaksa. But the validity of sruti
does hold since the object propounded by it is experienceable - though not by pratyaksa.
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available for perception by the senses because it has no form etc. It is not available
for inference etc because It has no signs. Like dharma, Brahman too is to be understood
only through $ruti - *aq g ek aRTTsaaraTa Sl fuT THIOT=RITUT S 3fa aafy TRer e |
WUTEITET g, T 3T 37ef: Teaeredt e | FAgrarsard = 1 STgaTIeam | STHHEHH{T ud g
3 3tel: gHed’ | (St Bh. 2.1.6).

One has to carefully examine the phrase ‘like dharma, to be understood only
by $ruti’ in the above quotation and the sentence ‘sruti etc are not the only pramana
in the discussion of Brahman as in the discussion of dharma’ in the bhasya text section
being discussed presently. Questions raised above in the reverse direction belong
to the former category. They are answered by a logic not contradictory to the sruti
as follows: “‘Waking and dreaming states come and go, leaving the prajiia untouched.
In deep sleep he is the worldless Atman because he leaves the world and merges in
Brahman; the world is a product of Brahman and so non-different from Brahman by

the law of non-difference of effect-cause - ‘ SIETIE TS Teh: JTHATHEAT MSTE |
WATAIGIaal: Il AN TERI ;TR 9Uale o JUFURERE qee T
Huwt: FToIgHeaH, YUg FeIUYad R UTT-E-IrEe Jaieiaidh 3fa Td Srdiaeh: ' |
(Sti. Bh. 2.1.6).
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9. ‘If Brahman is an existing thing, it would be an object for other pramanas
and so would it not become meaningless to investigate Vedanta sentences to
know Brahman?” No, because, as It is not an object for the senses the connection
cannot be known. Senses by nature cognize things and cannot cognize Brahman.
If It were cognizable by the senses, then, Its connection with this effect (world)
could be grasped. When effect alone is being grasped, it is not possible to
determine whether it (the effect) is connected with Brahman or with something
else. Therefore, the siitra ‘creation etc’ could not be speaking of inference. “‘What
then?’ It is conveying the meaning of the Vedanta sentences.
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(9.1) By the law of non-difference of effect-cause, ‘the world, which is an effect,
is one with its cause, which is Brahman’ (Su. Bh. 2.2.38) - this is the former part of the
law. But Brahman is different from the world - this is the latter part of the law. Sruti
discusses the former part through the examples of clay-pot etc and thereby teaches
about Brahman. During this step, it uses a logic not in disagreement with other
pramanas. But in the region of the latter part, apart from superimposing (adhyaropa)
of causeness of the world on Brahman, it does not say anything more. Indeed no
theory, professing to discuss the issue, tells us anything more than this, because it
is just not possible. This becomes obvious when one has understood Brahman.
Nevertheless common people, who are influenced by other pramanas, do ask the
unaskable question ‘How is is possible that from Brahman, who is ‘merely existence’
(sanmatra), the world could be produced?” It is to clear this doubt that the bhasya
uses the rope-snake example. ‘Though this appears as snake, it is rope only.
Similarly, though it appears like the world, it is Brahman only. There is Brahman
alone. There is nothing like a world different from Brahman’. Therefore factually,
there is no scope for this question. This is the logic, uncontradictory to sruti, which
is employed by the bhisya to answer the above question.

In this way, while explaining Brahman though the world, the clay-pot examples
are used and after teaching, to remove doubts about the understood Brahman, the
example of snake and rope is given. But those who are stuck firmly to the illusoriness
(jagat-mithyatva) of the world, caused by the blunder of associating ‘asmat-pratyaya-
gocara’, the very first word of Adhyasa Bhasya with the fourth Atman - not bothering
to investigate the roles of the extremely dissimilar examples of clay-pot and rope-
snake - ditch the example of clay-pot which shows the cause-effect relation - hold
on firmly to the rope-snake example which does not show the cause-effect relation
- cook up the word vivartopadana whatever it is, to explain the cause-effect relation
of Brahman and the world. If they are ascribing vivartopadananess to Brahman to
reconcile the creation of the world with the immutability of Brahman - it is
unnecessary, because the clay-pot example itself reconciles it since ‘clay alone is
immutable - ‘Afvehea @@, But the effort of their ‘logic' is aimed at proving that the
world is non-existent. This is discardable outright. No one who has studied the
‘pot-bhasya’ of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (Br. Bh. 1.2.1) will accept that the world is
non-existent. This section of the bhiasya is also not convenient for these illusionists.
It is like this: In the rope-snake example, both the rope and the snake are objects for
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the eyes. Though a snake is being seen, on examining the rope with the same eyes
one realises “this is not a snake, it is a rope’. But in the case of Brahman-jagat, only
the jagat is an object for the eyes and not Brahman, which is the cause of jagat (world).
Therefore, Brahman cannot be taught through the world by saying that ‘the support
- adhisthana - of this illusory world is Brahman’.

R o. Tof qTERRaTed aq GAUT 38 forerarafiay?  gie arefur: |
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10. “Which then is the Vedanta Sentence which this siitra draws attention
to?” Beginning with “Bhrgu, the son of Varuna, approached his father and
asked, “Teach me Brahman, venerable one’”, the reply was ““That from which
these beings originate, being originated they live, that to which they return.
Discuss that. That is Brahman”'. And the answer settling the question is “Verily
from bliss alone these beings originate. Unto bliss do they return”. There are to
be quoted other sentences too of this nature, which speak of the cause which is
eternally pure, enlightened, free and omniscient.

(10.1) Here, Vedanta sentences considered in janmadi siitra are quoted which
teach the cause Brahman. As already mentioned, the world contains both ksetra and
ksetrajiia. The sentence quoted above teaches us Brahman through ksetrajiia. Just as
the characteristics changelessness (satya), jiiana and limitlessness (ananta) of Brahman
were separated from the inert world of change and limitedness, the ananda
characteristic is to be separated from the material pleasures of ksetrajiia. These

pleasures are really not related with materials at all. The ananda of deep sleep of
the adjunctless ksetrajiia appears as material pleasure due to the adhyasa in wakeful

state. Sruti says ‘@ fyran Guftsaermt = arel ferem de==rR ' - (Man) embraced by woman
not knowing anything inside or outside (Br. 4.3.23). Further, Bliss of deep sleep
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itself is the bliss characteristic of Brahman - Tois& w® 3=’ (Br. 4.3.32). That is
why anyone getting up from deep sleep describes his experience by saying ‘I did
not know anything’ from his mind’s point of view and but from the point of view
of his inherent nature of ananda he says ‘I slept happily’.Other sentences of Sruti
which teach Brahman through ksetrajiia are ‘9 FTH 3T FE..... TEHTA AT TAHT T:
ATeRTIT: |RA: ' - Immutable, jiiana, limitless is Brahman. From that this Atman, akasa

was created (Tai. 2.1), ‘Hed WIEHEHT MM THUT ATGATA,... ST TgEN TSIT&ATd,
Tasitsged’ - Somya, previously this was the second-less only one sat. That reflected
‘I will become many, I will be born.” It created fire (Ca. 6.2.1-3). ‘fgeat fg avye: gow:...
..... 3TN fErwam: 9I-......... WA, A WIOT: HF: Gaf-garur &' - The lustrous formless
Purusa. without prana, without mind, clean. from him are born prana, mind, all
indriyas (sense and motor ‘organs’) (Mu. 2.1,2-3), ‘3@ &1 3eHk TAW ATH....... |
TGRS - Previously this was Atman alone.. He created these worlds (Ai. 1.1.1-
2) etc. After fixing the nature of Brahman starting from the world, sruti gives the
final message that it is the inherent nature of jiva. Since this results in his inherent
ananda, Brahman’s sentence is quoted mainly and the other sentences have been
included in "others’.
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