TN AT R Ty

\

Sastrayonitvadhikaranam

Y. SRNUTERYiT Tesl & 3fd Sufgaw) ddd Fea IMe|

1. Demonstrating that Brahman is the cause of the universe, Its omniscience
was indicated. To strenghten this itself, it is said:

e (9, 2.%2.3)

§ﬁstrayonitvu’t = Ofthesastra,Itisthe cause (So, Brahmanis omniscient).
Bhasyakara has written two commentaries for this siitra. This is the first one:

(1.1) The 3astra is omniscient since it teaches varna/asrama, dharma/adharma
necessary for the prosperity of the jivas, the lessons necessary for their moksa, the
inherent nature of ksetra/ ksetrajiia and so on. Only the Vedas can tell us about the
methods to be followed for prosperity /moksa for all types of people of all times;
humans cannot tell it because they cannot decide them. In order to make the meaning
of the Vedas clear, many disciplines magnify the Vedas. These are the puranas,
mimarisa, dharmasastras, logic, and the six limbs of Veda (sadanga).* The creation of
such an omniscient Veda is possible only by the omniscient (sarvajiia) Iswara and
not by the jivas who know but little (alpajiia). This means that the Vedas are apauruseya
- not of human origin.

(1.2) Question: The Vedas are eternal. The writer of the Brahma Stitras himself
says so later (1.3.29). Then what is the meaning of saying ‘the creation of the Vedas'?

Answer: ‘Creation’ is a formal way of saying ‘manifestation’. In this aspect,
there is no difference between the creation of the world and the Vedas: Before
creation, this world was Brahman only - ‘dea |reaemmda’ (Ca. 6.2.1), Jivas were
earlier unmanifest, became manifest in the middle and became unmanifest after

death - ‘ st [T e WeANT WA, dFFentt wa’ (Gita. 2.28). The world

*viz., rules of recitation, details of karma, grammar, dictionary, meter and astronomy.
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dissolves retaining its potential and is reborn from that potential - ‘gefraarafy = 3¢
ST ITRISIITH T eitard | FTferaerm™ T o goafa’ (St. Bh. 1.3.30) etc speak of eternality

with the same meaning, even for the world of ksetra-ksetrajiia.

Uttered Veda is also like this. This does not mean that even during pralaya it
retains its wordness. If it were so, it is not pralaya at all; it would also violate the
$ruti ‘Only one without a second - ‘TaHaTfgda . So it means that during pralaya, world
or Veda is one with Brahman and in creation It manifests without leaving Its
Brahmanness. With the grace of Iswara, Veda enters into the mind of the seers and
manifests itself in sound-tone-word-sentence-form (Tai. Bh. 2.3). Indeed, the world
itself manifests starting from Vedic sound. ‘Prajapati created devatas with the word
ayte, men with asrgram, manes with indavah, grahas with tirapavitram, stotra with
asvah, $astra with visvani and other beings with abhisoubhaga’—'ta 3fa & wemafa:
W’ W“ﬁmﬁ»mgﬁﬁﬁ, mimm» merar gt @, favanfa gfa
ey, AfErTfa s e’ (Tandya Brahman 6.9.15). Just because manifestation
happens through Prajapati, no one says that the world is man-made. Similarly
Veda too. “This creation (of Veda) is just the continuation of the tradition, because,
no other sort of creation is possible for the Veda which has no beginning or end -
‘Set: 3 3T ATl WHSEEdATHh: gRed: I (MEATa: ST=TgyRa Saied sraeyard (Si.
Bh. 1.3.28). ‘One who first creates Brahma, then communicates the Veda to him,
who reveals the knowledge of Atman - to Him I surrender (Sw. 6.18), i.e., Brahman
makes use of Brahma for the manifestation of Veda. It is just like Brahman entering
into the jiva, creating the world through him. If Brahman is not exhausted by creating
the universe and whirling it from beginning to the end of kalpa, does it get exhausted
by entering into jiva? No. It creates the Veda effortlessly. Therefore, It is omniscient
and omnipotent.

(1.3) Some say that omniscience and omnipotence appear in the Paramatman
due to the beginingless avidya. Some say that transactions of omniscience and
omnipotence are imagined in Him due to avidyi. They say so because, in their
concept, omniscience and omnipotence cannot exist in the adjunctless Brahman.
But these concepts are wrong, which has been mentioned (janmadi 4.4-5). Adjunctless
Brahman Itself is indeed omniscient (St. Bh. 1.1.5). Further, Even though jiva has
features equal to [Swara’s, they are covered due to his defects of avidya etc - ‘e

.......... 39 AHMLH.........[TEHTH 314, e faxifeay stfeenfe saaamma’ (Sh. Bh. 3.2.5), Since
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ISwara is eternally free from avidya - ' $vavea fafgmfaam@m (St. Bh. 3.2.9). So, their

concepts that omniscience and omnipotence appear in ISwara due to the beginingless
avidya or due to jiva’s avidya, are plainly contradictory to bhasya. They do not know
that omniscience etc which are in Brahman express themselves as a transaction due
to the adjunct of maya in ISwara; so they entertain these concepts. Omniscience etc
are not due to avidya, but their transactions are due to avidya because these
transactions are not in adjunctless Brahman. Actually, even transactions appear due
to avidya only when they are viewed independently; when viewed from the point
of view of a cause, even they are true.

(1.4) Question: What is the difference between human literature and the Vedas?

Answer: An author writes books according to his mental make up and ability.
He picks up only a few aspects of the world and discusses them. His books are like
small lamps illuminating only a few nearby items. They could contain errors,
confusion and even half truths. If not these defects, they at least have the defect of
incompleteness. The Veda is unlike this. It sphere is the entire creation of the
inanimate and animate and their cause. Indeed, the inherent nature of Veda is
Brahman. ‘g8 aet: agaae@— These Vedas are Atman only’ (Br. 2.4.6). Since Veda
discusses the entire creation without leaving its inherent nature, it is complete and
faultless. It is a dazzling light illuminating everything. This is its omniscience. So,
its cause Brahman has to be omniscient too.

(1.5) Question: The omniscience of [swara has already been established in the
previous siitra; why then does it need to be confirmed here?

Answer: The Mimarnisakas, interpreting the eternality of the world and the Veda
in their own way, deny an omniscient creator. The first commentary of the siitra is
intended to show that their concepts are contradictory to sruti.

R. HEd: HIAgIe: I MG AeRAHIvsieae Yiaad Hataiaenta:
TaFheuE Aif: S §&| T T8 STor e Fragie Aague day
TuTfeaae geT 3=: HyalsTa Teg fawed v e geafaviemg
A, T9T ATHIUNE UIUT=e: Fdheynedaiy, & darsTh sifermatfagm:
3 ufeg o, Y awea s vTETASiWea dafademgsauTismTis
WEWNRA: RIS FaiHIh{E MTe"d Te=aE qeui: -
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TATEEE TEATG WEdl YATEd: WWe: 3Te Wedl yae M vafaddeg
Freg: (. ¥.4.¢%) 3N gd:, a6 Wedl o i vy
Havifha o Bfa

2. Brahman is the yoni—cause of the greatest $astra comprising of RgVeda
etc, elaborated by many disciplines, which illuminates many topics like a
powerful torch and is omniscient. Nothing but an omniscient being could be
the cause for such a sastra comprising of the RgVeda etc with omniscient
teatures. For it is a well recognized fact in the world that the person, from
whom scriptures expanding upon various subjects emerge, has more extensive
knowledge than the scripture itself. For example, Panini (has more knowledge)
than his scripture on grammar. What then to say that the great Being has
absolute omniscience and omnipotence, since from him emerge the RgVeda
etc.—which is divided into many branches, which is the cause of such
distinctions like gods, lower animals, men, castes and orders of life, which is
the ocean of all knowledge—has originated from that great Being effortlessly
like sport, like human breath. The sruti says “Of that great Being is this breath,
which is the RgVeda”.

The second commentary on this siitra is as follows:

Sastrayonitvit = Only Veda—Dbeing yoni (pramana)

(Brahman has to be understood only through the Veda)

3. NYET TR FIANE e A HRUT FHIOT ST FEUT: AT,
TEERUTEATH | ITTATed WHTUTI, STl ST ehTIUT Sel STTERTRId S vuT: |
Y SEIEd qaga CTal o g qar Ses (3, 3.%) g
RO SN2 So | T YHEATERUT W S SUISTHI, SIS et
;Eqmmm@ﬂ T Frergrt g e T Ve ey

1

3. Or, the Sastra comprising of the RgVeda etc as described above, is the
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yoni—i.e. the pramana for understanding the nature of Brahman as it is. The
intended meaning is: It is only from the scripture as pramana that Brahman
which is the cause of the creation etc. of the jagat, is to be understood. The
Sastra cited in the previous siitra is ““From which these beings originate”. “‘What
is the purpose of the present siitra when sastra of the same class has been cited
in the previous siitra itself, to show that Brahman is to be understood only
through sastra as pramana?’ There, the sastra is not stated in clear words of the
siitra. So, it could be doubted that in the siitra only inference is said. This siitra
‘only Veda being yoni (pramana)’ intends to remove such a doubt.

(3.1) Question: In the previous siitra, it was said that “Sruti etc and experience

etc are pramana for Brahman’s causeness of the world’. Here it is said that ‘sastra is
the only pramana’. How are the two to be reconciled?

Answer: When understanding Brahman’s causeness from $rutis like “Earlier all
this was Brahman’, it becomes necessary to depend on experience etc because “idam
- this world’ is a matter of pratyaksa etc. So, Sruti cannot give up other pramanas. But
in the $ruti quoted here ‘from where these creatures are taking birth’, the swariipa of
Brahman is ananda. That ananda is the cause of the world is not a matter for other
pramanas or logic; it is a matter for sruti only. So, in this context, sruti is the only
pramana. If one doubts whether this could also be handled by inference, this siitra is
intended to remove that doubt. Therefore, this sruti sentence, though already quoted
there, is quoted again here.



AT &R TUT

Samanvayadhikaranam

In this way, Brahman is established from Sastra pramana. This Brahman is totally
unrelated with karma. So Mimarsakas, who speak only of karma, oppose this. The
following siitra is intended to refute these arguments. For an understanding of the
bhasya on it, a knowledge of some of the issues of pitrvamimarnisa is necessary; a
brief summary is presented here.

(S1) An objection of purvamimarsaka is that Vedic sentences unrelated to karma
are meaningless. Answering it, the mimanisa Sastra says that apparently meaningless
sentences are to be understood only after being reconciled with karma. For e.g.,

‘qraed gaaErerd faen: ' - One desirous of prosperity should sacrifice a male-
goat to the god Vayu (Tai. Sam. 2.1.1), is an injunction sentence (vidhi-vakya).

Following it, there is another sentence about Vayu ‘amgd &fussr daar awgia @=
wrEAAETata € T fd Tafa’ - Vayu is the fastest god. With portion of his karma
(the person) reaches Vayu himself. (Vayu) himself gets him prosperity (Tai. Sam.
2.1.1). If one says, ‘this sentence is unrelated to the injunctive sentence quoted earlier.
It is meaningless and so not valid’, how to establish its validity?

Reply: It is valid when you view it as praising the injunction and the relation
is seen. Such sentences in praise of the injunction are called arthavida. In the same
way, passages in denigration of prohibition (of an act) are also arthavada. For e.g.,
‘HIsTEq Fetier agege v’ - He cried; because he cried, he became Rudra (Tai.
Sam. 1.5.1) is a sentence. In a situation, it appears, Rudra cried. His tears which fell
on the earth became silver. This sentence is apparently meaningless when viewed
independently, i.e. unrelated to karma. But by context, this is interpreted as a
denigrating passage to prohibit the gifting of silver in barhiyaga. In this way does
the passage get its validity. The summary is: Arthavada appear meaningless when
not related to karma. Taking arthaviada sentences together with injunction/ prohibition
as passages in praise/denigration respectively, they become meaningful and so
get their validity (Jai. Su. 1.2.7).
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Arthavada is of three kinds: anuvada, gunavada, bhiitarthavada. * 3. fewe dusm’ -
Fire is the cure for cold weather is a matter verifiable by another pramana, namely
direct perception. Such an arthavada, which can be verified by another pramana, is
called anuvada.

An example of gunavada is as follows: Yiipa is a wooden stump cut with eight
faces. ‘3T JU:' - Yiipah is the sun is a sentence contrary to direct perception.
However, when we take its meaning as “Yipa is lustrous like the sun’ it becomes a
valid sentence. Such an arthavada - contrary to another pramana - but reconciled
with another meaning, is called gunavada.

Finally, an arthavada, which is neither a matter for nor contradictory to other
pramanas, is called bhiitarthavada. For e.g., Vedic statements which say that: ‘gods
have forms’. It is unreasonable to question the validity of such statements on the
basis of any other pramana. So, Vaidikas accept them as they are (St.. Bh. 1.3.33).

(82) There are mantras which speak of an act or a devata. The discussion is
about their intended meaning. For e.g., a branch of a particular tree is cut for use in
the darsapuirnamasayaga . While cutting it, the mantra ‘g’ - for strength you is to
be uttered. By context - the word ‘feAfe1’ - Twill cut is to be added to it. Consequently,
‘o fefar’ - for strength [ will cut you is the meaning of the mantra. It might be
that it is only an instruction to cut the branch; it is not necessary to utter it while
thinking about its meaning. ‘Is the meaning of the mantra intended or not during
the action of cutting?’ is the question. Mimarisa sastra answers it like this: The action
is to be performed thinking about the meaning because, it has an unseen (adrsta)
fruit. Similarly, in mantras like ‘agnirmiirdha’ etc, the intended meaning of the mantra
is the devata - which is an instrument of action. Uttering while thinking about its
meaning has an unseen fruit. In summary: just as arthavada gets its validity through
praise/denigration of injunction/prohibition, mantras get their validity only
through speaking of an action or an instrument of action. Otherwise, they have no
meaning (as per the Mimarisakas).

(83) Injunctive and prohibitory (vidhi and nisedha) sentences are of two types:
Ajnatajiiapaka are those sentences which teach unknown matters. These teach details
of karma and the means for it. The sentences which prompt those who are not
prompted into karma are known as apravrttapravartaka. Such sentences motivate the
unmotivated by describing the attractive fruits of the karma. The former kind of



99

passages, unaccompanied by the latter, are meaningless; they will have no validity.
They are valid only when they are together, because, only then do they serve the
purpose of man.

The following passage is the preface of the Bhasyakara to the discussion of the
next siitra.

. ®Y USEU: ITEUHUIGR G Jradr e fenanedarg
FgeaT seat T’ (J. §. 2.R.%) 3 AU e WEvia?
3 AN AT ANferanear) wHgedarie FenTvrTeaT o fera-
faferiwe sureTig fpare faemd an 7 f uRffesaaequfaures
Hyardl yaente faweemn aRAfedasg: | qafdue o faueatied
qEmIiTET)| o T CHs A (R . 4.R.%) FAGAIGH, Aol
o 9q 3fa ¢ fafemrasaraan |y fae & (3. 9. 2.R.9)
3 Wiashad Jdaaywmyl T o (g AT’ (4. 9. 2.9.) e
fRammEEmfETaT FHewaiaay Shl T Fafuey deareaH fafd-
YEYH=RUT gawl =T SYua afl 7 9 URiHfed aegaed fafa:
gvafdl ferafaraar fag: | Tenq HANEa SiEey daare TeTems
frafafeyine AEAMM| AT UHIUT-RNEN aq AW, a9y,
TEATFTA - SUTHHTIG - HHUTAH | TEAIG T SRIUT: Jeiea 3fd e oo |

1. “How again can it be said that Brahman is to be understood through
sastra when $astra shows it implies action as in “Since $astra is for the purpose
of action, (sentences) not conveying that meaning are futile?”” Therefore, futile
are Vedantas since they do not speak action. Or else, they could be subsidiaries
to the injunction of action with the purpose of telling about the doer, deity etc,
or presenting other actions like upasani—meditation etc. (Just) narration of
existent things cannot happen (in Veda) because, existent things are objects
for the senses. There is no human purpose served in such a narration because,
there is no rejecting or taking. Therefore, to prevent futility in cases like “He
cried” etc, they are stated to be meaningful as praise: ‘But by syntactical unity
with injunction, they have the meaning of praising the injunction’. Mantras
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like “you for strength” etc are said to be related to karma because they tell
action and the instruments therefor. Meaningfulness of the Vedic Sentences
without connection with injunction is not seen anywhere, nor is it reasonable.
Injunction cannot be related with the nature of an existent thing, because
injunction is a matter of action. Therefore, by enlightening the nature of the
doer, the deity (devata) etc, Vedanta sentences are only subsidiary to acts of
injunction. If this is not accepted for fear of being different, even then, they
have the purport of the act of upasana present in their own sentences. Therefore,
the $astra cannot be the pramana for knowing Brahman”. When confronted like
this the reply is:-

(1) The implications of the first sentence here are summarised in (S1) above.
Stating the opposition view viz, ‘Sentences unrelated to action are futile’, piirva-
mimarsd demonstrates that $astra has content only in action. Brahman taught in
Vedanta is unrelated to action. So, the mimanisaka’s objection is this: ‘Sentences in
Vedanta are unrelated to action and hence futile. At least, had they said something
about the doer, devata etc, which are the means of action, it would have been
purposeful. It does not do that either. It does not speak even of the action of upasana.
It just speaks of an existent thing, which serves no purpose. Such an object, being
an object for other pramanas, the Veda need not speak about it. It does not have any
injunction or prohibition; so, it is of no use (S2). Therefore, Vedanta sentences are
futile’. The Vedantin may say: “This is the jiana portion of the Veda. So, it is not
right to apply the arguments of the karma portion here.” To this the Mimamsaka
replies: “The jfiana portion viz, the Upanisads, do talk of upasana. So, these sentences
must be speaking of upasana, which is a mental karma. Otherwise, they cannot have
any validity. So, sastra is not pramana for Brahman’. Now it is replied:

g quaard_ (2.2.%)

Tu—But, Tat - Brahman (knowledge is through Sastra because of),
Samanvayat—perfect agreement.

R. I qAUFSAGTad: | GG N Woly WAl SEIga o eafderaant{ul
JEAITERE AT HIY? TUAI| Ty f& Agry arernta aresion
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TAEge Nfduieehan GRar ‘Ted SRAeuITHiq TeAangdey (B,
§.2.%), ‘3N AT 3EHG WA JRAT’ (U, 2.%.%), ‘‘dedg S AYHY
aﬂmaﬂmmﬁmwmﬁg” (3. R.4.%R%), ‘‘FddEHq
Igd G’ (Y. R.R.%R) TACIMI T I TRAW UM NERa@Uiae
e a9 ETEmH ANeTHEIT Tl FAeTIgashed-T JagTl

2. The word ‘but’ is to refute the pitrvapaksa (the opposite view). Brahman,
the omniscient, omnipotent cause of the creation, existence and destruction of
the universe is understood from Vedic scripture alone. How? Because of the
samanvaya—i.e., all the Vedanta Sentences closely follow this same meaning
in the assertion of the summary)—as in: ““This was Sat—Being-only—in the
beginning’’, ““One alone without a second”, “This was the one Atman alone in
the beginning”’, ““That this Brahman is uncaused, devoid of effect, without an
interior, without an exterior”, “This Self is Brahman, the experience of all”,
“Brahman alone, the immortal in front”” etc. When the samanvaya of the words
in theses sentences is clearly being understood in fixing the nature of Brahman,
itis not proper to imagine other meanings because it would result (in the fault
of ) giving up what is heard and imagining the unheard.

(2) In the siuitra, ‘tat’ stands for Brahman. Which Brahman? The omniscient,
omnipotent cause for the creation, sustenance and destruction of the universe
established in the janmadi siitra. This is $astrayoni - * $TEeTEH TF 30 Afwdi¥ 7T, 7
daiam@d - To be understood only through sruti, not by logic (St. Bh. 2.1.31). The
sentences in all the Upanisads and their words are perfectly reconciling in this

Brahman only. To substantiate this, one sentence is quoted from each of the four
Vedas.

‘Fed |id....." is from Chandogya of Sama Veda. Its summary is: ‘Brahman - the
one alone without a second - is standing in the form of the universe of ksetra - the
observable, and the ksetrajiia - the observer ksetrajiia is Brahman.’

‘AT A1 3GH...... is from the Aitareya of Rg Veda. Its summary is: Earlier, there
was Atman alone. He created the whole universe and entered into the bodies of of
beings in the form of individual souls. All this is Himself. This is Prajiianam Brahma
-which is mere jiiana’.
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‘qadq & - is from the Brhadaranyaka of Sukla Yajurveda. Its summary is: “To
let us know its inherent nature, Brahman has stood as the universe of countless
forms. It is experiencing everything through the jivas - the individual souls. This
Atman is that Brahman’.

‘SElaeHTd..... is from Mundaka of the Atharva Veda. ‘Everything noticed in
front in the forms of the universe and the jiva are Brahman only. One who realises it
becomes Brahman’ is its summary.

These sentences and their words are unambiguously proclaiming Brahman
and Brahman-Atman oneness. When such perfect reconciliation of the message is
directly visible, to imagine unheard meanings damaging the heard ones is wrong.

3. 7 9 A FHEEUNTquIEIIdr | Aok & uvad’ (3. R.
¥.% 3) TG RATRREAEH- AT g | 7 7 TRifsqarqaeuas
T Tfe faude Jgon: | ‘aamia’’ (BT, §.¢.9) Bfd SETH9ES I -
HARUT SFETEHET| I 891UIed e SueymHeeafafd, 99 giu: |
TAITRAT] - SRl - AT HASFA VIO qouredfeg: | qaania
FTUET § WAeTd- Suregasfa I &igfgla: | T g a9 s
Tt fafergiae gvafd|l Tea 2Ry yaadl fehatsRaTe gafas-
IgngiuuN: | 7 fg T fagma swfaaer Safaemer g wwaisfa a=
IureT- farferstacel sraroT: Wfquea)| Fefd o agareai fafaearsta=io
TS T gRH, Agiy- ATHGANE Helud<adiq 1 afguaed e
YUY YT TATETgHl 7 F AT ITEUTIEY, 99 g
eyl s ae fog ST sy

3. Nor is their purport to teach the nature of the doer, the deity etc because,
there are srutis like “Then by what, whom could one see?”” etc which refute
action, instrument of action and fruit of action. Though of the nature of an
existent thing, Brahman is not an object for perception etc, because that Brahman
is the Self—""That you are” which cannot be understood by any means except

by sastra. What was said that being devoid of rejection and acceptance the
teaching is futile, this is no defect, because, the realization of Self as Brahman



103

which is devoid of rejection and acceptance results in the destruction of all
suffering—which is attainment of human goal. There is nothing objectionable
even in telling about the deity etc for the sake of upasana in its own sentences.
But it cannot be subsidiary to the injunction of upasana in the case of Brahman
because being one and devoid of rejection and acceptance, the sense of duality
such as action, instrument etc is annihilated. The cognition of duality once
destroyed by the knowledge of the oneness of Brahman cannot return; (if it
could) Brahman could be taught as subsidiary to the injunction of updsana.
Though in other places Vedic sentences are not seen to be pramana except in
conjunction with injunction, the pramana nature of the S$astra in that topic
cannot be denied since the knowledge of Atman culminates in the fruit. The
pramana nature of the $astra is not to be concluded by inference, because, that
would need an example seen elsewhere. Therefore, it is established that the
scripture (Sastra) is the pramana for Brahman.

(3.1) The reason for the absence of any connection to karma in Brahman--Atman
oneness is being explained here. Karmais possible only in the presence of the duality
of the doer, instruments of doing etc; it is impossible in their absence. Doership in
Brahman-Atman oneness is rejected by the $ruti saying ‘o Wel¥ ST TS Y ad &
T3, @ % @ 2JUEE’ - One who has himself become everything, with what can he
see and whom can he see? With what can he hear and whom can he hear? etc. How
can there be any possibility of karma in him?

‘In saying about the deity etc”: It is true that upasana has been said in the
Upanisads. But later they say that the Self of the upasaka (one who does upasana) is
Brahman. Therefore, Brahman cannot be subsidiary to the injunction of updsana,
because upasana is also based on duality. But Brahman is one alone without a second.
‘Though in other places Vedic sentences etc’: In the portion dealing with karma,
there is no validity for sentences unrelated to injunction. But it is not so in portions
dealing with jiana. Here, the Brahman-Atman oneness told by sruti is directly
experienced in susupti. Based on this experience, when the enquirer gets into the
meditation of staying in this ultimate jfidna, it ends in the fruit of Atman’s realization.
This demonstrates the validity of the Upanisadic sentences. Validity of a pramana
is indeed established only by experience. Therefore, one need not conceive of the
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validity of the Upanisads by the inference of extending the logic of the karma-portion
to them.

(3.2) Based on the Brahman-Atman oneness resulting from Brahman realisation,
relation of Brahman with action - either of karma or upasana - was refuted above. But
some oppose this by arguing that Brahman is taught by sruti not for showing the
oneness of Brahman and Atman but as a subsidiary to upasana. Their arguments are
as follows:

¥, 3T AW FIafTS | Y IEyToTe 57, aofy sfoafafafer for-
9 IR FE W FOT gU- SR Selhaar fafersredan
VBT GG, 5 $9 Uaq? FgguEeIeEr] el qon fg
VIrEATEfag: og: ‘TRl T awnd: wulasiey’ (9N ¢.¢.%) 3N
“TigAfa foraman: UYade demq’ (I0. W1, §.%.R3), ‘a8 FEHUey:..."’
(IM. 9. §.%.R), ‘‘TFamI forand wumm:'’ (. . 2.%.%W), IATH-
o foranefam smdfe smgairy,... (. . 2.R.2) 3 @1 o
UeN: Fafaq fauarase yadaq Sy fawarasier fadess stefaq
Y| qRBTAAT o IFAq SUGHHA| AN deraHmy qda sda
WA |fd = fafaatea g Wt sme sif-gEne ared fasted g
AR S faeftad sfa gen)

4. Here some others confront (like this): Though $astra is the pramana for
Brahman, yet Brahman is taught only as an object for the injunction of upasana,
just as the yiipa—sacrificial post, the ahavaniya (fire) etc. unknown to common
people are intimated by the Sastra only as subsidiary to injunction. Why so?
Because the purport of the astra is to instigate to act or to restrain from it. So,
those who know the purport of the Sastra say “Its purport is seen to be
knowledge of action”, ““Codana means (Vedic) Sentence urging action”, “Its
(dharma’s) knowledge comes from injunction”, “Words denoting things to be
attained should be connected with those denoting action”, ““Purport of Veda
being action, passages without it are meaningless”’. Therefore, Sastra is
purposetul either in prompting a person to do something or in refraining him
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from doing something else. If the purport is injunction, then it would be correct
to say that, just as agnihotra etc are prescribed as means desirous of heaven,
similarly, knowledge of Brahman is prescribed for one desiring immortality.

(4) Pratipatti means upasand. Sastra teaches Brahman for upasand. Just as the
unknown yiipa, ahvaniya etc are taught inthe karma portion as instruments of karma,
unknown Brahman in the jiiana part of the Vedas is also taught for the sake of upasana;
because, the very purpose of the Vedas is to teach karma. Codana is a sentence of
$ruti asking one to do karma. ‘Its knowledge comes from’: Tasya jiianam knoweldge,
i.e. Veda teaches dharmai.e., karma. For e.g., one desirous of heaven should perform
jyotistoma- yajiia. Upades$a is any injunctive sentence. When the two go together,
sentences of sastra become valid. “Words denoting things’: Unknown things are
made known by the Veda using words and objects which are known. Why? For the
sake of action. “Amnayasya’ etc: Raising the question of the purposelessness of sruti
sentences not talking about karma, sastra answered by saying that those sentences
are to be understood in relation to action. The gist of these sentences is: Injunction
and prohibition are the principals. Other sentences are either praise and denigration
or subsidiary to injunction. The same rule applies to Vedanta also because
Upanisads are part of Veda only. So, knowledge of Brahman is a part of the upasana
of Brahman. Other sentences concerning Brahman are subsidiary to this injunction.
Later on, the Mimariisaka replies to a counterargument of the Vedantin, and extends
his arguments of the same nature.
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5. (Vedantin’s counter argument): Was it not said that the topics of
discussion are different: viz. the topic in karmakanda is dharma which is yet to
happen, but here (in jiianakanda) the topic is existent eternal Brahman? Of these,
should not the fruit of the knowledge of Brahman be different from the fruit of
the knowledge of dharma which requires observance? (Mimarisaka says) It
cannot be that.. Brahman is taught only for injunction: “Atman is to be seen”,
“That Atman which is free from sin is to be sought for and discussed”, “Meditate
on it as Atman”’, “Meditate on the world as Atman’’, “Knower of Brahman
becomes Brahman Itselt”, etc. When there are such injunctions, there will arise
a desire to know ‘Who is Atman?’ ‘What is that Brahman?’ All Vedantas are
useful in intimating Its nature as ““Eternal, omniscient, all pervasive, eternally
contented, eternally pure and enlightened and free by nature, knowledge, bliss”
and so on. From that upasana will result the unseen fruit of moksa shown in the
sastra.

(5) Vedantin’s Question: The topics discussed in the karma/jiiana parts of the
Veda are dharma/Brahman respectively. In this part, dharma is yet to happen, since

it needs performance of karma. But Brahman is eternal. This has already been said.
Therefore, their fruits should also be different. Is it not?

Mimamsaka’s Reply: No. In the karma part, tirst comes the knowledge of karma,
then its performance and finally the fruit. So also in the jiiana part: first is knowledge
of Brahman, then upasana and finally the unseen (adrsta) fruit of moksa. After clearly
stating the injunction for upasana ‘Meditate on it as Atman’, as subsidiary to it, §ruti
says: ‘He is unhit by papa, free from old age, death, grief, hunger thirst etc’, ‘Brahman
is pure jiiana’ describing Brahman which is to be meditated upon. In this way,
adjusting the meaning of Upanisadic sentences to the act of upasana, the Mimarisaka
takes his objection further by saying that the narration of an existing thing unrelated
to action is futile.
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6. Disallowing injunction of duty, (and making a) mere statement of a thing
where there is no give and take, the Vedanta Sentences too will be meaningless
like the sentences ““The earth has seven islands”, ““There goes the king”” etc.
(Vedantin intervenes): Even the case of a mere statement of fact as in ““This is a
rope, this is not a snake” etc, meaningfulness is seen because of the removal of
fear generated by delusion. So also here, the statement of the fact that Atman is
not a samsari, could be meaningful through the removal of the delusion of his
being a samisari. (Mimarisaka retorts): This would be so, if the delusion of his
sarmsari’s nature is removed by merely hearing about the nature of Brahman, like
the delusion of snake by merely hearing about the nature of the rope. Butitis not
removed. Even in him who has heard of Brahman, the attributes of a sanisari like
happiness and grief are found as before. That is why subsequent to hearing, the
injunction of reflection and meditation are found (in sastra) as in “"He is to be
heard, reflected and meditated upon”. Therefore, it must concluded that sastra
is pramana for Brahman only as the object on the injunction of upasana.

(6.1)'This is a rope, this is not a snake’ etc (Doubt): The fear generated by the
snake goes only with the knowledge of the rope and not just by saying ‘this is a
rope, not a snake’. How can this be a counter objection?

(Reply): True. After listening to that statement, the listener has to examine the
rope and get its true knowledge to get out of fear. But what happens by the teacher,
is only the narration ‘this is rope, not snake’. Similarly, after listening to Sruti’s
narration of the nature of Brahman, those specially intelligent who are free from
ignorance, doubt and wrong knowledge may experience the meaning of the sentence
You are That - ‘3si q7: MU 7 SFEyRiqUaaaeror: yerdfaua: ufdewr: i
JrerIafa Tghd SaH UF avantaarerng ] srgufaga’ (St. Bh. 4.1.2). But the less intelligent
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have to do thinking and meditation. We will reserve to a later part the discussion
whether they are injunctions are not. For the present, according to the opposite
opinion, ‘Just listening to the message is fruitless. The Brahman listened to should
be meditated on for fruit. So, thinking and meditation told by $ruti are injunctions
for upasana. In this way, $astra is pramana for Brahman’s knowledge only as subsidiary
to the injunction of upasana’.

(6.2) Next, each of Mimanisaka's objections are refuted and the final verdict is
given. This is the list of objections: (1) The rules of argument for fixing the meaning
should be the same in both parts of karma and jiiana, because both are parts of Veda
only. (2) Such an application is possible through the injunction of upasana (3)
Upanisads have indeed spoken of upisana. (4) Moksa is the unseen fruit of upasana.
(5). Mere narration of an existent thing is purposeless. (6) Worldly activity is seen
even after the knowledge of Brahman; it is not lost.
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7. Here is the reply: No, because there is difference in the fruits of
knowledge of karma and knowledge of Brahman. Karma performed by body
speech and mind is well-known as dharma in $ruti and smrti. The discussion
of which is in the siitra ““Then, therefore, the discussion of dharma”. Adharma
too, like killing etc, are to be discussed for rejection. Directly noticeable
happiness/grief—resulting from good/evil (acts)—which are fruits of dharma/
adharma as defined by Vedic Sentences are born out of object/sense contact
and are felt by body, speech, mind; this is well-known in (beings) right down
from Hiranyagarbha to the unmoving (plants). A gradation of happiness is
heard (in scriptures) in all embodied beings starting from man to Brahma
(Hiranyagarbha). And therefrom can be understood the gradation of its cause
dharma. From the gradation of dharma follows the well-known gradation of
eligible persons brought about by the desire for fruit, capacity, learning etc.
Thus, only those who perform yiga etc can go by the Northern Path on account
of the excellence of knowledge and mental poise. Through only ista (agnihotra
etc), purta (like constructing water tank etc which bring happiness to others
and eventually to oneself), datta (giving away wealth to appropriate people),
persons go by the Southern Path through smoke etc. Here too the gradation of
the means for that are understood from sastra ““Living there till the fruit of
karma is expended”. Similarly, it is understood that the gradation in the little
bit of happiness is possible for beings starting from man down to those in naraka
(hell) and plants only due to dharma defined by $astra. In the same way, the
gradation of grief for embodied beings who go upwards or downwards show
a gradation in its cause viz adharma defined by prohibitory injunctions and
also in those who committed them. In this way, those who have defects of
avidyad etc experience by embodiment the gradations of happiness/grief due
to gradations of dharma/adharma in impermanent worldly life. This is well-
known from $ruti, smrti and logic. Following this “’For the embodied person
there cannot be the destruction of pleasure/displeasure” says the sruti about
the worldly life described above.
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(7) There is a great difference between the fruits of karma and the knowledge of
Brahman. Details of the fruits of karma are given here. Karma happens through body,
speech and mind. Sruti defines good /bad karma as dharma/adharma. Their fruits are
directly experienced as happiness/grief - through body, speech and mind. They
have gradations. There is also gradation in the eligibility for doing karma.

The reason is: The eligible person must have desire, knowledge, ability and
be unprohibited by the §astra - ‘ 31 wmel: fagr ymeror stfaudew: ' - There is certainly
a gradation in desire, knowledge and ability. In this way, there cannot be the
destruction of pleasure/displeasure. Here, sasariri means the one embodied - one
who has adhyasa in the 3arira (body). It is he who does karma and experiences its
fruits. He is never free from pleasure/displeasure.
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8.0On the other hand “Pleasure/displeasure do not touch the unem-
bodied.” That this unembodiment, called moksa, is not an effect of dharma
defined by injunction, is confirmed by this denial of contact of pleasure/
displeasure with the unembodied. If it were an effect of dharma, the denial of
contact of pleasure/displeasure is not reconciled. (Question) ‘If it is said that
unembodiment is the effect of dharma?’ No, because, it is natural. Sruti says
“Knowing Atman which is unembodied residing in the changing bodies, great,

12y

all-pervasive—the wise man does not grieve”, “He is indeed without prana,
without mind, pure”, “This person indeed is unattached”. Therefore, unem-
bodiment called moksa, which is distinct from the fruit of performed karma, is

established to be eternal.
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(8) In the previous section it was said that “for the embodied person there
cannot be destruction of pleasure/displeasure’. Therefore, the word ‘unembodied’
here cannot mean ‘when the body is lost, i.e. after death’, because, these sentences
are comparing unliberated and liberated jivas. Also, others cannot know whether
there is displeasure/pleasure after death. Not only that, unembodidness is not the
fruit of the observance of dharma because, dharma does generate the fruit of pleasure.
Further, it is clear from the quoted sruti sentences that unembodiment is indeed
moksa. So, moksa is not unseen fruit - nor something that is got after death, Further,
it is eternal too; because, if it were to decrease with experience like the fruit of
karma, grief should come back. But the Katha sruti which is quoted rules out grief
for the liberated.
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9. Of these, some are eternal though changing; i.e. though subject to
change, the cognition “This is but that” is not destroyed: like earth etc for those
believers in the eternality of the universe, or as the gunas for the Sarkhyas.
This (moksa) however is absolute without change, all-pervasive like akasa,
devoid of all modifications, eternally contented, without parts, self-luminous
by nature, where dharma/adharma with action do not apply in the three times
(past, present and future). This is unembodiment called moksa because Srutis
say ‘Different from dharma, different from adharma, different from effect (and)
cause, different from what has been and what has to be.” Therefore, such is
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Brahman whose discussion is presented (here). If that be taught as subsidiary
to duty, if moksa is agreed to be a result of duty, it would amount to moksa
being only something special among the graded non-eternal fruits of karma
described above. But moksa is accepted to be eternal by all who discuss about
moksa. Therefore, (to say that) the teaching of Brahman is subsidiary to duty is
not correct.

(9) In this section, Bhasyakara is speaking about the nature of the eternality of
moksa. The river, for example, is eternal though changing i.e., though the water is
different in each place, the cognition of the sameness of the river - its eternality - is
not lost. Moksa is not like that. It is eternal without change. Like akasa, it is all
pervading and is the same anywhere at any time etc. These being precisely the
teatures of Brahman, moksa is Brahman. Had Brahman been subsidiary to karma or
upasana and moksa were their fruit, it would be transient like the fruit of karma.
Therefore, knowledge of Brahman can never be subsidiary to any type of action.
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10. Further, there are $rutis showing that moksa follows the knowledge of
Brahman, precluding any other action to be done in between: “He who knows
Brahman becomes Brahman Itself,” *"His karma perishes when He—the higher
cause and the lower (effect) is seen”’, “He who knows the ananda of Brahman
has no fear from anywhere”, “Verily, Oh Janaka you have obtained fearless-

ness”’, It understood itself as ‘I am Brahman’ and so it became everything”,
““What delusion is there and what grief for one who has seen oneness” etc.
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Similarly, “Rsi Vamadeva seeing It realized, ‘I am Manu and also the Sun”
would also be quoted to preclude some other action between realizing Brahman
and the oneness of the Self with all—just as in ““He sings standing”, there is
nothing else for him to do between standing and singing.

(10) After explaining that the knowledge of Brahman is not subsidiary to duty,
Bhasyakara is establishing to make it firm that moksa results immediately with the
knowledge of Brahman and between the two there is nothing to be done. But the
upasaka cannot become Brahman by Its upasana. When by ‘ksiyante (karmas) perish’,
the sruti is clearly speaking of the complete destruction of all karma, how can there
be scope for karma at all? In the sentence, ‘knower of the ananda of Brahman has no
tear’, the destruction of fear is for the jiiani who is alive. In the sentence ‘Oh Janaka,
you have obtained fearlessness’ says that fearlessness is obtained immediately
with realization; it does not say ‘prapsyasi - you will obtain (in the future)’. Similarly
in other sentences also, refutation of any duty between knowledge and moksa is
clear.
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11. “You are indeed our father who carries us to the other side of avidya”,
“I'have heard from those like your reverence that knower of the Atman crosses
grief. Your reverence I am in grief. You should take me across griet”, “The
revered Sanatkumara shows the other side of darkness to him whose sins are
destroyed”—these and such other $rutis show that the fruit of Atmajiiana is
only the removal of the obstacles to moksa. There is also one siitra written by
the acarya supported by reason: ““Grief, birth, motivation, defect and illusory
cognition—(is the sequence in which) the destruction of the subsequent, causes
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the destruction of earlier one, resulting in moksa”’. And destruction of illusory
cognition results only from the knowledge of the oneness of Brahman and
Atman.

(11.1) After refuting duty in between knowledge and moksa in the previous
section, how exactly moksa results directly from the knowledge of Brahman is is
being said here. The sentence ‘you carry us to the other side of avidya’ makes it
clear that guvidya - lack of the knowledge of Brahman is the only obstruction for
moksa and so, knowing Brahman is itself moksa. That ‘Sanatkumara taught Narada’
etc also means the same thing. Gautama, the teacher of logic, tells us the sequence
of the steps of moksa in the siitra: The ignorance of one’s nature is the cause of
wrong knowledge about oneself; wrong knowledge leads to the defects of love
and hate; these defects cause motivation for karma; from that results birth and
consequently grief. Therefore, destruction of avidya leads to destruction of wrong
knowledge and in that sequence the destruction of defects, of motivation, of birth
and grief, leading to moksa.

Question: The Gautam siifra is saying that the destruction of birth leads to
destruction of grief; does it mean that moksa results only after death?

Answer: Not like that. The destruction of adhyasa equals destruction of birth
because, the body of the knower of Brahman is already ‘dead like the slough of a
snake which is cast off on the ant-hill” (Br. 4.4.7). So, moksa is even while alive.
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12. This cognition of Brahman-Atman oneness is not of the nature of
sampadriipa (Sastra imposed identification) as in the case of “Mind is indeed
infinite, the viswedevatas (gods of this name) are infinite. (Meditating on this
identification) he conquers an infinite world”. Nor is it of the nature of
superimposition (done by sastra) as in “Meditate (on the identity that) the
mind is Brahman”, “The sun is Brahman, this is the teaching” in which
contemplation involves in viewing mind, sun etc as Brahman. Nor is it (an
identification) with a distinctive action as in “Vayu (air) is the devourer”
“Prana is the devourer”. It is also not of the nature of a subsidiary act of
purification like looking at the ghee. If the knowledge of the Brahman- Atman
oneness is admitted to be of the form of sampadriipa etc, it would violate the
syntactical relation of words in sentences like ““That you are”, ““I am Brahman”,
“This Self is Brahman’’ etc which assert the oneness of Brahman and Atman. It
would contradict (scriptural passages) like ““The knot of the heart is cut, all
doubts are cleared”, which declare the fruit of the removal of avidya. If it were
of sampadriipa etc, the statements of (jfiiani) becoming Brahman in ““He who
knows Brahman becomes Brahman Itself”” would not satisfactorily reconcile.
Therefore, the knowledge Brahman-Atman oneness is not of the nature of
sampadriipa etc.

(12) Another Point: Though Bhasyakara is quoting a sutra of logic for moksa,
the theses of logicians and Vedanta are very different. According to the logicians,
knowing Atman as unatman is wrong knowledge and separating the two is right
knowledge. If here, by Atman is meant the ksetrajiia who is prajiia and unatman is the
body and the rest of the world, their indiscrimination is certainly wrong
knowledge.This is made explicit in the Adhyasa Bhasya. However, this Atman is
getting separated from ‘unatman ' everyday in deep sleep; this is everyone’s
experience. But no enlightenment has dawned. Wrong knowledge is returning as
soon as one gets up. So ‘Atman-unatman’ discrimination in the logician’s thesis is
not the knowledge that Vedanta speaks of. Discrimination arises because of not
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knowing Brahman. Both ‘Atman ' and ‘unatman ' are Brahman. So, the moment one
realizes the Brahman-Atman oneness, avidya is lost and there arises the realisation
that ‘unatman’ is not different from me, but I am different from ‘unatman’. This is
sarvatmabhava which is moksa - already spoken of in a previous section (Satra 1.1.1,
sec 11-14). Sarvatmabhava is sarva-atma-bhava - the realisation that everything is
‘Atman’. This does not, however, involve the multiplicity of the world; it is sublated.
This is called prapaiica-vilaya. Therefore, it is not different from the inherent non-
dual oneness of Atman.

(12) That knowledge of Brahman-Atman oneness destroys wrong knowledge -
this has already been explained. Now it is shown that this knowledge is not a
mental action. Mental action can be of four types: sampadriipa, adhyasariipa,
kriyayogariipa, samskarariipa.

Details of Sampadriipa: There is similarity between the inferior mind and the
superior viswedevatas; both are infinite. On this basis, mind is meditated upon as
viswedevatas.

Adhyasariipa: Thinking of the mind or the sun as Brahman and meditating on
them. This is not wrong knowledge born out of indiscrimination. The difference
between the mind or the sun and Brahman is known.

Kriyayogarupa: In susupti (deep sleep), speech etc of one’s self are devoured by
prana; in pralaya i.e., dissolution of the world, the presiding deities of speech etc
viz., Agni - i.e., fire etc are devoured by Vayu. Based on the similarity of this special
action, $astra prescribes meditation on the presumed oneness of prana; and Vayu.

Samskarariipa: By looking at it, the wife purifies the ghee to be used in the yaga
as a subsidiary act. But knowledge of Brahman-Atman oneness is not any of these
types of mental actions, because there is duality in all of them till the end.
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13. Therefore, the knowledge of Brahman is not subjective. What then is it?
It is objective like the knowledge of the objects of the sense perception etc.
Imagining the allowance of action in such Brahman or Its knowledge is
impossible by any reasoning. Brahman cannot be deemed to come into the field
of action though It is an object for the act of cognition, because of the denial of
Its being an object of knowing in “It is different from the known and also the
unknown”’, “By whom one knows all this, by what one can know Him?”
Similarly, there is also the denial of Its being an object of the act of upisana:
after telling the non-objectness of Brahman in ““That which is not expressed by
speech, that by which speech is expressed” sastra says “Know then that alone
is Brahman (and) not as “this’ whose upasana is done”. (Objection) ‘If it be said
that Brahman is not an object, (then) Sistra cannot be the source (for its
knowledge)?” No, for sastra has the purport of removing the difference
imagined by avidya. Indeed, the sastra does not intend to propound Brahman
as an object like ‘this”. What then? It propounds Brahman as the non-object
inner self and removes the differences like known-knower and knowledge
imagined in the inner self by avidya. Thus says the $astra: “By whom It is not
known, for him It is known, by whom It is known , for him It is not known. (It
is) not known to them who know, known to them who do not know”’, “You
cannot see the seer of sight, cannot know the knower of the knower”, etc.
Because of the restoration of Atman’s nature of eternal freedom through the
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removal (in this way) of sanisara imagined (in Him) due to avidya, moksa is
free from the fault of non-eternality.

(13.1) All the sampadriipa etc actions are dependent on the one who has to
perform them, i.e., they are subjective. Unlike them, knowing Brahman is objective,
i.e., dependent on the object, which has to be understood as it is - just as in
understanding a pot only as a pot. ‘Is knowing also not a mental act?’ In the case of
Brahman, it is not even that because, It is different from the known and the unknown.
It is not an object for the mind to understand. Since It is the inherent nature of the
knower, It cannot be an object for knowing. Kenopanisad clearly states that It cannot
be an object for upasana either. “Then what is meant when it is said that sastra is the
pramana for knowing It?’ Indeed, even édstra cannot teach Brahman directly. Sastra’s
validity is only up to the point of telling one that Brahman is not that which one is
seeing. Knowledge of Brahman is to be obtained only in this manner. The seeker
tirst searches for Brahman in something which It is not. In this action of searching
there is multiplicity of the known-knower-knowledge. This difference is seen due
to avidya. Sastra only prevents him from entertaining this illusory difference and
provokes him to look at himself. Since the ever-present Atman is Brahman, moksa is
eternal.

(13.2) The sentence, ‘ ifaeerfeud aEAfqgaeaTedey 3afa’ - Which removes the

differences like known-knower-knowledge imagined in the inner self by avidya,
needs a closer look. None among the three is imagined due to avidya; only the
difference seen in them is due to avidyi. The ignorant person, only looking at the
forms, sees differences and understands only what he sees. The jiani will also see
the differences with his senses, but he understands the oneness permeating all of
them which is himself. The seeker takes support of Atman to remove the sense of

difference in outside forms - ‘SEIHRUTHGAGMT: TT TR ' | ( Gita
Bh. 18.50). In this way, sarvatmabhava itself is moksa.
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14. For him (who says) moksa is produced, it is reasonable that for him,
there is the need for mental, verbal or physical action. So also, if it be a
modification. (But) for these two views, the non-eternality of moksa is certain.
Neither modifications like curd etc, nor things produced like pot etc are found
to be eternal in the world. Even for attainability (of moksa), there is no need for
action, because, it is of the nature of one’s own Self. Even if it is different from
one’s own nature, Brahman is not what is to be attained because, being all-
pervasive, Brahman by nature is ever-attained by all like akasa. Nor is moksa (a
result of) purification in which case it expects an activity. Indeed, what is called
purification may be either of merit or by subtraction of defect. It cannot be
addition of merit since moksa is the unsurpassed excellence of Brahman to which
no merit can be added; nor by the removal of defect, since moksa is of the nature
of eternally pure Brahman.

(14) Fruit of karma is of four types: Obtained by producing, modifying, attaining
or purifying. Moksa is like none of them. It is not produced like a pot. If it were, it
should be absent earlier and lost later and so non-eternal. Moksa being eternal, it is
not produced. It is not modified like milk into curd. The Mimanisakas say that karma/
upasand modify to the form of apiirva - something unseen, and are then experienced
as fruit in due course. This is also non-eternal. So moksa is not of this type. It is not
something to be attained either, like swarga (heaven). It being one’s own inherent
nature, itis not attained. Even granting it is different, it is still not attainable because
Brahman is all-pervading. Moksa is not something to be purified. Purification means
adding a merit or removing a demerit. But Brahman, which is of unsurpassed
excellence, is faultless. So, moksa is not a result of purification. Next is a long analysis
of this last feature.
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15. ‘If it be said that moksa, though being one’s own nature, yet being
obscured is manifested by a purification act, just as the luster of a mirror
purified by the act of scrubbing?’ No; because, (saying that) the Self is an object
of action—is irreconcilable. An action which does not moditfy its object cannot
exist. If Atman is modifiable by action, its results in non-eternality of Atman.
Sentences like ““This is spoken of as non-modifiable” would be affected. That

is unacceptable. Therefore, Atman being an object of action is not possible. If
something else is the object of action, Atman is not purified since it is not the
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object (for purification). (Details:) ‘Is not the embodied seen to be purified by
body-based acts such as bathing, dcamana (sipping of water) and wearing
yajfiopavita (the sacred thread etc)?” No. Only that Atman is purified which is
associated with the body etc under the grip of avidya. Indeed, it is clearly seen
that bathing, acamana etc inhere in the body. It stands to reason that what is
purified by the body-based act is something that is associated with it and is
accepted as the Self due to avidya. It is like this: With equilibrium of the humours
brought about by the body based treatment, there is fruit of health for him
who is associated with the body and has the conceit of it as himself; in him
arises the feeling “I am free from disease”. Similarly, he who gets the feeling ‘I
am clean, purified’ through bathing, acamana, wearing of the yajiiopavita etc,
is purified. He is certainly associated with the body. It is only by him who has
the conceit ‘Tam the doer’, who is the object of the concept ‘I’ and supporter of
all thoughts—that all actions are performed. Their fruit he alone enjoys, because
mantra passage says “‘One of them eats the fruit, the other looks on, not eating”
and also “One associated with the body, senses and the mind is called the
enjoyer by wise men”. Similarly, “The one God concealed in all beings and
pervading all beings, the watcher of actions, living in all beings, the witness,
the intelligent, alone and free from all qualities”, “He pervades all, is effulgent,
unembodied, free from wounds, free from nerves, pure and unafflicted by sin”.
These two mantras show that Brahman cannot have anything (excellence) added
to It and that It is eternally pure. Becoming Brahman is moksa. Therefore, moksa
is not one to be purified. Other than these (four) no one can show a door for
action to enter into moksa. Therefore, apart from (this) one knowledge, there
cannot be an entrance here even for a smell of action.

(15) Objection: Can the inherent nature of Atman which is eternal moksa be
revealed by purification, just like the mirror which when scrubbed shows its shine?

Answer: No; because scrubbing modifies the mirror. If Atman is modified like
that by karma, He becomes non-eternal.

Further Objection: “What if by scrubbing we mean the wiping of the mirror?’
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Answer: In that case, the purification is not of the mirror. Similarly, purification
is there by bathing and dcamana for one who has adhyasa in the body. He is prajiia
who is the object of the aham-pratyaya and is the witness of all pratyayas. It is he who,
with the adjuncts of body mind etc, does all the actions in wakeful and dreaming
states and experiences their fruit. But the Atman who is his witness is untouched
by these purification processes. Really speaking, even prijiia is untouched by them.
Since prajiia, due to avidya, does not know that he is Atman, he appears to get purified.
This avidya is the only obstruction to moksa and is not lost by any purificatory action.
Awvidya is lost only by vidya - knowledge.
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16. ‘Is not knowledge a mental act?” No, because of difference. An act is
that which is enjoined without regard to the nature of the thing and dependent
on mental activity. For example: ““That deity for whom oblation is to be offered,
should be contemplated in mind and then should be uttered, the word vasat”,

“The evening (deity) should be contemplated in the mind” etc. Contemplation,
viz. thinking about, is mental; it may be done or not done or done in a different



123

way by the person since it is subjective. Knowledge, on the other hand, is
generated by pramana i.e. valid means of knowledge. Pramana objectifies the
thing asitis. Therefore, knowledge—though mental—is very different in nature
(from an act). In cases like ““Man is fire, oh Gautama’, “Woman is fire, oh
Gautama”, there arises the cognition of fire in man and in woman. This
however, is an act generated solely by injunction and subjective. But the
cognition of the well-known fire is not dependent on imagination nor is it
subjective. What then? It is knowledge only, not an act, because, it is objective
(knowledge) of an object of perception. The same is to be understood in respect
of all things which are objects of pramana. This being the case, even knowledge
of Brahman which is the Self as it is, is not dependent on Vedic injunction. Hence,
although imperative etc referring to the knowledge of Brahman are found in
the Vedic texts, yet they are ineffective because they refer to something which
cannot be enjoined, just as the edge of a razor becomes blunt when it is applied
to a stone. The reason is that It is a thing where there is no giving and taking.

(16) That jiiana is not a mental act is being demonstrated in this section. Action
is injunctory - prescribed independent of the nature of the object and dependent
on the mind. For e.g., the meditation prescribed in the sentence “after meditating in
the mind on the devata, when the hota shouts "vasat’, the adhvaryu should offer the
oblation to the devata’ is subjective.

Doubt: Quoting the same mantra ‘the deity for whom.” etc the Bhasyakara has
said ‘Injunctions prescribing the oblations expect Indra etc devatas to have an inherent
form. Devatas like Indra etc cannot be grasped by the mind if they don’t have a
form - ‘fafufir: wa s=Ife Saent edify wigagfy: ufady s<er @wud | 7 f& awufear
FgIed: Tty Tafag ver=d ' | (St. Bh. 1.3.33). Since the mental form during meditation
has to be similar to the inherent form of the devata, is it not jiiana - knowledge of the
devata? If it is jfiana, it cannot be an injunction. Therefore, what does it mean to say
that ‘injunction is prescribed independent of the nature of the object?’

Answer: Not like that. In the sentence above, the meditation implies a mental
form similar to the inherent form of the devata.But the adhyasariipa meditation (see
sec. 12) is dissimilar to the form of the object. Therefore, meditation could be similar
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or dissimilar to the form of the object. This is the implication when it is said that
the injunction of meditation is without regard to the nature of the object of
meditation. Therefore, meditation is not jiiana. The jiiana that is produced when
the devata is actually seen is not subjective. But the meditation of remembering the
devatd not in front, is subjective.

Doubt: When seeing the pot, its mental form that is produced is subject to
change. Therefore, isn't knowing the pot also an action?

Answer: No; because there is no effort on part of the knower in knowing the
pot. Production of the mental form of the object as a consequence of the object-
sense contact is the nature of the ksetra. This is subject to change. The one who
notices it is the knower. Knowing is not his action; it is his nature.

Doubt: Let not jiiana of sense perception be an act. Is not effort involved in
knowing things by inference and Veda?

Answer: It is not so. Whatever may be the pramana, jiiana obtained has to be
right knowledge. But effort is needed, while knowing things beyond perception,
to remove the doubts obstructing right knowledge. But this does not mean that
jiana is produced by this effort; because the object of the effort is not jiiana, but the
removal of doubt. One who does not distinguish the role of pramana in this way,
may imagine that jiiana is obtained by effort like cooking. This is not correct. If one
remembers that the knower is prajiia who is adjunctless, it is easy to understand
the jfiana is not his action, but his nature. Therefore, Brahman-Atman jiiana also is
neither injunctive nor subjective.
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17. ‘What then are the meanings of passages like “Atman should be seen,
should be heard about” etc which have the shade of injunctions?” We say,
they are intended to turn back (the mind) from objects of natural inclination.
The person who is inclined outwards (thinks) ‘Let me have desirable things,
let me not have undesirable things” but does not attain the final goal there.
(When the same person) desires the final goal, passages like “Atman is to be
seen’’ etc turn him away from the objects of natural inclination which attract
the union of the body and the senses and make his (attention) flow towards
the inner Atman in a continuous current. For him who engages himself in the
quest of Atman, éruti teaches the true nature of Atman which is free from any
giving and taking: “All this is Atman”, “Where all of this is only Atman, by
what whom can see ? By what whom can one know!”” ““By what one can the
knower?”” “This Atman is Brahman’’ etc.

(17) Which have the shade of injunctions etc: Should be done, to be done, must
be done have injunctory meaning. Though the word “to be seen, to be heard, to be
thought about, to be meditated on” are injunctions, they cannot be injunctions when
used in the case of Atman. ‘Then what is their purpose?” It is this: Man by nature is
extrovert in trying to get happiness and getting rid of grief. One who is in search of
Atman knows that the ultimate happiness is not obtained from outside.
Nevertheless, his mind is frequently pushed outside due to the power of the
impressions acquired from previous lives. His mind is to be withdrawn from
outside and turned inwards towards the Atman. Who is this Atman? It is he who is
all this. Therefore, when he comes to know that he is the all pervading Atman, the
mind stops going outside. These injunctive words are used to turn his attention
towards the Atman. Rest of the discussion in this connection is in the end section.
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18. (As for the objection that) the knowledge of Atman which is free from
action does not have any giving and taking—we accept it as it is. This indeed
constitutes our glory that with the realization of Atman as Brahman, there is
the destruction of all duties and the accomplishment of everything that is to
be accomplished. So too says sruti: ““If man realizes that Atman is himself (then),
desiring what for who’s sake will he suffer in sympathy with the body?” smrti
also says “Knowing that, one becomes intelligent and would have accom-
plished all that is to be accomplished, oh Bharata”. Therefore, Brahman is not
said as subsidiary to upasana.

(18) That there is no giving and taking in the knowledge of Brahman-Atman
oneness, is not a defect; it is our glory. We accept this feature of the realisation of
Atman as it is because, what give and take could be there in that bliss whose tiny
fractions are the happiness of beings starting from man upto the supermost devata
Brahma? (Tai. 2.8; Br. 4.3.33). With this, all duties come to an end and all the work
is over. That there is no higher bliss is indicated even to the unrealised in blissful
and griefless deep sleep where connection with outside world is completely

snapped. Therefore, it is obvious that the realised one has no connection with either
karma or upasana.
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19. Some say, there is no portion of the Veda telling about mere things
different from injunctions which motivate and demotivate and what is
subsidiary to them. That is not so because, the Person (Atman) propounded in
the Upanisads is not subsidiary to anything else. This Person is understood
from the Upanisads alone; He is not sanisari; He is of the nature of Brahman,
who is distinct from the four kinds of substances which are produced etc, Who
occurs in a topic of His own, not subsidiary to another. It cannot be said that
such a one does not exist or that He cannot be known, because there is the
word “‘Atman’ in “That Atman is not like this, not like this” and it is not possible
to deny Atman, for he who denies is himself Atman. (Objection) ‘Since (it has
been said) that Atman is the object of ‘I-thought’, is it not wrong to say that He
is to be understood from the Upanisads alone?’ No, because, it has been said
that He is the witness of the Atman grasped as ‘I’. As distinct from the doer
Atman grasped as ‘I, His witness who is present in all, equal, one, immutably
eternal, the Person who is the self of all, is not known by anyone either in the
injunctional part (of the Veda) or in the system of logic. Therefore, He cannot
be refuted by anyone, nor link (him) as subsidiary to injunction. Being the Atman
of all, He is not something either to be given up or taken up. All the produced
effects perish leaving this Person. This Person is imperishable because, there is
nothing in Him to perish. He is immutably eternal because, there is nothing to
be modified (in Him). For this reason, He is by nature eternally pure,
enlightened and free. Therefore, in (sentences like) ““There is nothing higher
than this Person: that is the limit, that is the highest goal”’, “But I ask about the
Person propounded in the Upanishads”’,—the qualification ‘propounded in
the Upanisads’ predominantly speak about this Person. Therefore, the statement
that there is no part of the Veda dealing with existing things is mere rashness.

(19) It is wrong to say that the Vedas do not teach anything which has no
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connection with karma; Upanisads do teach of such a soul. In this section it is shown
with evidence that He is to be taught only by the Upanisads because, He is not
related to karma. The sentence since Atman is the subject of the ahari-pratyaya - ‘=3

JATHT FETTATTTId...” has already been discussed in Adhyasa Bhasya (25.1).

Doubt: Till now it has been said that the inner self is the subject of the I-thought
(aham-pratyaya) and is well-known in everyone’s experience. Now suddenly it is
being said that ‘' 3ufaeg Ta fag@m@d’ - He is to understood only through the Upanisads.
How is it?

Answer: Not like that. The inner Self, spoken of previously, is ksetrajiia-prajiia
-doer-enjoyer - who could be purified by action - discussed in logic and also the
part of the Vedas dealing with karma. He is not one; he is different in each body.
The one being said by the Upanisads is the same in everyone, the President without
attributes and the witness to all karma. Therefore, it is wrong to say that the Vedas
do not speak of existent things*.
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20. (The sayings of) those who know the purport of the $astra viz, “The
visible use of Veda is the teaching of action” etc refer to the discussion of

*The sentence ‘Y AT IJETIATTTAAT,.. Ugeri@ra’ - Makes it crystal clear that

‘srequEEer’ - the first word in the Adhyasa Bhasya refers only to ksetrajiia and not to
his witness, the fourth Atman.
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dharma. Therefore, they have to be understood as the opinion of the sastra of
prescriptions and prohibitions. Further, for those who accept unexceptionally
(the statement) “Since the purpose of the Veda is action, (sentences) not
conveying that meaning are futile”, the teaching of existents become futile. If
it teaches existent things different from injunctions for motivation and
demotivation for the sake of dharma which is yet to occur, what is the reason
for saying that it does not teach the immutable eternal existent? The existent
that is taught is not an act. ‘If it is said that though the existent itself is not an
act, its teaching is for the sake of an act, because it is instrumental to an act?’
This is not a defect. Though for the sake of an act—the thing which has the
capacity to perform an act is certainly taught; that it is for the sake of an act is
its usefulness. Just because of that, the thing does not turn out to be untaught.
‘Agreeing itis taught, what do you gain from it?” We will say: The teaching of
the unknown Atman is also of the same kind. By its knowledge the use would
be the removal of the wrong knowledge which is the cause of samnisara. Hence,
itis the same as the teaching of objects that are instrumental to an act in respect
of its usefullness.

(20) That the Vedas do not speak of existent things was rejected in the previous
section. Now it is being shown, using the Mimarisaka’s arguments, that the Vedas
do speak of about things unrelated to karma. Do they not speak of yiipa, ahvaniya
etc? “They do, but for the sake of action’. Though its usefulness is in action, it is an
existent. So, the teaching of an existent object without use could be meaningless;

not if it has use. ‘Then what is the use for teaching about Atman?’ It is that Its
knowledge destroys the adhyiasa which is responsible for all evil.

RR. AfY 9 “FEIUT T gAea:’’ gawEn fgha: suigvad) T 9 W
fora, fa feRamaTemm SferenoimUQy: SMgEHAq ¢ ‘STaron T gaed:
Ffe FawguevAm, sHdfe ue) qew AW T 9 w@wEn-
TG - AT ol: IOy SWTAThaY Hourdg - fenantgia-
it A& Y Y WYE: 9q QUsTaHIs Wi areafa gid
ANEGSY MNEHATHRUH| 6 F FTEHREINAGq EWaHd UM |



130

T HEhishaTgid- eret-ada *‘STero 7 e’ gty ufaaens
HATHE 3T YSAUfqaarie s | TEr g&ure - SIuaiiT- Suream e - Jard -
arg fawa smdeaiua geeaw)

21. Further, ““A brahmana is not to be killed” etc teach desisting from action.
This is not an act or even a means to act. If the teaching of not acting is futile,
then the teachings of desisting from activity like “’A brahmana is not to be killed”
would also be futile. That is not desirable. The word ‘not’ related to the act of
killing which is naturally inherent (in one), makes (him) desist from killing
and (eventually) generates (only) a passivity in him. Therefore, imagining a
meaning of non-existent act (for the word ‘not’) is not possible. The nature of
the word "not’ is that it teaches the non-existence to which it is related. The
cognition of non-existence is the cause of passivity. That subsides on its own
accord like the fire whose fuel has been consumed. Therefore we think that the
passivity generated by desisting from the act for which there is scope, is the
meaning of the prohibition A brahmana is not to be killed” etc, in all cases
other than the Prajapati - vow etc. Therefore, the claim of futility must be
understood in the case of legends which are praises of the existent not serving
the human goal.

(21) That sentences unrelated to action are futile is the opponent’s view in the
sutra “Since Sastra is for the purpose of action’. The counter question of the Vedantin

is this: Right. It is true in the case of injunctory sentences intended to motivate
person to action. What about prohibitory sentences intended to demotivate?

Opponent: Even in the prohibitory sentences, connection with action is implied.
For e.g., in Prajapati vow, the brahmacarin is prohibited to see the sun while it is
setting or rising. Puranas prohibit seeing the moon on a certain day of the year. In
these prohibitions, effort is needed by the person not to see the sun or the moon.

Vedantin: What about the prohibitory sentence ‘A brahmana should not be
killed’? It is neither action nor an implement for action.

Opponent: No; there is the action of effort not to kill.

Vedantin: But this sentence is not an injunction for making that effort. The



131

only use of the sentence is to produce the awareness of not killing. Later on, even
this awareness ends up in being passive. As for e.g., if the intention of killing is the
fuel, then this awareness is fire. Just like fire gets extinguished after burning the
fuel, this awareness also ends up in passivity after removing the motivation to kill.
This means that there are Vedic passages which are useful things not related with
action. Similarly, sentences about Brahman have the use of removing adhyasa which
is responsible for all worldly problems.
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22. Tt was said that the speaking of a bare thing without entry of injunction
is futile like (saying) ““The earth has seven islands” etc. This has been refuted;
because, use is seen even in the narration of a bare objection like “This is rope,
this is not a snake”. (Opponent)—'Even in him who has heard about Brahman,
the features of a samisari (worldly person) is seen as before; therefore, it is not
purposeful as in the narration of the nature of the rope.” Here we say: It is not
possible to show features of sanisari as before in one who has realization of
Brahman as himself; because it is opposed to the realization of Brahman—Atman
identification generated by Veda pramana. In a man with the conceit of self in
the body etc, association with grief, fear etc are found. Because of that, it isnot
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possible to imagine in the man the association of grief, fear etc caused by illusory
knowledge, after the Brahman- Atman realization produced by Veda pramana
(and so) the conceit is removed. The grief of theft of wealth is found in the rich
house-holder with the conceit of wealth; the same grief caused by the theft of
wealth is not produced in the same man when he renounces and becomes freed
from the conceit of wealth. Happiness is seen in one having earrings who has
the conceit of having earrings; for the same person, the happiness in having
earringsis not there, when he gives up the earrings and is freed from the conceit
of having earrings. This is declared by sruti: ‘Him who is unembodied, pleasure
and displeasure do not touch.’.

(22) Earlier the objection was raised that the narration of an existent thing is
useless, like the sentence “The earth has seven islands’. Countering it, the Vedantin
said that the narration of the rope has the use of removing the fear of the serpent
(see the same adhikarana, sec. 6). Continuing it, the effect of the realisation of Brahman-
Atman oneness on the jiiani is being discussed. A detailed commentary on this has
already been made in the Adhyasa Bhasya (21.1-3). The gist is: ‘IRRmw&E FwHUT
e TRRATET 31 SraversIfar Ugfh: ATSHT ShTE (el HHUT Seiaeard
Hasanteugtaad’ (Br. Bh. 1.4.7). Though activity takes place in body, speech, mind
etc, one with this realisation is aware that he is unrelated to it. There is no meaning
in others finding a contradiction in it. Since there is no adhyasa in him, pleasure/
displeasure do not touch him even when the body is alive. The objection of the
opponent who does not agree with this and the Vedantin’s answer to it is as follows:
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23. ‘If it is said that unembodiment happens when the body is lost (and)
not when alive?” No, because, embodiment is due to illusory knowledge. It is
not possible to imagine embodiment for Atman in any other way than through
illusory knowledge of the conceit of Atman as the body. We have already said
that unembodiment is eternal since it is not caused by action. ‘If it is said that
embodiment is due to dharma and adharma acquired by him?” No. That dharma
and adharma are acquired by him is not established because, his relation with
the body is not established. (To avoid this difficulty) assuming beginninglessness
(of the relation between body and dharma/adharma) is (like) a chain of blind
men, because there is mutual dependence between the relation with the body,
and the acquisition of dharma and adharma by him. Atman’s doership is also
irreconcilable since he has no samavaya relation - with action. ‘Is not mere
proximity seen as causing doership in kingly persons?’ No; their doership comes
through their relationship with the servants procured through gifting of money
etc. Itisnot possible to conceive of any relation produced by gifting of money
which could produce master-servant relationship between Atman and the body
etc. It is directly seen that illusory conceit is the cause of relation. With this is
also explained the doership of Atman in sacrifice.

(23) The opponent’s view is that unmebodiment is only after death and not
while alive. But this is wrong. Whether Atman has pleasure/displeasure after the
tall of the body or not, cannot be determined by others; only the Vedas can tell it.
The Vedas say that after death jiva goes to heaven/hell. This means that even after
death there is no freedom from pleasure/displeasure. Therefore, the opponent’s
view is not correct. But it is the direct experience of everybody that in susupti one is
untouched by pleasure/displeasure. The reason for this feature is that jiva is one
with Brahman at that time. Sruti says - ‘HaT @& €=t Wafa @t swafa’ - He is one
with Brahman, he is dissolved in his Atman (Ca. 6.8.1). “oX 3t Gufassa’ - He is one

with paramatman (Pr. 4.7). Therefore, it is clear that the embodiment experienced in
the wakeful state is only because of wrong knowledge.
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Opponent: There is another way to reconcile embodiment; we say, it is the
result of dharma/adharma.

Vedantin: That is not possible; because, body is caused by dharma/adharma
and dharma/adharma are caused by the body. This mutual dependence prevents us
from deciding which of them is the cause which is the effect. You cannot also
overcome this difficulty by saying that this mutual relationship is beginningless
like that of seed and tree; that would be like a chain of blind men: One blind man
says that ‘milk is white” to another blind man. When the latter asks for pramana, he
is told that “another blind man told me’. This cannot prove that embodiment is due
to dharma/adharma. But in susupti there is neither body nor dharma/adharma. If one
remembers the reason for this given by the sruti quoted above, it is conclusively
proved that the embodiment of Atman is only because of mithya-jfiana.

Doubt: Is it not possible that karma can happen by the mere presence of Atman?

Answer: No. Sruti trumpets that the Atman is non-doer. Indeed, non-doership
experienced in susupti is due to his oneness with Brahman at that time. But it
reappears the moment he gets back to wakefulness. It is because of adhyasa that
Atman gets doership in a sacrifice.
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24.Here it is said ‘The conceit of ‘1" in his own body etc. of Atman which is
different from the body etc, is secondary (and) not illusory.” No. It is well-
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known that secondariness and primariness are (only) for him to whom the
difference between the things is well-known. For example: A particular form
with mane etc known through—anvaya-vyatireka—co-presence and co-
absence, as the meaning of the word and concept ‘lion” is mukhya—primary;
and as different from that is a man possessing mostly lionine qualities of cruelty,
courage etc. For this latter one, however, the word and concept of one (thing)
in place of (the word and concept) of another (thing) is only due to delusion,
not secondary. In twilight, when it is not clearly grasped as “This is a post’, the
word and concept of ‘man’” in the post or the word and the concept of silver
occurring accidentally in shell—are illusory. In the same way, how can the
non-figurative use of the word and concept of ‘I" in the bundle of the body etc,
born out of indiscrimination of Atman and un-Atman, use the word and concept
indiscriminately just like goatherds? Therefore, for those who agree that Atman
is distinct from the body etc, the concept of ‘I" in the body etc is illusory and
not secondary.

(24) Mimamsakas, who disagree with this conclusion about the cause of
embodiment, object like this: “As the dastras speak about heaven/hell after death,
Atman has to be different from the body. Even a common man does not say ‘I am
eyes, I am legs’. He says only ‘my eyes, my legs’. Therefore, the use of ‘I-ness’ in
the body is in the secondary sense, it is not wrong knowledge.” This is not correct.
If one looks into the situation where the secondary usage is employed, it will be
clear that the ‘I’ description of the body is not secondary. For e.g, looking at a man
with cruelty and courage similar to that of a lion, he is addressed as ‘lion’. One
who uses this word is fully aware of the differences between the man and lion.
Here the word ‘lion' is in secondary sense because of the similarities of the qualities
in him. This is a figurative usage. But while calling a stump as a man or a shell as
silver, the person will not be knowing the difference between stump/man and
shell/silver. Therefore, that usage is not secondary, it is clearly wrong knowledge.
Similarly, not knowing the difference between the Self and the body when one
says ‘I am a man’, it is wrong knowledge only. Even intelligent persons who know
about prajiia-body difference talk like this. Therefore, it can never be in the secondary
sense.
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25. Therefore, embodiment being due to illusory knowledge, it is established
that for the jiiani, even while alive there is unembodiment. Thus there is Sruti
about the one who knows Brahman: “’Just as the slough of a snake lies dead and
cast off on the ant-hill, in the same way lies this body; then that un-embodied
is immortal, is prana, is Brahman alone, is light alone”’; “Though with eyes, he
is like without eyes, though with ears, like without ears; though with speech,
like without speech; though with mind, like without mind; though with prana,
like without prana”. Speaking of the features of sthitaprajiia-—one steady in
knowledge—smyrti also says ““What is sthitaprajiia’s language”’? etc, showing
that the knower is unconnected with all actions. Therefore, with the realization
of Brahman as Atman, there is no sarisara as before. The one who remains sarisari
as before has not realized Brahman as Atman, Therefore (our stand) is faultless.

(25) As wrong knowledge is destroyed by the realisation of Brahman-Atman
oneness, the imagined relation with the body is lost. Even while alive one becomes
unembodied. Just as the snake loses relation with the slough after its detachment,
the jiiani too loses body-relation and becomes Brahman. This does not however
mean that there was a relation earlier. It was not there even earlier. Therefore, there
is no scope for imaginations like "trace of avidya, true liberation is after death’ etc.Sruti
says - ‘S@la W s@eta’ - Being Brahman he merges in Brahman. ‘Even with eyes, he
is like without eyes’, i.e. his eyes too see multiplicity like the eyes of an ignorant

person; but do not recognise multiplicity and so are like the one without eyes.
Some people have interpreted this as “Though without eyes, he is like with eyes’,
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i.e., though he is the adjunctless Atman, he appears as if working with adjuncts.
The first literal interpretation is the jiiani’s personal experience; the second is his
appearance for others. These are the features of the sthitaprjiia (Adhyasa Bhasya 21.3).
One without the realisation of Brahman-Atman sees multiplicity outside and
considers himself as observer. The one with realization, though seeing multiplicity
with physical eyes, does not understand himself as observer of multiplicity, but as
the Brahman which is the cause of both, observed and observer. That is, the jiiana of
multiplicity produced by sense-object contact is the feature of the ksetra - the
observable; and Atman is its real nature (swariipa). The feature is not independent
of the swariipa; but the swariipa is featureless. Therefore, the adhyasa relation with
the ksetra produces motivation for action in the ignorant; with the snapping of the
adhyasa relation, motivation drops off in the jiiani. Ksetra is not non-existent, it is
Atman; adhyasa with it is non-existent, imagined.
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26.Again it was said: ‘Since reflection and meditation are seen subsequent
to hearing, Brahman must be subsidiary to injunction and does not stop with
(the teaching of) its nature.” It is not so; because like hearing, reflection and
meditation are for the purpose of realization. If the realized Brahman were
used elsewhere, then there would be subsidiariness to injunction. But it is not
so, because like hearing, reflection and meditation are also for the purpose of
realization.

(26) In the opinion of the opponent, ‘reflection (manana) after hearing (Sravana)
is for clear understanding of Brahman and nididhyasana is nothing but upasana
(meditation). After death the fruit of upasana, i.e., moksa is obtained’. This is not
correct; because, after sravana, the understood Brahman is not used for something
else; there is no scope for that either, because, the process yields the realisation of
Brahman-Atman oneness and the distinction of meditator-meditated upon is lost.
How can upasana happen? Therefore, reflection and meditation are for realisation
only.
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27. Therefore, Sastra is not pramana for the knowledge of Brahman as
subsidiary to an injunction of upasana. So now, that sastra is the pramana for
Brahman independently is established because of the uniformity in the meaning
of the Vedanta sentences. This being the case, the commencement of a distinct
astra dealing with that in the form ““Then therefore the discussion of Brahman”
is reconciled. Had it been for an ‘injunction of upasana, then since this had
been already stated in the siitra “then therefore the discussion of dharma” a
different $astra would not have been commenced. Or if it had been begun, it
should have been commenced with ““Then therefore the discussion of rest of
dharma” like ““Then, therefore, the discussion of what subserves the purpose
of the sacrifice and of the goal of man”. The realization of Brahman- Atman
oneness is not propounded (in that sastra); hence it is but right that (another)
Sastrais begun for that purpose in ““Then, therefore, the discussion of Brahman”.

(27) Sastra is not pramana for Brahman through injunction; it is pramana directly’
- this is proved by logic in this section. Updsana being a mental karma, it has to come
under the discussion of dharma. So, it could have come there as a subsidiary to
injunction of upasana, 3tema: TR g’ - Another $astra is not needed. Suppose

one says ‘No, context being different, upasana cannot be discussed under dharma’.
In that case, upasana being karma of a different type, it could have been dealt with in

formulated. Why? Because, Brahman-Atman oneness cannot be discussed in that
Sastra; that Sastra is based on duality.
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28. Therefore all the injunctions and pramanas terminate with (the
realization) “I am Brahman’’. With the realization of non-dual Atman where
there is no rejecting and taking, pramana cannot but drop because objects and
the knower drop out. Further they say:

(28.1) Therefore, all the injunctions etc: 'The knowledge of Atman’(Atma-jfiana)
will become non-eternal if it is a fruit of injunction. Imperative etc used in respect
of it become blunt, they have only the shade of injunction’- this shows that $ravana,
manana and nididhyasana are not injunctions.

Doubt: But they too drop out after the realization of the oneness of Atman -
Brahman. In that case, does the first sentence in this section not imply that these
three have once again been treated as injunctions?

Answer: It is not explicit here that it is so. The sentence may be referring to
injunction of dharmasastra only. It is because of the word “vidhi’ that this doubt has
arisen. So it will be discussed again: Meaning of ‘knowledge of Brahman’ has been
explained by saying “The intellectual knowledge of Brahman is the pramana through
experience starts with hearing (Sravana) of Sastras. Experience is not produced
immediately after hearing. Svetaketu is an example of this. After §ravana, reflection
(manana) of the knowledge of Brahman is necessary. In this knowledge obtained
after manana, Brahman is the known and prajna is the knower. This is duality. But
the sruti says ‘Prajiia is Brahman’ and Atman is prajiia, who is in fact, Brahman only.
Therefore, the knower (of the wakeful state) should keep his mind continuously
flowing towards Atman. This is meditation - nididhyasana - which has to end in
experience. How long should one meditate? Till experience is got! Whether the
tirst or the last, whether (meditation is) continuous or discontinuous, the grasp
that ends in total removal of the defects of avidya etc is experience - ‘% wa

Sfaenfegaaaheghae™: E: 3=d: T<d: 3t -<adl ar ¥ ud faan’ (Br. Bh. 1.4.10). There

is nothing wrong in treating sravana, manana and nididhyasana as injunctions till
then.” This is just like getting the fruit of karma according to the injunction of the
karma part of the Veda.
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Doubt: Then why are they described as ‘with shade of injunction? Why not
say injunction itself?’

Answer: The reason for not treating it as injunction is this: Injunctive karma
and fruit are very different. Here it is not so. Manana and nididhyasana do not yield
a knowledge different from what was heard. Nevertheless, experience does not
come without them. So “they have the shade of injunction’.

(28.2) With Atman-experience, knowership of prajfia drops off. It is wrong to
say it drops off because the known (world) ceases to exist due to this experience.
It drops off because of the knowledge that the known is not different from the
knower. As a result of the teaching of the sastras by the guru, when one reminds
oneself that everything is the unborn Brahman, then he ceases to see duality which

is its opposite, because such duality is non-existent - * 375 sIg] WA ITATATAASITA:
T afgudia Sg e g uvdfd, 3tsmara’ (Ma. Ka. 3.43). With the realisation of the non-
dual Atman, nothing appears different from oneself. One obtains the world-sublated
sarva-atma-bhava, the experience of everything as himself, while there is no giving
or taking. Quoting the songs of the realised souls, this is explained below.

(28.3) Due to the sublation of son, body etc: Here sublation does not mean that
son, body etc become invisible, get destroyed. If such a thing happens to the body,
the tradition of Vedanta cannot continue. Sublation of the world means the
realisation that its inherent nature is Atman itself. In this awareness of sarva-atma-
bhava , son etc are ‘not his” and body etc are ‘not himself’. Son etc are secondary
atmans and body etc are illusory atmans. They are non-existent in sarva-atma-bhava.
Since all actions take place on the premise of secondary and illusory atmans which
are absent on realisation, they (actions) cease to exist.

(28.4) Prior to cognition etc: Atman being different from and unknown to the
ignorant person He is to be sought, He is to be discussed - ‘®is<ees: |: fafsmfaaes:’
(Ca.8.7.1); The ignorant person has to search for Him. After He is realised, naturally,
knowership of the seeker drops off. Since sin and virtue occur only when there is
knowership, they too drop off with Atman’s realization.

(28.5)The cognition of Atman etc: Pramana is the base for the knower-known
vyavahara of knowing. The validity for pramana comes from experience, which is
based on identifying the body as the knower, i.e., adhyasa. This is natural only as
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long as there is knowership. When this is lost with Atman’s realisation, one comes
to know that the validity of the pramana and of the activities was illusory.

(28.6) What does it mean to say that the ‘validity of pramana is illusory?” If sruti
pramana is illusory, how is it possible to have faith in the transactionless Atman it
teaches? Even granting that somehow one gets the knowledge of the Atman taught
by $ruti, how to verify that it is right knowledge? - These are the questions; here are
the answers:

Vyavahara is found only in the effects and not in the cause. And the effect cannot
exist without the cause. Vyavaharas like ‘the pot is big, small, broken’ etc are possible
only in the pot, not clay. But at the same time, a pot without clay is non-existent - ‘=
f& freeh o fehforq saem@ sk’ (G. Bh. 9.4). So, also, the vyavahara of knower-
known-knowledge is possible only between ksetra and ksetrajiia; not at all in the
Atman. Vyavahara is impossible in a ksetra and ksetrajiia who are independent of
Atman, since they would be non existent - ' &Rt sfaiehur 3t4Ta: e’ (S Bh. 2.1.14).
When the pramana, the eye, comes in contact with the object, the knowledge of the
latter is produced in the buddhi. All this is ksetra dharma. One who has adhyasa in the
body,senses and buddhi, feels that he is the knower. Since the knowledge of an
object is the same for all knowers, including the one whop has realised the Atman,
this vyavahara between ksetra and ksetrajiia is true - not illusory. What is illusion?
‘3T = Sifaagae faern sregeeyiHute: | dfg fgdia s sruvs geafaiiahur sesar
T IRIA’ - Another thing (different from Atman) which is imagined due to Avidya, is
non existent; it can be understood as non-existing by vidya. Is not the second moon,
not seen by one without cataract, the non-existent? (Tai. Bh. 2.8). ‘If so, what exactly
is illusory in the transaction between ksetra and ksetrajiia?’ - Knowership of Atman.
‘Who is this Atman?’ Prijiia , also called ksetrajiia. ‘Why?’- Because prijiia is really
not prajiia; he is the Atman without knowership. Therefore, the moment prajia
realises that he is Atman, all transactions stay bound in the ksetra; in no way do they
touch him.

Question: In that case, after one obtains jiiana, who handles the activity seen in
the inert ksetra of the jiiani?

Answer: It is [Swara, who is passive in His swariipa, but active in association
with maya - TR EEUeETSE SHErHa | Arareurst™ o yadead | (Su. Bh. 2.2.7),
who handles the body of the jiian? according to his prarabdha - which is the karma
brought with him to be experienced in this life (Adhyasa Bhasya 21.1-3).
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Question: The vyavahara of creation etc of the world are of I$wara, notof a jaant.
Is this not a difference between jiiani and ISwara?

Answer: No. The aforesaid answer is given keeping in view the ignorant (ajiiani)
who sees difference. Actually, jiiani is Paramatman only, without any difference.
Prior to the realisation of Atman, the creation and destruction of the world, starting
from prana upto the (objects with) names, were happening by one different from
himself. With the realisation of Atman, they were all by himself - In this way, for the
jiiani, all transactions are by Atman only -  UTeR, HETEISHATAT, WITEHA: ST=RHT Td: YIS :
AT 31T | erefaam g afd gerl wWied Ud gl | qor Jal =i Saen:
e ua fagw: "1 (Ca. Bh. 7.26.1).

Tofeara-is T g3 Qgle  Sem|
UgEETHEHEd ag &l &g waAql 1311
IALEATHAIAN U FHIHTE: |
Afae: T guIaE qrEHGETatSta: 1R 11
EOTTA T, UHUTA  hfeda: |
Gilfcheh GeAE  UHIUT TSIl 1311

3fet oI §at ||

(1) Due to the sublation of son, body etc, the secondary and the illusory
Atmans becoming non-existent and with enlightenment ‘I am Brahman of the
nature of sheer existence’—how can there be action?

(2) Prior to the cognition of the ‘Atman to be known’, there is knowership
for Atman. After knowing, the knower himself becomes free from sin, defect
etc.

(3) The cognition of Atman as the body is imagined to be pramana. So also
is this wordly (transaction imagined to be) pramana until the ascertainment of
Atman (as Brahman).

Thus ends the catuhsutri

---------





