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PREFACE

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

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

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

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

-

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

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

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

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

and the Gita.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

CHAPTER I

ON BrRAHMAN AS CREATOR

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3 The Individuals are classified under four typical dijvisions—

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

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

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

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

» Cwfrey TR —taife 7 (30w, 2.1.35)

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

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

Everywhere Sankara has repeatedly declared Brahmar

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

itself being their prior cause, present behind each
change —

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1 e S| aq-nEey 3a faean afag . (@° A,
18.19).
* Vide §° wi°, 4.4.17, 18, 21, etc,, eto.
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altogether from the underlying Brahman, making it a
“ remote, difference-less being ? 7’
3. In the commentaries of Sankara, the Ndma-rupas

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

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

“ Whenever and wherever the

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

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

agg fa@a » ((a° w1, 2.6.

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

“ JaMgfaiava fe e AEafas; dSgaIE g3l

qegw > (w° Wi, 6.2)

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

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

Again—

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Brahman also. quently developed activities emerging

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

“ wewe wAfwam a|-gu ) —

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

' “afe snfudeft waRRe agRseEee: ¢ wwE avafE”
@ W, 3211 ¢ agmwelrfeanw —ssew-aifaan ”
(3.2.23) 1 “euifpgdy  sfaltsr va waww™, 7 9 ‘@afaw’
wfaflnmpt aefa (3.2.25)



ON BRAHMA AS CREATOR 13

waking and dreaming ezperiences, as the case may be.
''ne sum-total of these experiences appears to us to be
the only self. It is most difficult to distinguish the
presence and ope}ation of our true self which underlies
these experiences, unaffected by them.! It is needful
therefore to choose a condition where, if possible, these
varieties of experiences, do not appear to disturb
the ¢ nature’ of the self. Our dreamless sleep is
the right condition, when all the outward and inward
distractions seem to cease. There the true underlying
self, unaffected by the experiences, comes distinctly
into the view. TFor this very reason, the dream-less
condition (gywia@n) has been taken to be the wwgurawm,
.., the true condition where the real ¢ nature’ (wsq)
of the self is to be discovered. It is not really
meant to show that the self is actually solitary or
object-less.?

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

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

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

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

Y YfE gamamw, agmgay: SEIma@ ‘fad’ wafa P..awed
ifedife? sfa ga:” (3° @ 115)1 “agedae favd wafa—
FHANTGR ¥fq 1 @7 wd FhgEed, w@quefufaing @ f...
w4 fe we frw @ wafa ; wuw aw, TS ; q A%
aenad 7 (a° \r°, 4.4.6))
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is therefore an erroneous attempt to interpret Brahman as
¢object-less,” as Dr. Paul Deussen has done in his Phzlo-
sophy of the Upanishads. This Prior state or wwrawn has
been chosen to show that Brabman has a ‘ nature ’ of its
own and this nature must be existent prior to its manifesta-
tions and that Brahman is not an ¢ abstraction.’

That Brahman in its own character is invariably to be

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

g™ fe aw

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

aegfa (gyu-wagay) *
—u3° w°, 4.1.

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

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

o

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

or faRtqys.
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rd

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

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

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

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

As the differentiations come out, there is some distinn-

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

But is this distinction an absolule distinction ?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

wiwa: ‘gfguw’ av@=l, wafa 9 wiwfa

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

‘afg fadqgUAREY ‘Tw@maE’ wafq

.. ‘g Q3@ wafwwmaE’

F@FAM TR ‘NAga’ T |
. (%o w10 2.1.18)

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

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

(=agifeaaan) |

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

' “grmisafafion ua wwafa”’ —go wie, 116
Csgm @ vA@WEREATE, wRwakwagwEwata o (22,17,
Fo ¥lo)
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Hence, in passing out into its opposite, it remains
identical with itself (@ qifa vafumam )« As it has pus
forth its opposite from itself, the Being (@) remains,
even in its opposite, sdentical with itself. It is the =www
itself which embodies itself in particular shapes—

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

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

aRay ‘ A’ fad my (3° w°, 2.2.17.)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ARG Few wanE @ 1—3° 4, 2.1.8.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

“the being which bhas revealed itself as the world is

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

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

! gy ae’ wse wawewEly, weifeEnfee sifaatawEsaa. .

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

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

\

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

Elsewhere, the same fact is stated expressly thus—

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

—3° 10, 1,1.20.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

denounced this view as giqfa® |—
“gu BAGISHTH I gwwlyS ... awmwegEEs” (18.22,) |



ON BRAHMA AS CREATOR 43

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

AAHIAAT]  aq  wRwAsTEEawaEngaq—( 3° 2.1.1 ),

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

A I guERY an Avifa,
gy Sfrwd’—a° w°

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

! “famnsfradiegdatafa 91 a1 falwifaddt qufyas waw

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

o~

Anean: weanmang —a° o, 2.1.3.

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

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

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

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

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

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

“q g wegw IEnad (3% w°, 2.1.9)

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

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

7. It follows from this exposition that what gradually

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

~—

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

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

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

We find in our daily observation that the ¢speriences of

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

“Its resolutron of human life into a series of

acts m¥chanically related keeps it at what we

must describe at a low level.”

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

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

. . mode of existence—substantive (@wwu

Individuals—their

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

“ ARt |@H ¥ YAt N@7F ¢ A’ qafw,

——wgd, MawglEmfafa | (Maa

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

“ smanaE and Fawom ’ —

Sankara makes the underlying self responsible for his

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

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

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

connection, to the arguments used by

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

its own, will also show that difference in the

works or activities really implies

difference in the deeper ‘natures’ which underlie the

works or activities. The argument is originally used

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

appears in many different forms. The true causal

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

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

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

with Sankara entirely in this respect. He explains—

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

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

“ faiten 5 wwwifgaa « g9 |yuifag V)

Sankars also says—

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

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

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

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

Elsewhere in this connection Sankara has written—

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(Wi,

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

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

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

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

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

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

seems to have escaped the attention

of many coritics of his Adwaita theory.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

and (3° 2,3,14),

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

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

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

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

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

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

behind them.?

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

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

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

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

“qY g fama:, o 3 Nigd X3 N (F°W° ) |

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

S FEEsEqR (vide 3%71°, 2.1.18),

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

famarc w1 &« fammang ?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

II. Brahman—is Directive Power (Wzfgar)—

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

¥and sfa..am uafgga @0 @A Quegd, T qIgHER”
(8° w°, 1.3.39).





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































