
PRACYAVANI RESEARCH SERIES

No. XI

DOCTRINE OF SRIKANTHA
( and other Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta )

Vol. I

Doctrine of Srikantha and other Monotheistic

Schools of the Vedanta

BY

DR. (MRS.) ROMA CHAUDHURI
M.A., D. Phil (Oxon), F. A. S.

Principal) Govt. Lady Brabourne College, Calcutta

CALCUTTA, 1962

Price R. 20/-



Published by :

Dr. J. B. Chaudhurl

Pracyavani

(Institute of Oriental Learning)

3. Federation Street, Calcutta-9

Available from :

Pracyavani

3, Federation Street, Calcutta-9

Das Gupta & Co.

54/3, College Street, Calcutta.

Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office

Banaras City

Munshi Ram Macohar Lai

P. Box No, 1165

Nai Sarak, Delhi-6

Moti Lai Banarasi Das

P. B. 75, Chowk, Banaras City

Or.

Jawahar Nagar, Delhi.

Printed by :

Indian National Art Press Bani Lekha Press

173, Ramesh Ch. Dutt Street, Cal-6 7B, Ram Mohan Saha Lane, Cal-6



BLESSINGS

I have very great pleasure in writing a few words of appreciation of

this wonderful production of Dr. Roma Chaudhuri, the efficient and popular

Principal of the best Women's College of West Bengal viz. Lady Brabournc

College, Govt. of West Bengal, Calcutta.

Dr. Chaudhuri really needs no introduction from me at this late stage ;

for she has already made a name in India and outside as a Brahmavadini, as

one of the very few Ladies who have devoted their whole lives for the spread

of Vedantic Learning, What is more she is one of those still fewer ones

who are living ihe life of a real Vedantist. She is well-versed in both Eastern

and Western Philosophy and her Works on the Vedanta Philosophy, Nim*

barka-VeJanta, Sufis irn and Vedanta, Comparative study of Indo-Lslamic

Philosophy, etc. are well-known.

The present work, Doctrine of Srikantha and other Monotheistic

Schools of the Vedanta, is a unique one from many points of view. As she

has rightly remarked, it is rather difficult to justify logically monotheistic

Schools of the Vedanta in many cases. Accordingly, she has discussed in

great details the seven main objections against the monotheistic Schools of

the Vedanta and has, not only given a clear and full account of the Vedanta

refutation of the same, but what is more, given detailed original accounts of

her own, regarding these difficult monotheistic problems and solved the

same in a manner at once logical and charming. Really, such detailed

original discussions regarding these fundamental and difficult problems of all

philosophical systems of the world are rarely found.

Specially, her detailed original discussions regarding the Law of Karma,
the very foundation of Indian Philosophy in general, are highly scholarly.

Her deep grasp of the subject, great critical acumen, expert logical method

of discussion and charming expression have all combined to make the work

an outstanding contribution to philosophical thought. As a matter of fact,

such a big volume on the single topic of Brahman, by far the most funda-

mental topic of Indian Philosophy in general, is unique indeed from every

Point of view.

Nalanda Reserch Institute,

Bihar. \ Satkari Mookherji

10th July, 1962.



PREFACE

I have great pleasure in presenting the first volume of "Doctrine of

Srikantha & other Monotheistic Schools" by Dr. Roma Chaudhuri, Principal,

Govt. Lady Brabourne College, Calcutta, to the lovers of Indian

Philosophy & Religion.

The Volume has been long overdue, but owing to printing difficulties,

it could not unfortunately be brought out earlier. We received a large

number of enquiries regarding it and we thank all our well-wishers for the

same.

This Volume contains a detailed account of the central topic

of the Vedgnta Philosophy of India, viz. Brahmnn. All the different aspects

of this fundamental topic have been exhaustively dealt with. Many
sections have been devoted to discussing the seven objections against the

Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta. Further, detailed discussious

regarding the Law of Karma, the fundamental Principle of Indian Philo-

sophy in general, have been included. Such philosophically difficult topics like

the Motive of Creation, Process of Creation, and the like have been fully

dealt with.

So, we humbly hope that because of these special features, the work will

prove interesting and helpful to all.

We are very grateful to the Govt. of India for bearing half the

cost of Publication of this work.

We are also very grateful to Dr. Satkari Mookherji, the noted

Sanskrit Scholar and Philosopher of India, formerly, Head of the Dept.
and Ashutosh Professor of Sanskrit, and now, Director, Nalanda Research

Institute, Bihar, for giving his blessings to us.

Pracya Vani

Jatindra Bimal

Julv. 1962



CONTENTS

CHAPTER I

Subjects Pages

General Introduction - 1

Life, Works and Date of 5rikantha 3

Life ... ... 3

Works ... ... 3

Date ... ... 5

ivarka-Mani-DIpika of Appaya Diksita ... ... 7

Concluding Remarks ... ... 11

CHAPTER II

Brahman

I Nature of Brahman
Brahman is the Highest Reality ... ... 12
Brahman is the Supreme Self ... ... 13

Brahman is Siva ... ... 14

II Nature of Siva

Diva's Names ... ... 16

Diva's Attributes ... ... 17
Diva's Acts ... ... 20

III Other Characteristics of Brahman or S'iva

Brahman as Saccidananda 21

Brahman as 'Sat* ... ... 21

Brahman as 'Cit' 21

Brahman as 'Ananda' 22

Brahman as All-merciful 23

Brahman as Pure, Perfect and Complete 25

Brahman as the Vast or Universal (Bhuman) 26

Brahman as the Tranquil (Santa) ... ... 27

JBrahman as
'

Akasp,-Sarira' and the rest .. ., 27



Subject Pages

Brahman as 'IJta' and tho rest ... ... 29

Brahman as Transcendent and Immanent 30

Brahman as Pure, though Immanent ... ... 31

Brahman as 'Cidacid-Visista' ... ... 34

Brahman as All-Powerful - 34

Braliman as Jfiatii, Karta', Bhokta : a Person 35

Brahman as One (Eka) ... ... 36

Three kinds of Bhedas ... ... 37

Brahman as Unique (AdvitTya) ... ... 38

The Concept of Individuality ... ... 43

IV Brahman and S'akti

Para-Prakyti as Siva's Para-Sakti ... ... 44

Cidambara;n or Cit-Sakti as Para-Sakti 45

Uma or Maya as Para-Sakti ... 47

Real Implications of the Concept of Siva-Sakti ... 50

The Concept of Prema ... ... 50

Tho Concept of Maya ... ... 51

The Concept of Lila ... ... 52

Hoal Implications of S.ikti as Cidambaram or DaharakTiasm 51

Tho Concept of Pafica-Kosa 54

V Activities of Brahman

Brahman as Creator, Sastainer and Destroyer of Universe 5G

Brahman as Material and Efficient causes 57

Brahman as the Material cause of tho world or

Pariuamav/ida ... ... 59

First Objection against ParinTTmavFIda 59

Socond Objection against Parinjimavada GO

Refutation of tho Objection against Parin;Tmavada ... GO

Twofold State of Brahman : Casual and Effected ... 01

Processes of Creation and Dissolution 62

State of Dissolution 62

State of Creation ... ... 62

Brahman as the Efficient Cause ... ... 63

Nilrayana and Hiranyagarbha ... ... 64

Brahman is not only the Efficient cause * 65



( iii )

Subject Pages

Objection against tho Doctrine that Brahman
is the Material Cause ... ... 65

Objections against the Doctrine that Brahman
is the Material Cause ... ... 65

Refutation of the Doctrine that Brahman is

not the Material Cause 65

On Scriptural Grounds 65

On Grounds of Reason ... ... 66

Refutation of the Saiva View that Brahman
is not the Material Cause ... ... 67

Real Implications of the Cosmic ParinnmavFida ... 68

Parinjimavada or the Doctrine of Actual Transformation 68

Sat-Karya-Vada or the Doctrine of Prior

Existence of the Effect in Cause ... ... C8

Difficulties of Pariuarna-Viula ... ... 6 (
.>

Solution of the First Difficulty :

The Universe is not Impure and Non-sentient ... 69

Solution of tho Second Difficulty :

Brahman has Transformation, but no Change ... 70

Further Reflections on the Parinamitva and

Nirvikaratva of Brahman ... ... 71

The Problem of Reconciling transformation

with Unchangoabloness ... ... 71

Worldly Analogies for tho Same 72

Transcendental and Empirical Standpoints ... ... 72

Diflioroncos of Forms and Functions constitute

Real Differences 73

State implies Change '" 74

Brahman can have States only Empirically ... ... 74

Brahman can have no States Transccndentally ... 75

Brahman's Activity or Lila ... ... 76

Brahman, is absolutely Unchangeable 77

Real Nature of Brahman's Activities ... ... 77

Two Main Activities of Brahman :

^

Creation and Emancipation ... . . V7&'

The Unique Nature of Divine Activity 78

The Monistic and Monotheistic Schools Differ Quantitatively 79



( iv )

Subject Pages

The Concept of Divine Transformation ... ... 79

The Concept of Divine Activity ... ... 80

Sakriyafcva of Brahman, or the Doctrine that

Brahman is an Active Agent ... ... 82

VI Brahman's Body

Non-Physical Bodies and worlds 83

Objection against the Doctrine of Divine Body :

Anthropomorphism 84:

Eefutation of the Change of Anthropomorphism ... 84

Theism itself is Aiithropomrphic ... ... 85

Indian View, Objective Anthropomorphism
Or that of the wise and the Pure ... ... 85

Necessity for Such a Conecpt of Divine Body ... 86

Divine Body ... ... 86

Divine Body involves no Bhoga ... ... 87

Objection against the Doctrine of Divine Body * 87

Refutation ... ... 87

Brahman's assumption of Forms for the

sake of Devotees ... ... 89

Reciprocity of God and Man : The Concept

of Grace ... ... 89

VI Sources of Knowledge of Brahman

Three Sources of knowledge ... ... 90

Scripture as the Means of knowing Brahman ... 91

Perception, not a Means of knowing Brahman ... 91

Inference, not a Means of knowing Brahman ... 91

Scriptures prove Brahman alone ... 93

Scriptures are not concerned with karinas ... 96

First Objection and Refutation ... ... 96

Second Objection and Refutation ... ... 97

Third Objection and Refutation ... ... 97

Twofold Purport of Scriptures or Vedanta Texts ... 98

Vedanta Texts both Indicative and Injunctive ... 98

Injunctive Vedanta Texts distinet

from Purva-MImarpsa Injunctions ... ... 98



( v )

Subject Pages

Four kinds of Injunctions in the case

of Vedanta Texts ... ... 99

Objection and Refutation ... ... 99

All words Denote Brahman ... ... 101

All Scriptural and non-Scriptural

words Designate Brahman ... ... 101

All Scriptural a d Non-Scriptural

words Designate Brahman in a Literal way ... 101

The Place of Seasoning in Vodanta ... ... 102

The Vedanta is not Dogmatic ... ... 102

6ravana-Manana Nididhyasana ... ... 103

Purvapaksa-Khandana-Siddhaanta ... ... 104

Two kinds of Dogmatism ... ... 105

Three "RV of Indian Philosophy :

Revelation, Reasoning, Realisation ... 105

The Value of Inference ... ... 105

The Necessity of Authority in Inference ... ... 106

^astra-Yonitva and Guru-Vada ... ... 107

Gradations in knowledge ... ... 107

Place of Reasoning in Indian Philosophy ... ... 108

Doctrine ef Last Prophet unacceptable

to Indian Philosophy ... ... 109

Tarka and Upalabdhi : Reasoning and

Realisation ... ... 109

Real Relation between Reasoning and

Realisation ... ... 110

Utility of Quotations ... ... 110

CHAPTER III

Creation (Srti)

One and many ... ... 112

Brahman as Creator ... ... 112

The Order of Creation ... ... 113

Samkhya Order of Creation ... ... 113

Vedanta Order of Creation ... ... 114

Monistic Vedanta View ... .. 114:



( vi )

Subject Pages

Monotheistic Vedanta View .*. ... 115

Brahman, the Sole Creator ... ... 116

The Sectarian Interpretation of Brahman ... ... 116

Necessity for Sects ... ... 116

The Value of Names ... ... 117

The Value of Divine Names ... ... 118

Sectarian Names for Brahman ... ... 119

Refutation of Objections against Brahma
Karana Vada or the Doctrine cf the Causality

of Brahman ... ... 120

First Objection against Brahman-Karaiia-Vada ... 120

Refutation of the first Objection against

Brahman-Karana Vada ... ... 122

Tao Causality of Brahman is proved on the

Grounds of Scripture : No Dogmatism ... 124

The Cause and the Effect one Similar in Nature ... 127

The Universe is not really Impure and

Non-sentient ... ... 127

Creation out of "Asat" or Non-Existence ... 128

Second Objection against Brahma
Karana-Vada ... ... 129

Brahman cannot be Impure like the world ... 129

Brahman cannot experiencu pleasure pains,

like the Individual Soul ... ... 129

Refutation of the Second Objection

against Brahma-Karana-Vada ... ... 130

Brahman and Tlva-Jagat Non-different

in Essence : Jiva is Nitya-mukta ... ... 130

Brahman is never contaminated by His

Connection with Jiva-Jagat ... ... 131

Third Objection against Brahma-
Karana-Vada ... ... 132

Refutation of the Third Objection against

Brahma-Karana-Vada ... ... 133

Brahman and Jiva-Jagat are not totally Identical ... 133

Jiva-Jagat, are however, as Pure as Brahman ... 133

"Bheda" and "Abheda" between Brahman and
Jiva-Jagat ... ...



( vii )

Subject Payes

The Difficult Monotheistic Concept
of'Bheda" ... ... 134

Fourth Objection against Brahma
Karana-Vada ... ... 135

Refutation of the Fourth Objection against

Brahma-Karana-Vjida ... ... 136

A seemingly Childish Objection ... ... 136

Yet, not meaningless : The Value of Analogy ... 136

The Charge of Childishness against

Indian Philosophy is Unjustified ... ... 136

Brahman alono canproduce single

Effects and many Effects ... ... 137

Brahman is Omniscient ... ... 317

Brahman is Omnipresent ... ... 158

Fifth Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada 139

Refutation of the Fifth Objection against

Brahma-Karana-Vada 139

Scriptures prove Brahman to be both Transcendent

and Immanent ... 139

Wordly Analogies prove Brahman to bo both

Transcendent and Immanent ... 140

Brahman is Omnipotent ... ... 140

Brahman's Omnipotence proved on the grounds
of Scripture ... 141

Brahman's Omnipotence proved on the grounds
of Authority ... 341

Examples from Other Systems ... ... 142

Real Implications of the Doctrine that Brahman
is Nirvikfira or \vithout changes, yet

transformed into the Form of the Universe,

and that lie is without
, yet not wholly

Immanent in the Universe : Concept of Saktior Energy J42

Relation between. Brahman and His Guna-Saktis 143

Attributes and Powers are different manifestations

of the Same Substance ... 144

The Question of Total or Partial Transformation

from the Transcendental Standpoint 145



( viii )

Subject Pages

The Vedlinta Conception of Divine Energy w 145

The Paradox of "Fully" and "Wholly" ... 146

Eternal, Unchangeable Brahman ... ... 147

Real Implications of the Vedanta Doctrine

of Creation 147

Sixth Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada ... 148

The Nature of a Voluntary Action ... ... 148

Five kinds of Causes ... 148

The Ever-Satisfied Brahman cannot be a Creator ... 149

The Unchangeable Brahman cannot be a Creator ... 149

Five kinds of Mechanical Acts 150

Mechanical Action is also impossible on Brahman's
Part 151

Refutation of the Sixth Objection against Brahma-

Karana-Vada -

Creation is a Sport : Llla-Vada 151

Nature of 'Lila
1 or 'Play' 151

Worldly Examples
' 152

View of 6ivarka-Mani-DIpika ... 152

Two kinds of Sport : Purposive and Non-purposive ... 153

Creation as a Sport 154

Processes of Divine Play 156

Nature of a Play * - 186

Psychology of a Play - -- 156

Uniqueness of Play 157

Play from the Physical Stand-point ... ... 158

Play from the Psychological Stand-point ... ... 158

Play from the Logical Stand-point ... ... 158

Play from the Ethical Stand-point 159

Play from the Metaphysical Stand-point 159

The Nature of Divine Play ... ... 159

Can a Tranquil God Play ? * '" IfiO

Tranquillity Makes for Playfulness ... ... 160

'Blissfulness" Sums up all other Characteristics

of Brahman 161

"All Perfection" cannot do so Fully 161

Ananda and Lila ... 162

Lila as Expression of Ananda " * 162



Subjects Pages
Can God play with Himself ? ... ... 163
Two kinds of Divine Play ... ... 164
Distinction between Uma and Jivas 164
How can Uma be both identical with and different

from Brahman . % . ... 164
Belation between Substance and Attributes ..*. 164
The "Moreness" of the Substance ... ... 164

Wordly Examples ... ... 164
A Whole and an Aggregate ... ... 165
Distinction between Substance and Para-Sakti ... 165
The Abstract and the Concrete ... ... 165
Brahman and Uma ... ... 166
Brahman's Play with His Para-akti ... ... 166
The Concept of Organic Play ... ... 167
What is Organic Play ? ... ... 167

Worldly Examples of Organic Play ... ... 167

"One-Many" and "Many-One" Play ... ... 168
Organic Play Most Wonderful cf all ... ... 168
Brahman's Play with Jivas ... ... 169
Brahman's Play with Jivas

Mutually Different ... ... 169
Order and Varieties of the Same .... ... 169
How can a whole Play with its Parts ? ... ... 169
Real Meaning of "Play" ... ... 169

Everything is 'Play', 'Heal' ... ... 170
The Concepts Ananda, Lila and

Maya : Mahamaya ... ... 171

Mahamaya : The Universal Mother ... ... 171
What is Maya ? ... ... 171

Maya, necessary from two stand-points ... ... 172
Nature of Mahamaya's Lila ... ... 172
Lila involves Maya ... ... 172

Necessity of Play from the

Ethical Stand point ... ... 173
Intrinsic Connection between Ananda, Llla

and Maya : Three Aspects of Universal

Mother 171
Para-5akti as the Creatress of the Universe ... 174



Subjects Pages

The Static and Dynamic

Conception of Brahman 1 75

'Staticism' and "Dynamism* in Philosophy 175

'Dynamism' in Indian 'Staticism' 175

View of amkara "' '" 176

View of Bhaskara " " 177

View of Bhamati 177

Lila-Vada : Reconciliation of Static and Dynamic

Conceptions 178

Necessity of Nature and Necessity of wants ... ... 178

Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada ... 179

How can Brahman be at once All-Powerful

and All-Merciful ? ... 379

Theological Dilemma 179

How can Brahman be All-Merciful ? 179

Western Solution of the Problem ... ... 179

Physical Pains and Moral Evils are beneficial

for the Souls ... ... 179

How can Brahman be Impartial ? 180

Western Solution of the Problem ... ... 180

Indian View " '" 181

Charge of Partiality against Brahman ... ... 181

Charge of Cruelty against Brahman ... ... 181

Refutation of the Seventh Objection against

Brahma-Karaiia-Vfida 182

Law of Causation ... ... 182

Two kinds of Causes : Initial and final ... ... 183

Indian Law of Causation ... ... 183

Karana-Vada or Law of Causation applied to

the Physical Sphere 184

Nature of Karma : Voluntary Action

and Karma-Phala ... 184

Twe Great Ethical Problems ... ... 185

The Doctrine of Births and Rebirths :

Janma-Janmantara-Vada " " 18*5

Samsara-Cakra : The Wheel of worldly Life :

Initial Pessimism of Indian Philosophy ... ... 18G

Final Optimism of Indian Philosophy ... ... 187



( xi )

Subjects

Sakama and Niijkama Karmas :

Selfish and Unselfish Acts ... 187

The Nature of Ni^kFima-Karmas ... 188

Ni^kama Karma does not spring from a want 188

Worldly Examples ... - 188

Nikama Karma has no TCnd in view :

Unconscious Theology
*" 188

Ni^kama Karmas : Without Phalas or Eesults

to be experienced : Final Optimism of Indian

Philosophy ... 189

Samsara-Cakra : AnTTdi but not Ananta ... ... 190

Final Optimism of Indian Philosophy ... 190

Niskama Karmas : Higher kinds of

Voluntary Action ... 191

Characteristics of Nisk:Tma-Kc\rma ... ... 191

Nis'karna Karmas aro Spontaneous and Natural ... 191

Sakama Karmas : Ordinary Voluntary

Acts are not fully Free Ones 192

Niskama Karmas aro fully froe 192

Niskama Karmas are fully Conscions 192

Ni?kama Karmas aro fully knowing 192

The Unique Nature of Nisknma-Karmas 192

The Glory of Niskttma-Karmas " 193

Philosophical Concepts of Unity and Universality 194

Ni^kilma-Karma involves Unity and Universality 194

Punya-Karmas, too, aro Saknma "" " 195

Nikama-Karmas are Impersonal, yet not cold 195

The Concept of 'Development' 195

Ni.skama-Karma, not a Developed form of Sakama-

Punya-Karma
" *" 196

Two kinds of Niskama-Karmas :

Preceding Moka and Succeeding Moka 196

First kind of Nikama-Karma preceding Moka 197

Second kind of Ni^kama-Karma, succeeding Moka 197

Is NT^kama-Karma purely Impersonal ? - *" 197

Nikama-Karmas f preceding Mok^a, not so

perfect as those succeeding it
"" 197

Ordinary Altruistic Acts aro really Selfish 198



( xii )

Subjects Pages
Ni*kama-Kartnas are entirely Altruistic 198

Ni>kama-Karmas, succeeding Moka f cannot

be due to Emotions at all 198

Nijkama-Karmas, Higher than Punya-Karmas 199
Two kinds of Niskama-Karmas, from another

Stand point : Egoistic and Altruistic 199
Niskama Egoistic Acts 200

Ni$kama Egoistic Acts Possible 200
JIvan-Mukta and Mumuk^us t*re examples

of the same 200
Niknma Altruistic Acts 201
Two kinds of NLsklima-Karmas :

Punya and Papa 201
Even Punya-Karmas are SakFIma 201
The Peculiarity of Indian Ethics :

Real Distinction betwoan Egoistic and Altruistic Acts 202
From the Psychological Stand-point ... ... 202
From the Metaphysical Stand-point ... ... 203
From the Ethical Stand-point ... ... 203

Uniqueness of Indian Ethics ... ... 204

Egoistic and Altruistic, Selfish and Unselfish Acts ... 204
Niskama-Karmas : Supra-Moral ... ... 205

Mutuality of Cause and Effect :

Jiiana and Karma : Births and Selfish Acts. ... 205
Mutual Relation between Jiiana and Karma ... 206

Mutuality of Ciuse and Effect ... ... 206

Bljnnkura-Nyaya ... ... 20C
Solution of the Problem from the

Temporal Stand-point ... ... 207
Solution of the Problem from the

Divine Stand-point ... ... 207
First Objection against the law

of Karma : Self-Completeness of life ... ... 208

Refutation of the First Objection

against the Law of Karma ... ... 209
Law of Karma is a Law of Justice ... ... 209

Law of Karma is a Law of Continuity ... ... 209

Sphere of Biology : The Law of Heredity ... 210



( xiii )

Subjects Pages

First Difficulty with regard to the Law
of Heredity ... ... 210

Second Difficulty with regard to the

Law of Heredity 211

Sphere of Psychology : The Law of

Relativity ... ... 212

Sphere of Logic : The Law of Causation ... ... 212

Sphere of Ethics : The Law of a Necessary
Relation between Virtue and Happiness ... 213

How is a Voluntary Action Judged ... ... 213

According to Western Ethics, Intended

Results are to bo morally judged ... ... 213

According to Indian Ethics, Actual

Results are to be morally judged ... ... 215

The Place of Death in Indian Philosophy 215

Relation between Virtue and Happiness * 216

Difficulties in Western Solution 216

Merits of Indian Solution 217

Law of Karma is the best possible Solution 217

Some legitimate Questions replied 218

First Question 218

Reply to First Question 218

Second Question 219

Reply to Second Question 220

Third Question 220

Reply to Third Question ... 220

Doctrine of Evolution of no help here 221

Sphere of Theology : The Law of GoJ's

All-Mercifulness and Impartiality 222

Refutation of the Charge of Cruelty

against Brahman 222

Sins and Sorrows are due to fche

Sakama Karrnas 222

Ethical Necessity for Creation 223

Necessity for Nigkama Karmas 223

Refutation of the Charge of

Partiality against Brahman 224



( xiv )

Subjects Pages

Individual Differences are due to

Sakama-Karmas of Jivas 224

Failure of Modern Science in this respect 224

Objections against the Doctrine of

God's All-Mercifulness and Impartiality 225

First Objection and its Refutation :

Objection
- 226

Eeply 225

Creation is according to the

SakJYma-Karmas of Jivas 225

Sakama-Karma-VIjas reside in the

Subtle Bodies 225

Appay Dik^ita's View 226

Second Objection and its Refutation

Objection ... ... 227

Reply ... ... 228

Creation is necessary for Salvation ... ... 228

Third Objection and its Refutation : Objection ... 230

Reply ... ... 230

Destruction is according to the

Past Sakama-Karmas of Jivas ... ... 230

Utility of Death and Destruction ... ... 230

Fourth Objection and its Refutation :

Objection ... ... 231

Reply ... ... 231

Fifth Objection and its Refutation :

Objection ... ... 232

Reply ... ... 233

Divine Grace is according to the

Karmas of Jivas ... ... 232

Appaya Dikita's View 233

amkara'rf View - 233

Concluding Remarks : Llla Vada
and Karmavada ... ... 234

How can Isvara-Lila be

reconciled with Jiva-Karmas ? ... ... 234

Isvara-LIla and Jlva-Karrnas

are not inconsistent " 235



Subjects Pagos
Marks of a Sport : Orderliness ... 235

Marks of a Sport : Variety ... ... 230

Monistic View regarding Creation ... ... 237

Monotheistic View regarding Creation ... ... 238

Difficulties in Monotheistic View ... ... 238

Sphere of Metaphysics : Law of Conservation of Values 239

Law of Conservation of Values ... ... 239

What is Value ? 240

What happens to Unmanifested Values 240

Indian Solution of the Problem * 240

Concluding Remarks : Law of Completeness 241

Law of Completeness * 241

Law of Karma is a Law of Completeness 241

Second Objection against the Law of

Karma : Fatalism * 242

Law of Karma makes Freedom of Will Impossible 242

Law of Karma makes Morality and Religion Impossible 243

Refutation of the Second Objection against the

Law of Karma 243

Karmas and Phalas form one Whole 243
Real Meaning of a 'Cause* 244

Wordly Examples 244

The Cause is an Independent Power 245

The Cause is an Individual ... 246
A Cause or an Individual is Seif-dotermined 246
'Other-determination' and 'Self-determination 246

Law of Karma : A Law of Self-determination 247
Law of Karma does not imply Fatalism 247
Case of the Same Birth 24S
The Individual and Heredity and Environment ... 248

Objection :

Voluntary Acts are not really Free ... ... 249
Refutation : Human Freedom is an undeniable Fact ... 250
Solution of the Problem ... ... 250
The Concept of Empirical Development ... ... 25]

'Inovitableness' is the Law of Nature ... ... 252
The 'Moreness" or 'Uniqueness* of the Individual ... 253
Brahman an Organic Whole ... ... 253



Subjects Pages
The Jiva : An Individual Self ... ... 254:

Objection ; Differences in the Individualities,

imply partiality on Brahman's part ... ... 254

Eeply : Individualities are due to Freedom of Will ... 254

The Self and Freedom : which Precedes which ? ... 254

Solution of the Problem. ... ... 255

The Case of a Different Birth ... ... 256

Past Karmas and their Apropriate Results ... ... 256
Past Karmas and Next Life, ... ... 257

Past Karmas, Phalas and their Obstructions ... 257

Worldly Examples ... ... 253
Law of Karma and Non-Voluntary Actions

and Non-Moral Actions :

Peculiarity of Indian Ethics ... ... 260
Two Kinds of 'Responsibility' ... ... 261

Worldly Examples ... ... 261
Peculiar Kind of Responsibility ... ... 262
Law of Karma and *

Accidents' ... ... 262
Daw of Karma and Adr^ta ... ... 263

Concluding Remarks : Daiva and Puruakara ... 263
Mutual Relation of 'Daiva* and Puru^akura ... ... 264
Can Purusaknra Change 'Daiva' ? ... ... 265
The Wonderful Free Selt ... ... 266
Doctrine of "Super Freedom of Will" 266
Third Objection against the Law of Karma :

God Ceases to be Omniscient and Omnipotent 267
A Difficult Theological Dilemma 268
Refutation of the Third Objection against

the Law of Karma ... ... 269
The Monotheistic Conception of Saguna-Brahir>an ... 269
Moral Nature of the Universe ... ... 269
Free Nature of the Jivas 270
Creation according to Jiva Karmas does

not jeopardise Divine Omnipotence ... ... 270

Worldly Examples ... ... 271
Brahman's Power, Freedom and 'Solf-

dependence* ... ... 272
The Concept of Self-limitation ... ... 273



Subjects Pages

The Fourth Objection against the Law
of Karma 273

Another Difficult Theological Dilemma ... ... 274

Refutation of the Fourth Objection

against the Law of Karma *.. ... 274

Western Solution ... 274

Difficulties of Western Solution ... ... 275

Only Solution of the Problem ... ... 275

God allows Human Freedom

and Makes it Possible ... ... 275

God can, but does not, Pro-Know ... ... 276

The Indian View : Saksi-Caitanya ... ... 276

Worldly Analogies ... ... 277

Divine Omniscience is not inconsistent

with Human Freedom : No Limitation

or Even Self limitation here ~~ *.. 278

Is Brahman actually Omnipotent and

Omniscient or only potentially so ?

Objection ... ... 278

Worldly Examples ... ... 279

Reply ... ... 279

God cannot go against His Own Nature 280

Eeal Moaning of God's Omnipotence 280

Real Meaning of Divine Omnipotence 281

God is actually, and riot only potentially,

Omnipotent and Omniscient 281

Concluding Remarks ' 282

The Fifth Objection against the Liaw of

Karma 282

Creation of the Universe according to the

Karmas of all conjointly 283

Objection
'" "' 283

Reply
" i83

The 'Individual Universe' : Five kinds of

Environment. "* 284

Creation is due to JTva-Karmas 285

Dissolution is due to Jiva-Karmai 285



( xviii )

Subjects Pages

Difficulties in these Conceptions of Creation

and Dissolution - - 286

Solution of the. above
* - 286

solution and Salvation : Maran a,

f Pralaya and Mukti not the same 287

Creation and Dissolution are Gradual

Processes

The Production of the Physical World is

something peculiar
" 288

Concluding Remarks on the Law of Karma 288

Sublimity of the Law of Karma 289

Life is Purposive
" *" 289

The Summum Bonum, the Highest

Purpose of Life is Mukti 289

Worldly Examples : 'Existents' and

'Occurrences' *' **" 290

The Sjummum Bonum Must be attained " *" 290

One Life not enough for it.
" 290

Western Views of Heaven and Hell not

Acceptable 291

Indian View : Unlimited Opportunities

for All.
' 291

Indian Optimism : Every one must be Free 292

Fundamentalness of the Law of Karma ... ... 293

No Compromise with chances *" 293

The Soul is Divine ... 394

The Basicity of the Law of Karma 294

An Eternal Spiritual Paradox *** 294

"Die to live" 295

The Basic Fact of Indian Philosophy :

Simple "Js-ness" ... 29G

The state of Bondage is False ... ... 296

The Simplicity of the Law of Karma 297

The Fineness of the Law of Karma ... 297

Beauty of the Law of Karma * 297

Conclusion 208

The Message of the VedHnta 298

What is Philosophy ? 298



( xix )

Subjects Pages

Fundamental Characteristic of Indian

Culture : Unity in Diversity 300
Wide Outlook 300
What is a "Message"? 300
The Message of India - 301

The Message of Philosophy 301

The Message of Indian Philosophy 301

The Message of Light ... ... 301

Pauranic Accounts of Creation 301

Upanisadic Accounts of Creation * 302

Myth and Pith 302

Message of Light of Indian Philosophy 303

Message of Light from the Absolute

Standpoint 304

The Message of Beauty 304

Life is Beauty 305

Brahman is a Person 306

The Message of Bliss 306





Doctrine of Srikantha
CHAPTER I

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The greatest heritage that we are very fortunate to get from our

hoary ancestors is the immense treasure-trove of Philosophy,

Religion and Ethics. Doubts have been raised as to whether, from this

point of view, we are equally fortunate in other respects as well, such as,

Science, Economics, Politics, Mechanical Arts and the like. In our

considered opinion, in these respects, no less, the invaluable contributions of

our ancient scholars can very well, stand on their own, side by side with

any system of the West, if not surpass these. However, even if

there be some scope for doubts or differences of opinion regarding these

points, there cannot, legitimately, be any doubts or differences of opinion

regarding the point that so for as Philosophy, Religion and Ethics go,

it is the proud privilege of India to stand in the foremost, preceding all.

For has not India produced the earliest Philosophical Treatise in the

whole world, at the very dawn of human civilisation, viz the incomparable

Rg.-Veda which, for the matter of that, is also the earliest literature

in the whole world ?

Hence the very soul of India, the very life-blood of her age-old

Culture and Civilisation, the very heart-beat of her never-dying spirit,

is found not in Palace-Courts, but in Forest-Hermitages, not in

Politics, but in Philosophy and Philosophy alone. So, to know

India is to know of her Philosophy. Religion and Ethics ; to know

how from the vejry beginning, at the first dawn of Reason in Man,
the holy sages of India sought for something Eternal amongst the

evanescent, Full amongst the incomplete, Perfect amongst the imperfect,

Blissful amongst the miserable. And as a result, as a reward of this

incessant search after truth even at the cost of life, we have got a large

number of systems of Philosophy, Religion and Ethics, propounded

by Indian Seers, which may legitimately be said to be unique in the

history of the whole world.

Of these, besides quite a few less known systems, the six Astika or

Orthdox Schools viz. Samkhya, Yoga, Nyaya, Vaisesika, Mlmainsa and

Vedanta, and three Nastika or Heterodox Schools viz. Carvaka, jainaism,

Buddhism, are celebrated all over the world. Of these, again, the Vedanta

System is by far the most important and well-known one, marking, as it

does, the highest culmination of the Philosophical Insight, Religious

Fervour and Ethical Striving of India Herself. Of these, again, the
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Advaita-Vedanta School of 6amkara is by far, the most profound and

celebrated one, marking, as it does, the culmination of all Vedantic

Insight and Inspiration of all ages.

Although the ever-springing arguments as to who is the earliest

amongst the Vedantists will, perhaps, never cease for, who does not

know that in India the reverence for age being almost sacramental,

every follower, big or small, of a System, naturally strives to prove

that to be the oldest yet, it can safely be said that Samkara's Advaita-

Vedanta is the first developed and complete Vedanta- System of thought.

Later Vedauta Systems developed more or less as counter-systems trying

to disprove Samkara's Pure Monism by different kinds of Qualified

Monism or Dualistic Non-Dualism. As a result, we have got the

celebrated Five Schools of the Vedauta ( Paftca-Vedanta-Sampradaya ), viz.

Samkara's Kevaladvaita-Vada, Ramanuja's Visist,advaita-Vada, Nimbarka's

Svabhavika-Dvaitadvaita-Vada, Madhva's Bhedablicda-vadaand Vallabha's

{Juddhadvaita-Vada To these, five more may be added, making a total

of Ten Schools of the Vedauta ( Dasa-Vedfmta-Sarnpradaya ), viz.

Bhaskara's Aupadhika-bhedSbheda-Vada, Visnu Svamin's Suddhadvaita-

Vada, Siikantha's Visista-ivadvaita-Vada, Sripati's Visesadvaita-Vada,
and Baladeva's Acintya-bhedabheda-Vada.

Of these Ten Schools of the Vedfmta, the Pure Monism of

Satnkara naturally, does not belong to any Sect, there being no place for

Religion, in the ordinary sense of the term, in Samkara's System from

the Paramarthika or transcendental and philosophical standpoints. From
these standpoints, there is only one Reality, viz. "Brahman", there being, no

distinction between the worshipper and the worshipped, God and the soul.

From the Vyavaharika or empirical and practical stand-points, of course.

Saijikara is a monotheist ; but he is, by no means, a sectarian theologian,

and never identifies "Isvara" with any Sectarian Deity, like Visnu,

Kfsija, 6iva and the like.

In his actual practices and religious writings also, like hymns, Samkara
manifested a commendable spirit of universality and broad-mindedness,

though, according to Tradition, he, was born a Saiva or a 6akta. Thus,
he founded four Mathas or Monasteries, dedicated to four different deities,

viz. Vadri-Narayana at Jyotirmatha ( YosI-Matha ) at Visnuprayaga in

Vadri-narayana in the north, Sarada Amma from Kasmir, at Srngeri-

Matha at ^rfigerl in Mysore in the south, Govardhaua at Govardhana-

Matha in Puri in the east, and Sarada at Sarada-Matha in Dvaraka in

the west The hymns too, oidinarily taken to be written by him,
are to different deities, like, Siva, Visnu, Sakti, Gafiga, Surya etc. But
the other Schools of the above Ten Schools are Sectarian ones, except
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that of Bhaskara, who has also, never identified 'Brahman' with any
vSectarian Deity. Thus, RamSnuja, NhtibSrka, Madhva, Vallabha, Visnu-

SvSnin, and Baladeva are Vaisnava Vedantists ; while rikantha and

Sripati are aiva ones. But Srikantha is by far the most celebrated of all

the Saiva Vedantists and his Brahma-Sfitra-Bhasya is taken to be the

most authoritative Vedanta-Bhasya of the Slaivas.

Hence, though not included amongst the most celebrated "Five

Schools of the Yedanta'
1

,
Srikantha's System, too, is an important

System of the Vedanta that should be carefully studied by all those who
want to have a full picture of the inner virility and vitality of the

Vedauta System of thought, fostering so many different Schools, unknown
in other Systems.

Life, Works and Date.

(1) Life

It is very common in India, unfortunately, that lives of great men
of olden days are either wholly unknown or, so much inter-mixed with

Tradition as to be practically unknown. The same is found to be the case

with Srikantha, no less. Nothing is known for certain regarding his date,

birth-place, parentage, family, education, works etc. in short, life as a

whole. And, we do not propose here to enter into controversies and start a

discussion regarding these, as the present work humbly aims at giving
a detailed account of Srikantha's Philosophical Doctrines only, and is, as

such, not at all historical in nature.

(2) Works

The only known work of SrTkantha is his celebrated Commentary on

the Brahma-Sutras. In this Commentary, Srikantha has very ably

explained the Vedantfi Doctrines from the standpoint of Saivaism Hence,

in the beginning of his Commentary, he bows down to Siva, the Supreme

Brahman, thus :

IRII

[ For English Translation, see in loco ].

Here, Siva is taken to be the Supreme Self, Existence, Consciousness-

and Bliss in Essence, the Essence of all Scriptures, the sole Creator,
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Sustainer and Destroyer of the Universe, as well the sole Cause of

Salvation.

All these, as a matter of fact, constitute the nature and qualities of

the "Brahman" of the Vedanta. But the special merit of 6rlkai;tha, from

the Sectarian standpoint, is that he, very cleverly, proves these to be the

nature and qualities of Siva alone. Hence, this Commentary is, naturally,

held in very high esteem by all Saivas. Quite conscious of the service done

by him to his Sect., 6rlkantha himself says :

ji ftra-fasnri ^wfa^ifafa:" IMI

[ For English Translation see, in loco ].

Here, 6nkastka takes his Bhasya or Commentary as a "Great

Treasure" of all "noble persons, devoted to J=>iva." He, also, states boldly,

three main characteristics of his Bhasya, viz. that :

(1) It is, "Madhura" or Sweet in Language ; (2) "Mahartha" or

Profound in meaning ; and (3) "Nati-Vistara" or Not very lengthy in

Exposition.

Appaya Dikslta in his commentary on the {^rikaiitha-Bhasya, explains

these as follows :

(1) Its words are "Rasavat", "Lalita" and "Ramafllya" like those

ofaKavya. Or, its language is juicy, soft and beautiful like that of a

Poem. (2) But it does not deal with a soft, dreamy, flimsy subject-matter,

like that of a Poem, being very deep, profound and difficult in meaning.

(3) Yet, though dealing with such a difficult Philosophical topic (like

Brahman), it is not unduly lengthy.

Really, these three are the essential marks of all high class treatises ;

and according to that criterion, none can have any hesitation in taking

Jsrika^tha-Bhasya as a high-class treatise.

From this Commentary, we come to know that Svetacarya was the

Guru of 6rlkafltha. In the Introductory Parnegyric, 6rikantha says :

[ For English Translation see, in loco ].

Here, JrJrika^tha mentions three marks of his Guru or

Spiritual Preceptor viz. (1) He has propounded many Scriptures.

(2) He shows the Path to Salvation to all. (3) He is supremely auspicious

in nature.
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Appaya Diksita in his Commentary on the rikafltka-Bhasya, explains

the above as follows :

(1) He removes all apparent inconsistencies amongst the different

Scriptures, and interpretes these correctly. (2) He, without any

discrimination, teaches all how to attain Salvation. (3) Not only that, he

also makes for the worldly and Heavenly happiness of all.

As really, these are essential qualities of all great Gurus, we come

to know for certain that the Guru of this great man was equally great.

(3) Date

As regards the date of ^rikantha, as usual, many claims and counter-

claims have been made, from the claim that he was the earliest of all the

Bhasya-Karas, preceding even {Sarnkara, to the counter-claim that he was

later than amkara, Ramanuja, Nimbarka and Madhva. However, this

much is certain from his Bhfisya that he flourished after Samkara, as he

refers to and briefly criticises some of the Advaita-Vedanta Doctrines.

Compare the following :

t: \"

( t-M )

This refutes the view of Samkara that Purva-Mfnainsa (Karma-

Mimarpsa), dealing with "Dharma", and "Uttara-MImamsa" (Vedanta),

dealing with "Brahman" are two different treatises, so that the former

need not be studied before the study of the latter.

I" ( \-\-\ )

Here, according to ^ivarka-Maiii-Dlpika (Appaya Diksita),
" means the famous STTSR-^S^, taken by ^ainkara in his

Brahma-Sfitra-Bhasya, as constituting the meaning of the term "Atha"

in the Sfctra, viz

According to Samkara, the study of Dharma is not essential for that of

Brahman, but the above %HVW-^i|jgq
>

entitles one to the study of Brahman

directly. 6rikai;tha rejects this view here by pointing out that the

3?3r
itself depends on proper knowledge and performance of Dharma.

r U-t-O
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This refutes the view of Samkara that Brahman is "Nirvisesa" or

devoid of all differences.

*

I im 5

i

This refers to the view of Samkara that jMna-svarupa Atman

appears to be a Jfiata through the Upadhi of Maya or AjMna. According
to 6rikantha, "Maya" means the real "Iccha-6akti" of 6iva.

\"

This refers to ^amkara's famous Upadhi-Vada.

I" (

This and following four Sutras also refer to and refute Samkara \s

Upadhi-Vada,

Again referring to the state of Salvation, Srlkantfia says :

Here it is said that Brahman is not Nirvisesa, but Savisesa ; not

Nirguna, but Saguna ; and so, the Mukta also, who attains Brahman,
attains such a Savisesa and Saguna Brahman.

That is, some hold that those who worship Nirguna Brahman or

know him through Sravana-Manana-Nididhyasaiia ( cf. Sivnrka-Mani-

Dipika of Appaya Diksita ), attain Salvation here and now, immediately

after death ; so it is not necessary for them t6 go through the Path

beginning with Light for attaining Brahman.

This seems to refer to Sainkara's Jivan-Mukti-Vada.
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I" ( tf-V

This means the same as above.

Thus, there can be no doubt that Jsrlkantha flourished after

Samkara.

In a general way also, ^rikantha refers to 6amkara in his 'Panegyric

Verses'

(For Bnglish Translation, see in loco)

Here by "frar^pq" Srikantha means 'Sainkara'. The Sivarka-Mani-

Dlpika also asserts this.

According to some, (e.g. Appaya Diksita himself), Srikantha flourished

between Samkara and Raman nja. Whatever be other grounds for this

assertion, on grounds of inner, logical development, Rnmanuja's system

seems to be the first developed Counter-System to stand up against the

vastly glorious Samkarite System. That is why, as natural, he spends most

of his time and energy in criticising Aclvaita View, so that it was not

necessary for Ninibarka and ^rikantha to do so again on a larger scale

later on.

Sivarka-Mani-DIpika cf Appaya Diksita.

The only extant sub-commentary on 6nkantha-Bhasya is "J-Jivarka-

Mani-DIpika'" by Appaya Diksita, the celebrated Philosopher, Grammarian
and Rhetorician ( 16th 17th Century). This is an elaborate treatise,

very scholarly and helpful in interpreting Srikaii^ha's view properly. In

the Introductory Verse of this work, he says :

"Obeisance to iva, the Consort of Nanlyani".

This explicit and purposive mention of "Narayani" with "{=>iva" here

shows that Appaya DikvSita, true to his universal outlook and spirit of

accommodation, made no distinction between Siva and Visnu as Sectarian

Deities.

In the beginning, Appaya Diksita also bows down to the great

teachers of the J->aiva Sect, thus :

"I worship the Yogacaryas, who promulgated the Sect that aims at
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the knowledge of the Great Pasupati ( Siva ), and who are the Partial

Incarnations of the Lord."

He also enumerates these Acaryas as twenty-eight, led by

Svetacarya, the Guru of 6rikantha, thus :

4f^
( w-% )

*'In this verse, he ( Srikantha ) bows down to vetacarya too, who

was the first amongst the twenty-eight Yogacaryas, the Incarnations of

iva, who came for the propagation of the Saiva Scriptures."

Of course, it is difficult to identify this 6vetac3rya and there is scope

for differences of opinion regarding this important point.

Probably, one amongst these holy Teachers of the Saiva Sect,

rlkairtha was held in very high esteem by Appaya Dlksita who, as revealed

in this work, was quite conscious of his own high parentage. Thus, in the

Introduction of his Sub-commentary, lie asserts the following regarding

his pereiitage :

-w^ srosf

"I take refuge in my grand-father Acarya Dlksita, the Supreme Guru,

whose fame has spread from the Himalayas to the Cape Comoriu, and who

is constantly merged in the great ocean of the Advaita Doctrine of Cit-

Stikhacarya ( or of Cit and Sukha, Conciousness and Bliss ).

"I bow down to my father Rafiga-Raja-Makhi whom those possessing

certain knowledge and the highest vision of Brahman declare to be

"Brahman", and who is well-versed in all the Vedas and the best amongst

all the scholars .

But even though belonging to such a celebrated scholarly family,

and himself a great scholar and writer, Appaya Dlksita humbly says

regarding the Srikantha-Bhasya :

"Every of word of the Commentary on the Brahma-Sutras by

6nkanthacarya is very profound and is not intelligible to persons

like me".

'Still, Appaya Dlksita undertook to write the above Sub-commentary

on it at the command of King Cinna Bomma, and also because of a dream
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he dreamt the previous uight, as he himself says at the beginning of the

work. The dream was to the effect that the Lord, in His Ardha-Narisvara

Form, but in the disguise of the King China Bomma, appeared to Appaya
Dlksita and commanded him to explain and expound the faultless

commentary of ^rikantfia ( 6lok5 12 ). Thus, Appaya Diksita says:

*cw* swrafircraf ft<i(Vi*M*f

"Directed by the Lord who always dwells inside this King
an ocean of infinite good qualities and a Ruler of eight quarters in

an exalted and extensive way, I shall explain the Commentary,

according to my own intellect and power.

"So far as the words of my Explanation go, these will give relief

to the wise, like an aerial car. (That is, this Explanation will relieve

others scholars from the trouble of explaining the Srikantha-Bhasya).

"Here, I, through my own intellect, am explaining to some extent,

the intended meaning of the Author. Let the wise be satisfied with that

much aloiie, as a few gems, collected from the ocean, are enough to

satisfy air.

This spontaneous and unstinted testimony from one of the greatest

minds of those days clearly demonstrates the great value of &rikantha's

unique Brahma-Sutra-Bhasya as the foundation of a new School of the

Vedauta System of thought.

The Colophons to Sivarka-Mani-Dipika, containing a great deal of

information regarding Appaya Diksita, run as follows :

^

"Here ends the Fourth Quarter of the Second Chapter of the

Explanation of ^rikanthacarya's Brahma-Miminfmisa-Bhasya, the

Explanation called, 'Sivarka-Mani-Dipika', composed by Appaya Diksita

2
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who is the son of Sri Raflga-Rajadhvann, the best performer of the Visvajit

Sacrifice, the brightest jewel of the Bharadvaja Clan, and who has been

directed in this respect by 6ri Samba-Siva, abiding inside the heart-

lotus of King Sriinat China Bomma, the crown of those who immensely

praise 6iva, expert in upholding the Doctrine of 6iva, founder of Temples

of gods and patrons of BrShmanas.

In the beginning of his Sub-commentary, Appaya Dlksita describes

6rikantha as specially attracted to the Daliara-Vidya or Meditation of the

Lord as the Ether inside the heart-lotus (Cidambaram or Cidakasa). Thus

he says.

3ff ft' 4^1*15,

"This Acarya (6rlkantha) is devoted to the Dahara-Vidya. That is

why, he has in his Commentary explained the Mantra 'Brahman is

Righteousness, Truth and Supreme', (Mahc^nSrayana Upanisad 12. 1.)

repeated with great care. In the Section on 'Desire and the Like

(Br. Su. 3. 3. 38) he himself will say that amongst all the Para-Vidyas, the

Dahara-VidyS is the best, it being dearest to him". (See in loco).

The whole Mantra is I

This has been quoted in Br. Sfi. 1. 1. 2. ;
1. 1. 4 etc. (See in loco)

As well-known, Appaya Dikslta was himself an Advaita-VedSntist.

The most celebrated Sub-commentary on Samkara's Brahma-Sutra-

Bhasya is "Bhamati" by Vacaspati Misra. On Bhamatl, there is another

well-known Sub-commentary "Vedanta-Kalpataru" by Amalananda. On

this "Vedanta-Kalpataru", again, Appaya Dlksita wrote a Sub-commentary

entitled "Vedanta-Parimala", which is taken to be an important treatise

of the Advaita-Vedanta School. But still, Appaya Dlksita, with a

supreme catholic spirit, composed treatises 011 the Schools of

Ramanuja ("Naya-Mayukha-Maliku''), Madhva (

u
Ny5ya-Muktavali) and

rikantha ("6ivarka-Mai;i-Dipika"), no less. In the present woik, he,

with a commendable spirit of impartiality, establishes, after 6rlkantha, a

Doctrine of Visista-Sivadvaita-Vada and criticises Advaita Doctrines,

Thus iu the Introductory verse he says :
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^W

II ^ II

11 u> u

"Although all the best Scriptures, and Agamas, as well as all the

Puraiias, Smrtis, Mahabharata and the rest advocote Advaita Doctrine ;

and although the Brahma-Sutras, causing confusion even to discerning

persons, have taken to be propounding Advaita-Vada by ancient

teachers, like 6amkara and the rest; yet through the grace of&iva

alone, can there arise in men a keen desire for such an Advaita-Knowledge,
and not otherwise".

In this way, Appaya Diksita here tries to effect a compromise
between Advaita-Vada and Sivagama by pointing out that 6iva Himself,

and none else, is responsible for all knowledge, IP eluding Advaita-

Knowledge, equally, although Advaita-Vada is not the Doctrine of isaivas

of Srlkantha School.

So, in accordance with Srlkantha's Doctrine, Appaya Diksita

concludes :

"The Brahma-Sutras all propound 6iva as possessed of infinite

good qualities. To make this clear, Acafya ( 6rlkantha ) has composed
this excellent BhSsya".

Concluding Remarks
However meagre our knowledge regarding 6rikantha may be from

the historical and chronological points of view, fortunately, what is far

more important, viz. our knowledge regarding his philosophical views, is

fairly complete, thanks to his above excellent work, Brahma-Sutra-Bhnsya.

Although not very extensive, it yet affords us a full picture of his philoso-

phical position in the scheme of the Vedautic System of Thought, and of

his invaluable contributions to Indian Philosophy, as such. That also

is gain enough, as, after all, "where and when and what" of a man pale off

before his productions, transcending space, time and lineage.

That is why, instead of undertaking a fruitless and unending research

into the birth-place ( "where" ), elate ( "when" ) and li^e ( "what" ) of

Srlkantha, we have thought it better to present, to t',ie Public, in our

humble way, his incomparable production : Brahma-Sutia-Bhasya through
this easy, but literal, English Translation (Vol. II) and ii detailed account

of his Philosophical Doctrines (Vol. I).
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I Brahman
Brahman is the central conception of the Vednnta Philosophy. The

eternal quest of human mind for the Immortal, Eternal, Full, Perfect

and Blissful has ended in the Vedanta Philosophy
1

in one great and grand

conception, viz. that of "Brahman", etymologically meaning "One

possessing greatness."

(1) Brahman is the Highest Reality

^rikantha, too, takes Brahman to be the Highest Reality, the

Supreme Self.

It goes without saying that that there is nothing higher than

Brahman, if 'Brahman' means the Greatest Being. As a matter of fact,

'Brahman* cannot be legitimately called 'Brahman* at all if He be not

the Highest- Reality, the Greatest Being. Still, as in Philosophy,

nothing should be taken for granted, but everything should be proved,

^rikaijtha, with his usual brevity, but clearness, deals with the problem
in several places of his Commentary.

For example, in "Paradhikarana" or the Section dealing with

the Highest Being (3.2.30 34), he discusses the topic on grounds

of Authority as well as Reasoning. Here the question is as to

whether there is anything higher than the Supreme Brahman. The
Prima Facie View is that on grounds of Authority, it has to be held

that there is something higher than Brahman. For, in some Scriptural

passages, Brahman has been designated as a "Setu" or a "Bridge",

meaning two things, viz. (1) As a bridge keeps two countries or

places apart, being a dividing line between these and being itself thus

limited, so is the Lord. (2) As a bridge leads to a desired for place, so

the Lord too, does the same thing, leading to a Higher Goal than

Himself.

6rTkantha replies to the above Prima Facie view both on grounds of

Authority and Reasoning. There are numerous Scriptural texts, proving
Brahman or God to be "Visvadhika" or more and higher than the Universe.

So, there cannot evidently be any object in the universe which is more

and higher than He. Also, the designation of Brahman as a "Setu" or a

"Bridge" is only metaphorical, indicating only that, firstly, He keeps all

the worlds apart, preventing their inter-mixture ; secondly, that He
Himself leads the aspirers after salvation to Himself.
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On grounds of Reasoning, too, Brahman has to be taken to be the

Highest Reality. This reasoning is the age-old and time-honoured

reasoning, common to all Philosophers all over the world., viz. that based

on an apprehension of an Infinite Regress. The concept of an Infinite

Regress is something that is inexorably opposed to that of stable Truth

and Final Goal. But Philosophy always aims at Stability and Finality.

That is why, in Philosophy, we always strive to avoid such an Infinite

Regress. In the very same manner, Srikantha, too, points out that

Brahman being proved to be the Highest Being on other grounds viz.

because He is the Cause of all and more than the world, as well as the

Object to be attained by all if something still higher be posited, that will

inevitably lead to an Infinite Regress. For, now there being no further

characterising mark lor the Highest Reality, higher and higher Realities

have to be posited ad iufinitum. In fact, if once such marks as "Sarva-

Karanatva," "Visvadhikatva" and "Sarva-prapyatva'
1

or the qualities of

"being the cause of all, being more and higher than the universe' and

'being an object to be attained by all' be not considered sufficient to make

one the highest, then what will ? Hence, ^rikantha concludes :

Thus, Brahman is "Para" and "Sarvotkrsta", the Highest Being and

the Best among all.

Hence, He is to be bowed down by all :

*

I" (

(2) Brahman is the Supreme Self.

Another common description of Brahman in the Vedanta is that He

is the Supreme Self, "Parainfitman" or "Paratman". This implies that

"Brahman" or the Greatest Reality, "Para" or the Highest Object, is not

a material reality, not a physical object, but a Spiritual Reality, the Soul

or the Self, the very Atman itself. Hence, the materiality and grossness of

Brahman have to be controverted in the very beginning ;
and this has

been done most enthusiastically by all the Vedantists by their fundamental

concept of Brahman as Jftana-svarfipa or Consciousness in Essence.

6rlkantha, too, says in the same strain in the very beginning of

his Commentary :

imi
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The very first word, indicating Brahman, in his Commentary,

is, ihus, a very significant one viz. "Aham Padartha". That Brahman

is Atman, Paramatman, is admitted by all the Vedantists in unison.

But whether Brahman is a Personal God or an Impersonal Absolute, is

the bone of contention between the Monists and the Monotheists of

VedSnta Schools. As opposed to the Monistic School of the Vedanta,

{Jnkantha, in common with the Monotheistic Vedantists, holds that

Brahman is not only "Atman", or Self, but also "Aham" or "I", or

a Personal Being. This will be discussed more fully later on.

Again, he says in his Introductory Panegyric twice, thus :

fen if

II

These repetitious of the term "Paramatman^ in the very beginning

of his treatise, enable one to catch fully the real spirit of his Philosophical

System, viz. a spirit of Spiritualism, Sublimity, Self-realisation,

Sacrifice, and Surrender.

(3) Brahman is Siva

Now, it being established that Brahman is the Highest Reality

and the Supreme Self, the next question that naturally arises is :

Who is this Brahman 1 Can anything more special be known

regarding Him 1 Or, are we to remain satisfied with a knowledge of His

nature and qualities in a general manner only ? 6amkara and Bhaskara

haVe advocated strict neutrality regarding the nature of Brahman ;

and pointed out that it is sacrilegious on our part to try to identify

Brahman, the most Universal Being, with a limited Sectarian Deity.

But other Vedantists being Monotheists and devotional by nature,

have, according to their own family-tradition, and inclinations, identified

Brahman with a Sectarian God, like Visnu, Krsna etc. 6rikantha,

too, propounds his central Doctrine that Brahman is Siva, the All-

Auspicious One. Thus, the name iva occurs many times in his

Bhasya. Compare the above quoted Introductory Panegyric (Verses 2 3).

In the above quoted first hymn, Paramatman has been designated

as "6iva". Then also in the second hymn, also quoted above, "Paratma"

is called "6iva".

The term "Brahman", as stated above, means infinite greatness,

while the term *'6iva
M
implies infinite bliss and the like.
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But the Highest Reality, the Supreme Self, is not only Great, but

also Good. Hence, the identification of "Brahman" and "Siva" shows

the full nature of the Highest Reality, the Supreme Self, as both Great

and Soft. This will be discussed fully later on.

I" ( vw )

"Brahman" or "Parama-6iva" is here said to be the Creator etc. of

the Universe".

Here, the Supreme Light, the Object to be attained by the freed, is

said to be "Parania-6iva".

Here, "Paramesvara 6iva", the Supreme Lord iva, is said to be free

from all faults whatsoever, omnipotent, knowable through Scriptures

alone, and finally, to be "Para-Brahman" or Supreme Brahman, who is

above all ordinary categories of possibility and impossibility.

\"

"6iva
w

or "Brahman" has two marks freedom from all bad

qualities, and possession of all good ones.

"f^r-*F^w *faw<i r ( wt^ )

"6iva
w

denotes "Para-Brahman".

In such numerous passages, ^nkantha explicitly and with great

devotion and reverence, identifies "Brahman" with "6iva", attributing to

the latter all the usual qualities and activities of a Monotheistic God.

II Nature of Siva or Brahman
Now that we know that "Brahman" is "Siva", the next question that

naturally arises is : Who is 6iva ? The whole devotional farvour and

spiritualistic energy of the great scholar and devotee 6rikantha have been

spent for answering this fundamental question, a question which saints

and sages throughout the ages have tried their utomost to answer, but

which, surely, will never be answered to the fuilest satisfaction of all Who
is 6iva, who is the Lord, what is He like, what does He possess, how does

He act* the eternal, spiritual Quest of Man springs from these eternal,
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spiritual Questions. And, Srikantha has indeed, supplied us with

very good answers, with his clear vision, in a clearer language, easily

intelligible to all,

(1) Siva's Names

iva, the Supreme Brahman, the Supreme Self, has numerous Holy

Names, of which Eight are most important, as these enable us specially

to know something regarding the Holy Nature of the Named, the Lord

{Jiva Himself. These are as follows :

n
>o

"
( vv* )

That is, these Eight Names of iva are :

Bhava, 6arva, Isaua, Pasupati, Rudra, Ugra, Bhima, and

Mahadeva.

These are explained by ^rlkantha, thus :

I

Thus, these Eight Holy Names all stand for Eight Holy Attributes

or Marks of 6iva. Thus, the first Name "Bhava" means that He exists

always and at all places. That is, He is Eternal, and Omnipresent.

The second Name" "6arva" means that He is the Destroyer of all. That

is, He is responsible for the Creation, Sustenance and Destruction of the

whole Universe. The third Name "Isana" means that He possesses

limitless and supreme glory and grandeur. That is, He is Fullest and

the Most Perfect Being. The fourth Name "Pasupati" means that He

is the Ruler of all. That is, He is the Controller of the Universe, as

well as 'Antaryamin or Inner Controller of the Jlvas The fifth Name
"Rudra" means that He is the Remover of all earthly afflictions. That

is, He is the Giver of Salvation according to the spiritual strivings of

the aspirers after salvation. The sixth Name u
Ugra" means that is

Unsurpassable by all. That is, He is Omniscient and Omnipotent.

The seventh Name "Bhima" means that as the Director of the soul, He

is an Object of Fear to all. That is, He is a stern Judge and a strictly

Moral Being. The eighth Name "Mahadeva" means that He is a

Great Peity. That is, He is the Greatest and the Highest Being.
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The above Eight Names enable us to know all the fundamental

qualities of the Lord of His Eternity and Indestructibility, of His

Creatorship and Director-hood of the Universe, of His Omniscience,

Omnipotence and Omnipresence, of His Might and Majesty, on the one

hand, and Sweetness and Softness, on the other ; and, finally, summing up

all, of His Infinite Greatness, "Mahadeva," the last Name, being also the

Highest of all the Names comprising of all the Names and marking

their consummation and perfection.

(2) Siva's Attributes

The above clearly shows that Siva or Brahman is essentially Saguna,

or possessed of attributes, and by no means, Nirguna, or devoid of

attributes as held by Advaita-Vada. This "Sagunatva" of Brahman has

two sides, one positive and the other negative. On the positive side,

Brahman is a substratum of all good and auspicious attributes ; on the

negative side, He lacks all bad, inauspicious qualities. That is why,

says rikantha, iu the Brahma-Sutras (3-2-1117,) He has been designated

as "Ubhaya-lingam" or possessed of a double mark. So says {->rlkafltha,

in the "Ubhaya-lingadhikaraiia" or Section concerned with a two-fold

mark :

That is, in all the Srutis and in all the Smrtis, Brahman, or 6iva

has been repeatedly said to be 'free from all faults' 'devoid of all rejectible,

base, lowly qualities' 'unimpeachable', on the one hand ;
and 'full of

unsurpassable goodness/ 'possessed of innumerable high, noble and good

qualities', 'infinitely praiseworthy', on the other.

Equally repeatedly does rikantha, too, paint the glorious picture

of an All-great, All- good, All-auspicious God, whose very name "6iva"

implies 'Mangala', eternal and infinite auspiciousness. This 'Mangala',

really, constitutes the very 'Svarupa' or essence of the Lord.

6rikarrtha, with his unshakable faith in the Lord, makes bold to

1

'Brahmatva" or "ivatva" repeatedly in his Bhaya :
,

3
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\" (

These sweet passages will go to show clearly the sweet vision of our

Seer-Philosopher J->rikantha of the All-sweet Being, who, on the one hand,
is eternally fres from all "Kalaaka" or blemishes, and, on the other,

eternally fnll bf all "Mangala" or excellences.

Here, the term "Nirasta" has been repeatedly used, and with

purpose. The term "Varjita" also might have very well been used, but

it would have carried a different meaning. "Nirasta" means "Stopped'*,

"Varjita" means "devoid of". If it were only said that Brahman or 6iva

is "devoid" of all worldly faults, it might have been thought that He has

absolutely no connection with the world and is wholly transcendent.

But when it is said that all worldly faults have "stopped" or "turned

away" from Him, it clearly indicates, that the Lord is immanent in the

world, the world is nothing but His external manifestation, yet the sins

and sorrows, faults and failings due to the Sakama-Karmas of thejivas,

endowed with freedom of will, do not touch Him or are transmuted in

Him.

Thus, we have the exhilarating picture of a Sweet and Benign Being,
who is in the world, yet not of it ; who as 'Nilakantha

1

swallows all poison.

yet does not drink it ; who holds in Himself all defects, yet is unstained

by these.

Of these numerous auspicious qualities, the following Six Holy
Attributes are the most important :
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Thus, these Six Holy Attributes are "Sarvajftatvam", "Nitya-

trptatvam", "Anadi-bodhatvam", "Svatantratvam", "Alupta-6aktinjattvam"

and "Ananta-aktimattvain".

These are again, explained by Srikantha, as follows :

I"

Thus, the first Attribute "Sarvajftatvam", or "the quality of being
omniscient*' means that the Lord's Knowledge is eternal, direct,

independent of external sense-organs, faultless and comprising of all objcts.

The second Attribute "Nitya-trptatvam" or "the quality of being ever-

satisfied" means that He is eternally free from all the blemishes of sins and

eternally full of unsurpassable bliss. The third Attribute "Anadi-

bodhatvam" or "the quality of having eternal comprehension", means that

He possesses self-proved, unsurpassable knowledge. The fourth Attribute

"Svatantratvam" or "the quality of being independent", means that on the

one hand, He has no controller, and on the other, He Himself is the

Controller of all. The fifth Attribute "Alupta-Saktimattvam"or 'the quality
of having non-hidden powers" means that all His powers are natural,

following from His very nature. The sixth Attribute "Ananta-

{Jaktimattvam" or 'the quality of having innumerable powers", means that

He possesses limitless powers.

Amongst these Six Attributes, we find that two refer to the Lord's

Knowledge, two to His Powers, one to His Independence, and one to His

Sinlessness and Blissfulness. Here, apparently the Lord's majestic aspect

has been stressed more than His sweet one. But, this, too, has been done

with a purpose. For, the final aim of all alike, God or men, is to be

"Trpta", satisfied, with all the heart's desires fulfilled. All Knowledge, all

Power, all Independence aim at this, only at this -to be satisfied, to be

happy, to be calm, That is why, the main causes of "Nitya-tjrptatva", viz.

full knowledge, full power and full independence, have been emphasised
there vigorously.

In this way, the attributes of Brahman may, very well, be classed

under two heads : Bhlsana and Madhura, Majestic and Sweet, From
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former point of view, He is a far-off Deity, an object of reverence and fear

to us, an omnipotent Creator, transcendent and beyond our reach, an

omniscient Controller, Judge and Dispenser of Justice to all, according to

their respective Karmas. Vast is His Knowledge ; profound is His Power ;

unfathomable is His Glory or Grandeur. From the second point of view,

however, He is nearest and dearest to us all, an object of love and

comradeship, immanent in the world and our Inner Controller, infinite

bliss and peace. As pointed out above, this soft and sweet aspect of

Auspiciousness ( 'Maftgala* ), constitutes the very Core of Brahman's

Nature. Hence, it will be discussed again separately later on.

In common with other Bhasya-Karas, 6rlkantha, too, interprets a

large number of Scriptural texts to show that all those refer to Brahman

and the qualities mentioned therein, all^belong to Brahman alone. ( See

below ).

Thus, although ^nka^tha, true to his usual reticence, never attempts

any critcism of the Advaita Doctrine that Brahman as 'Nirguna', yet he

firmly establishes his own Doctrine of the Saguiiatva of Brahman, not by

means of elaborate argumentations, but by the simple and straightforward

statement of what he thinks to be His essential qualities. Then he concludes,

simply, yet forcefully :

Brahman, as the sole goal to be reached, as the sole object to be

attained, is Sagu^a-Brahman. Hence, the ultimate nature of Brahman or

6iva is that He is fully and absolutely Saguna.

(3) Siva's Acts.

Just as 6iva has Eight Holy Names ( Asta-Nama )
and Six Holy

Attributes ( Sad-Gu^a ), so He has also Five Holy Acts ( Paftca-Krtya ).

These are Sfsti, Sthiti, Pralaya, Tirobhava and Aiiugraha. The last two

correspond to Bandha and Mukti.

aw ft ^re: r (

These will be discussed later on :

HI Other characteristics of Siva or Braiman

Besides the above Eight Names, Six Attributes and Five Acts,

which enable us to have an inkling into the nature and essence of the

, He also possesses numerous other characteristics and it is absolutely
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impossible for us to know these even infinitesimally. However, a few more,

following from the above, may be mentiond here, separately, those, too,

being fundanemtal to an understanding of His essential Nature.

(1) Brahman as 'Saccidananda
'

By common consent, 'Saccidananda' has been taken to be the best

description of Brahman, by all the Schools of the Vedanta That is

why, in the very first verse in his Commentary, 6rikantha, too, makes

obeisance to "tff^FF^TFT fi^FC" to 6iva who is of the form of Sat, Cit,

Ananda : Existence, Consciousness, Bliss. A little thought will show as to

how great and grand is this Vedantic Conception of ^fo^pf^-^sq, how

easiest for us to understand, yet how profound and sublime in significance.

(i) Brahman as "Sat".

The first fact we are conscious of is 'existence
1

existence of our own

selves. 'I exist' this is the most incontrovertible fact of life. Whatever

be the nature of this "I", however true or false it may be, the undeniable

fact remains that something exists whoever or whatever he, she or it

may be. Thus, as existence is such a fundamental fact of life, it is the

first characteristic which we have to posit of God or the Absolute as well

otherwise, we cannot even think of Him. Hence God is "Sat" or Existence,

but not only "Sat", also "Nitya Sat" or Eternal Existence. An

existence that is not eternal amounts to little, having but a limited, short,

temporary life in between Pragabhava and Dhamsabhava : origination and

destruction.

Again, Brahman is not only "Sat*', but also "Sattavan", not only

"Existence", but "Existent". That is, 'Existence' is both His essence or

Svarupa, and attribute or Guna. This point is insisted on by all the

Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta, as against the Monistic School,

simply because of the fact that if Brahman be Saguna, then His Svarupa

and Gupa must tally with each other. So, if God is 'Existence' by nature,

then He must be 'Existent* by attributes as well. Thns, Brahman is

without beginning without end, without growth without, decay an

Ever-Full, Ever-Perfect, Ever-stable Being.

(i) Brahman as "Cit."

But existence may be material or non-material. An atom might

exist, and eternally do so. But who would say that it is a full, perfect,

fruitful existence ? So, perfect existence necessarily implies non-

material or conscious existence ; or, in other words, "Sat" necessarily

implies "Cit" "Existence" necessarily involves "Consciousness". Hence,

Brahman is not only "Sat", but, at the same time, "Cit."
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Here, too, Brahman is not only "Jnana-Svarfipa", but also" Jffina-

Guaaka or Jnata" That is, Consciousness is both His essence and

attribute. In Sutra 3.2.16, J>rika$rtha proves this point by means of an

attractive illustration :

\" (

That is, in some Scriptural passages, Brahman, no doubt, has been

described as Pure Consciousness ( Tait 2.1.1. ); but that by no means

implies that He is not something else, viz a Conscious Knower. E.G., When
a gem-studded, golden crown is simply described as gold is essence, it is

not denied that it is also gem-studded.

In the same manner, Brahman is Consciousness in Essence, as well

as a Supremely Conscious Being, Sarvajna or Omniscient. This attribute

of Omniscience has been included in the above Six Holy Attributes of

Brahman. This means that He knows all things at all times, and so

He has been called faqfe^ in the same passage (Tait. 2. 1. 1. ), which

may be explained as follows :

Thus, Perfect in Existence, as well as Perfect in Knowledge,
Brahman shines forth in His eternal Glory and Grandeur,

(iii) Brahman as Ananda.

But Glory and Grandeur need consummation, as pointed out above,

and that is found in His 'Ananda
1

. As mentioned above, 'Mangala* and

'Ananda 5

, 'Auspiciousuess
1 and 'Bliss

1

constitute the very essence of 6iva,

etymologicaliy meaning "The Auspicious One." Hence, as we have

seen, Jsrikairtha repeatedly and vigourously emphasises this blissfulness

of Brahman. As a matter of fact, Perfect Existence and Perfect

Consciousness necessarily imply Perfect Bliss, no less. For, to exist

is to be happy. For, who has even been found to be desiring to be

non-existent ? But if existence were not bliss, why should all desire

to exist ? Specially, in the case of Brahman, existence is not

obligatory existence, but a purely voluntary one, So, why, should He

voluntarily exist unless His Existence also means Bliss to Him ? Further,

it is not limited and short-living existence, but is absolutely unlimited and

eternal. So, this Bliss also is absolutely unlimited and eternal.

In the same manner, Perfect Consciousness or Knowledge also is
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Perfect Bliss. For, to know is to be happy ; to know perfectly and in an

unobstructed way, is to be happy in exactly the same manner. Hence,

"Sat", "Cit" and "Ananda" are inextricably connected, one necessarily

leading to the other.

The celebrated "AnandamaySdhi-Karana" ( 1. 1. 1316. ) makes it

clear that Ananda, in the truest sense of the term, can belong only to the

Lord, who alone, thus, is both "Auanda" and "Auanda-inaya". The worldly
soul can never be such an "Aiiandamaya" But far?J-^*q^T %cf ; or "nqf*

alone can be such an "3lM*foHJ" ( 1. 1. 13.
).

For who else but a Nitya, an

Eternal, Ever-existent Being, be really blissful ? How can limetless

Ananda be possible, except in the case of a Limitless Being ? So

6rikantha concludes :

( Wit* )

r (

The 'Anandamaya' is the Supreme Lord, possessing an infinite

abundance of bliss.

Brahman enjoys His great bliss through His mind only, and not

through external sense-organs.

The essential nature of Fulness is that it over-flows and touches

others. So, Brahman, the All-blissful Being, is also "Ananda-Data, a

Gracious Giver of Bliss to all. Unless one oneself possesses a thing, one

cannnot, evidently, give the same to others. Hence, as Brahman gives an

abundance of bliss to others, He, too, must Himself possess an abun lance

of bliss.

In this way, the Bliss of Brahman finds expression in the apparently
sorrow-suffocated world and makes it blissful. True indeed, is that bliss-

pouring text of the Taittirlya-Upanisad :

"All these beings, verily, are born from Bliss ( Ananda ) ; being

born, are sustained in Bliss ; return and enter into Bliss." (Tait. 3. 6.)

(2) Brahman is All-merciful.

From the above, it will follow that the All-blissful Lord, must, also,

be All-Merciful. For Bliss and Cruelty are self-contradictory. One Who
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is himself happy, cannot destroy the happiness of others. So, the Lord

is, at the same time, a supremely Merciful Being.

The perfect proof of this is that He is an incessant Giver, 'Nitya-

Data'. Hence, He has been described to be Pliala- Data, the Giver of the

'fruits' of Karmas, done by the Jivas. Of course, it goes without saying

that according to the fundamental Karma-Vada, the "Phalas" or appro-

priate results, good or bad, follow automatically from those Karmes them-

selves. Still Brahman, and none else, is spoken of as the Phala-D5ta, as

Karmas being non- intelligent, essentially need a Director to connect these

.with their respective souls. So, as non-intelligent things, like Karmas,

cannot be called "Datas" or bestoweis of anything, God alone can be so.

So says Srlkantha :

But by far the best of all the Phalas, all the desired for objects, all

the goals to be reached, is undoubtedly Moksa, or Salvation. And, Phla-

Data All-merciful Lord, must give this most Coveted Phala also to the

deserving.

Hence, in the very opening Verse, 6rlkantha bows down to the

Lord thus :

"^ftss q^reta ofrsRi fafa&fl i

He is the Cause of "fafe" of a11 the worlds.

Hence, He is described as gfar^HT^ ^Y 6iikantha thus :

i" (

Not only do all the Scriptures declare this, but, as shown above,

Reason, too, leads to the very same conclusion. For, if Brahman be taken

to be Phala-Data, then all Phalas He Himself must produce, including

Moksa-Phala.

That is why, Brahman is "Mukta-Prapya" the Supreme Object to be

attained by the freed souls, This has been repeatedly emphasised by

in common with all the Vedantists. For example, he says :

r (w)
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i3 ;;* n.- * .#** *t*'.
;

'* .-**?- ->/'^ir/-i.:' .'L^tt? Jr> .
'

i

at is, one of the mam marks of Brahman is that He is

'. Si>; whenever that mirkTis* found to'Ve applied toV
or being, that must be taken to be Brahman and none but Brahman.

As a matter of fact, "Muktl'' is te SummumT Bonurii, the highest

end; , tKe most-coveted, the best-beloved object; ahrf wK6~ els' bllt the

Highest Being'can grant it ?

So, Srikaiitlia concludes enthusiastically :

*

'JFt W
f

q?;*

: srgfarr r (

That is, the Supreme Brahman, of the form of Supreme Light, alone

is the object to be attained by those who aspire after Salvation. For, those

who attain Him alone get rid of transmigratory existence.

Hence, Brahman is regarded as ^

( elg. Su, 1. 1. 21. ), as well as "qFCWBreftpP:'
1

( Sfl. 1.3.24.), and

(.Sti. 2.1.35. etc.), and soon. He is, thus, the Cause of the severance

of the noose of transmigratory existence, the Infallible Medicine to

tfie great disease of sinful and painful worldly life, a supremely Merciful

Being, and the Favourer of all.

In this way, Softness, Sweetness, Sympathy, Mercy and Beauty
constitute the very essence of Brahman.

(3) Brahman as Pure, Perfect and Complete*

Purity constitutes the essential' mark of a Being who is Eternal

Eternal Existence, Eternal Consciousness, Eternal Bliss. For, what is

impure, what is imperfect, what is incomplete, can never exist or persist

for long. The potency that is inherent in all these, cannot stand still and

stable ; but must inevitably work either for purity, perfection and complete-

ness, thereby destroying themselves ; or for further impurity, imperfection
and incompleteness, thereby also destroying themselves. Thus, impurity,

imperfection and incompleteness involve a natural, inner, self-cohtfadictibri

that sooner or later inevitably make for their own destruction whether

integration in a higher state, or disintegration in a lower.

It follows, therefore, that an Eternal Being or one capsule of

existing eternally, must also be a Pure, Perfect, Complete Being, Hence,
Itrahman wfio is "^Jifya*, mnst also be "Nitya-6uddha. Nitya-JNiskalanka,

^,, -J
*

jjJJ /'J^JJ.'. I.Jh- '*,* ; x.i . ,~r*'^-. * -- >- * - - *

Nitya-Puria^. Hence Snka^tha repeatedly refers to Brahman as
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(e.g. Su. 1.4.27. etc. ). This, has also been leferred to above. (Pp. 1718).

(4) Brahman as the Vast or Universal (Bhuman),

It has already been pointed out above that Brahman is the Highest
and the Greatest Being, as the very etymological meaning of the term

shows. These 'Highness* and 'Greatness' combine to make Him

"Bhumaii", a Vast and a Universal Being.

In the seventh chapter of the Chandogya Upanisad, the celebrated

Bhuma Tattva has been propounded exhaustively, in the Narada-

Sanatkumara-Samvada. Here, Narada repeatedly asks Sanatkumara

about higher and higher Realities, and in reply propounds to him the

following in a successive higher and higher order : Nama (Name), Vak

(Speech), Manas (Mind), Samkalpa (Resolution), Citta (Comprehension),

Dhyana (Meditation), Vijftana (Knowledge), Bala (Power), Anna (Food),

Ap (Water), Tejas (Light), Akasa (Ether), Smrti ^Memory), Asa (Hope),

Prana (Vital-breath). But the Highest of all is "Satya" (Truth), which

has to be known in a full and perfect manner. Such a full and perfect

knowledge is "Vijtiana", distinct from the one mentioned above, which

means only knowledge through the Vedas, Itihasa, Purana, Vyakarana
etc. (Chand. 7. 7. 1.). This 'Vijftana' is a a higher kind of knowledge
of the Highest kind of Truth. Such a 'Vijftana

1

requires 'Manana'

or Deliberation. 'Manana', again, requires "Sradha" or Reverence.

'{Jraddha', again, requires 'Nistha' or Devotion. 'Nistha', again, requires

'Karma' or Work. 'Karma', again, requires 'Sukha' or Pleasure. And

finally, 'Sukha' is identical with 'Bhuman' or the Vast and the Universal

and the Immortal (Chand. 7. 23. 1., 7. 24. 1.)

In this way, the Highest Reality and the Greatest Being, viz.

Brahman, is at the same time the Vast and the Universal and the Im-

mortal, or Pleasure. This is an eudemonistic conception of 'Sukha' and

'Ananda' : Pleasure and Happiness or Bliss. These two terms have been

purposely used in the Upanisads. In the Chandogya Upanisad. we have

the conception of 'Sukha', (Pleasure) in connection with that of 'Satya',

(Truth) (Chand. 7. 2223) ; while in the Taittiriya Upanisad, we have

the conception of 'Ananda (Happiness or Bliss) in connection with that

of 'Rasa' (Juice) (Tait. 2.7., 3.6) So, the term "Sukha" or Pleasure

specially implies Pleasure due to Truth or Intellectual Pleasure; while the

term "Ananda" or Happiness or Bliss specially implies Happiness or Bliss

due to Juice ('Rasa' a very difficult term to translate in English), or

Emotional Happiness or Bliss. As the term 'Ananda' is fuller than the
term 'Sukha', ordinarily, it is used in connection with Brahman.
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However, as mentioned above, in the concept of 'Bhuman', we have

the twin concepts of what is the 'Highest' and what is the 'Greatest', com-

bining into a grand concept of what is the 'Universal', which is but a

synonym for 'Pleasure'. And, who else but Brahman can be such a

'Bhtlman* or 'Universal Pleasure' ?

Hence, &rikant;ha also concludes in the 'Bhiimadhikara^a' (Sfi.

1.8.7-8)

The Supreme Lord, alone, is designated by the word "Bbfiman", He
alone is the "Bhfiman".

(5) Brahman as the Tranquil (Santa)

The Highest Being, the Greatest Being, the Pure, Perfect and

Complete Being, the Universal Being and the Blissful Being, is necessa^

rily a Tranquil Being. He has nothing to desire, nothing to attain,

nothing to do compulsorily, and so, He is naturally above all excitement,

all turbulation, all frustration of any kind whatsoever. That is why,
He has been very simply, yet very profoundly, described in the Upanisads
as :

"Tranquil, Auspicious, Non-dual'
3

One who is himself auspicious, cannot cause harm to any one and

need not run after any further gainsso he is tranquil. One who is non-

dual, cannot fear or hate any one, need not pine for any one to complete his

happiness so he is tranquil. Thus, tranquillity results from this fullness

of Being, this vastuess of Existence, this depth of Nature. Hence, it is but

natural that the Ever-full, Ever-vast, Ever-deep Being or Brahman
should be Tranquil or '{-ianta' in the truest sense of the term.

Hence, {-Srika^tha also points out that the very nature of 6iva is that

He is rich with tranquillity and peace, and the Upanisadic phrase

'6anti-Samfddham' (Tait. 1-6) means '6ivata-sampannam' (Su 1. 1. 2).

(6) Brahman as "Akasa-sarira" and the rest.

In describing the nature of Brahman, ^rika^tha, like others, often

quotes from the Vedic Saiphitas, Brahmagas, Upanisads, Smjrtis, Puranas

etc. But, in connection with Brahman, his two most favourite texts

seem to be one from the Tattirlya Upanisad (1.6.) and the other from

the Mahanarayana Upaniad (1.2.1.) [See (7) just below]. These have

been repeatedly quoted by him.
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The text from the Taittiriya Upanigad is as follows :

iV? /H 1

' !?-"*.?
*

-
V * - >' - t:

' - 7 >-

- V ' '- rr -

This has been quoted by isrikairtha in many places, (e. g, 1, 1.2.,

1.1. 4., 1%3.8., 3. 2. 17., 4. 4. 11., 4. 4. 14. etc.).

This means : "He becomes more than that viz. Brahman whose

Body is the Ether, Soul is Truth, Vital-breath is Pleasure , Mind is Bliss ;

who is abounding in tranquillity, arid immortal. O Praclnayogya !

Worship such a Brahman !" (See below the Section on "Cidambaram as

Cit 6akti or Para-Sakti".)

This passage has been explained in Bhasya 1. 1. 2.

Thus, according to J-Jrika^tha, the following are the six fundamental

characteristics of Brahman :

(i) Brahman's Body ("6anra") is the Ether or "Akasa". .This means

that He is the "Cidambaram". (See below under the Section : "Cidambaram

as Para j^kti"). Or, in other words, He is "Cit". in essence. This has

been discussed above, (P. 21).

(ii) Braman's Soul ( "Atman") is Truth or "Satya". This means

that Brahman is "Sat" in essence. This, too, has been discussed above.

(P. 21)

(iii) Brahman's Vital-breath ("Pra^a") is Pleasure or "Arama".

f^his means that Brahman's "Pra^a" is ,6akti (Uma) in whom alone

does He
;
find pleasure. This is the fundamental concept of ^ivar^ftkt^

f^iscuss(?d
below. (Section on "Brahman and Sakti").

(iv) Brahman's Mind ("Manas") is Bliss or "Anandaw
. This means

that He is "Ananda" in essence. This has been discussed above (P 22).

(v) Brahman abounds in tranquillity or "6anti". This, tpo, t

has

been discussed above. (P. 27)

(vi) Brahman is Immortal or "Amjrtam". .This is by far the most

fundamental characteristic of Brahman, comprising within itself all other

characteristics in one great and grand fold. For, what does it not

imply ? It implies eternal existence that is eternal bliss, and bliss, as

we have seen, consists of all other great and good characteristics of

Brahman. (See above P. 22)

Thus, by repeatedly quoting the above beautiful Tattiriya text

(1. 6.), "SrlkaVthii inly
}

desiis
?

to emphasise the . fact that
*^^

*^cift&nda*a^^ *
"v J ^ '**
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C?) Brahman at
"$ta" and the rest.

second favourite text from the

Upanisad, is^
as follows:

This, too, has been quoted by Srika^a in many placies (e. g. 1. 1. 2.,

1.1.4., 1. 21 'jB. "etcH'Sce P. 10).

This means :

"Obeisance to Brahman who is Law, Tru^h, Supreme, a person,

JWack t
and tawny, abstemious, possessing three eyes and .haying the

tjniverse as His form", (iifahanar. 12. 1.)
I

~
"ft* -.'.>: J ' i

'

!-.'
" ''

.

.This, evidently, refers to a Sectarian Deity, viz. 6iva, with whpm
identifies Prahman. (See above P., 14). ,Thus, according to,him,

or .Btahman possesses the following eight fundamental

characteristics :

.(i) Brahman is Law or, "Rta". This implies that there is no

inner contradiction in Brahman, He is one integrated, organic.Whole, a

perfect {System. Otherwise, ,He cannot exist eternally as a Perfect .Being.

Existence implies integration, for a thing that is not integrated cannot

exist at all. Again, perfection, too, implies integration, for, desintegratipn
or inner contradiction is the greatest of all imperfections. Hence, as

Brahman is Eternal and Perfect Existence ( See above P. 21), He is

Perfect Law, System, Harmony.
That is why, the whole universe too, is a Cosmos and not a Chaos,

Thus, Law is the rqtle of the universe,, in the
^physical, ..megtal

and moral

spheres equally.
'"'~

~
:

(ii)

v '

Brahman is Truth or "Satya". That is, He is "Sat" or

Existence in essence. (See $bove P.,21)

(Hi) Brahman is Supreme or "Para". ( See above P. 12)

(iv) Brahman is a Person or "Purusa". This is the monotheistic

conception of a Personal Go>d. ( See above P., 14)

fy) Brahman is black and tawny or "Kfsna-piftgala. Th;s is a

3ectarian Markl

(yi) Brahman is abstemious or "Urdhya-retalj". This, too, is a

Sectarian Mark!
J

1 *

(yif)

y

JJBrahman possesses three e^es
or is "Virupaksa". This, too,

is a Sectarian Mart.

(vTii)

'

Brahman has the whole universe as His form, or is

"u:^***^";
- 1

yhis impfees another fundamental monotheistic conception,
f r, u:, !Jti.rn^V

' ~^v XT '

:i^ ? V** ta- in*^*n?tr ^ tas^Sira
of Panama or transformation of
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universe, the effect. ( See the Section on "Brahman as the Material Cause

of the Universe/')

In this way, too, 6rika$tha quotes the above so many times just to

emphasise some of the main characteristics of Brahman or Siva.

(8) Brahman as Transcendent and Immanent.

Brahman is Omnipresent, the Vast and the Universal. Hence, there

is nothing outside Him. Also, Brahman is the Cause, actually and

literally manifested in the universe, the effect. ( See below the Section

on "Brahman as the Material Cause of the Universe".). For these

two reasons, Brahman is immanent in the world. There is nothing in

the world that is not Brahman, as there is nothing in the clay-jar that

is not clay. Hence, vsrikajrtha describes Brahman in many places as

"Sarvagata" and "SarvSdhSra" ( e, g. Sfi. 1. 1. 21 )in all and containing
all. Thus, on the one hand, He is "Visvattnan", the Soul of the

universe, and as such, immanent in its every part and particle,

every nook and corner, every grain of dust, every drop of water, every

blade of grass. And, on the other, He is the "Antaryamin", the Inner

Controller and as such, immanent in the very souls of Jivas, permeating,
and pulsating with, their every heart-beat, every breath, every life-throb.

So says {->rikaiatha :

T ( *-*

But although, thus, immanent in the entire universe, evidently the

Infinite Being cannot be fully exhausted in a small world like this. So,

Brahman is also transcendent. He has infinite qualities and powers,
of which only two, viz. Cit and Acit, are manifested in the present world

of souls and matter. So, Brahman infinitely exceeds the present world.

His glory and grandeur illumine every infinitesimal portion of the present

world, yet go beyond the entire universe in an infinite manner. That is

why, in Monotheistic Systems, the world is God, but God is not the world.

Hence, Srlka^tha, in his characteristic succint, yet simple, way asserts, with

due solemnity, this double characteristics of Brahman, viz. that He is

immanent yet transcendent, "VijSva-lina" yet "Visvadhika". Compare the

following :
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T ( VM

Thus, Brahman is at the same time beyond the world (Visvadhika),

yet of the form of the world ( Visva-rupa) ; beyond everything

( arvadhika ), yet the soul of everything ( ^arvatman ).

(9) Brahman as Pure, though Immanent

A very legitimate question may be asked here. It has been said

above that the essential mark of Brahman is that He is Ever-Pure. (P. 25.)

But if Brahman be, at the same time, said to be immanent in the universe,

as its Soul, as well as immanent in the soul ( Jiva ) as its Inner Controller,

then how can He remain All-Pure, coming as He does in the closest

contact with the impure Matter and Souls ?

This {-Jrikantha clearly explains, by means of the twin examples of

'Ether and Pot* 'Sun and Water, as mentioned in Brahma-Sutra 3. 2. 18.

Here, the first example of the 'Ether and Pot* shows that though One
and Universal, Brahman is actually present in all objects of the Universe

separately, just as, though one and universal, the ether is actually present

in all objects like pots etc.

The second example of the 'Sun and Water* shows that Brahman is

not at all touched by the faults and failings of those objects, just as the

sun, reflected on different water-receptacles, is not touched by their

defects (like, muddiness, shallowness etc).

So, these two examples, favourite ones of the Advaita School and

repeatedly used by Advaita-Vedantists for establishing their Upadhi-

Vada, have been used by ^rikaijtha here for an absolutely different

purpose, viz, for showing, on the one hand, that Brahman actually

abides, or is immanent, in the whole world ; and on the other, that, still

then, He is totally unaffected by its sins and sorrows,

Hence, he concludes :

fa^rcrf? ?taHw$ sfo iWii(iH:
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In the same manner, it may be' thought that
#
as dit anS Acit, the

Souls and Master, haW&eiTsaiH~to'& or Body
of Brahman, so, ,

He c^n no longer be called, an Abode of all ..auspicious

at|nbjites (g$ above P. 17^1 8). ,To thjs objection also, ^nka^tha replies

that tbe possession of pit and Acit^as tjie body never proves that He is

not an AU-I*ure and*All-Auspicious Being" For, aVsEown aBbve/ Se~is

npt ^,t all afiected by the states and qualities of the Universe of Souls and

Matter, although
}

He is transformed into it, although He is immanent
in* it, although He possesses^it as His Body. So, he says :

^pkilrnd iTn

Braiiman has naturally a very close connection with {fie Universe,

for, He as the'sole Cause is transformed into it as the erfect, fle abides

in it a$ its Soul, He possesses it as His Body. All these show that Brahman
has the closest possible connection with the Universe. Still, the base

qualities of the Universe do not contaminate Brahman, at all, apd He
eternally possesses the Six Holy Atributes, mentioned above (Pp. 17ff.), not

possessed by the Universe.

In the very same manner, it may be thought that as BraHman resides

inside the individual souls (Jivas)' as their Inner Controller, He is

similarly contaminated by their impurities arid imperfections. Here, also,

tBe same thing can be said :

JH>'W* --.'*?; .
;

5. (xvi .-
-; jit jA'-^'i .*->;'*

'

-:' i-'y --'. ^ :
'

Brahman Himself is the Inner Controller of all, Brahman Himself

has entered into all the created effects, vi all objects of flie worfdf.Ttfet

in, th^$9riptu^, He l^as ,
been jepgiateflly, called "Amjrta^

a
Bhagay^t

w
f

the Imnortal Being, the
All^orious,,3ging etc., specially to show that

He is absolutely above all worldly quafiiles.
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Thus, rlkant;ha concludes on Scriptural Authority :

All the Scriptures in unison declare that Brahman possesses the

two-fold marks of being free from all defects and possessing all auspicious-

iiess, as already stated (P. 17;. Hence, His other marks of being
immanent in the world etc. cannot set at naught this fundamental mark
of Purity, Perfection and Completeness, as mentioned above. (P. 25).

Srikantha has, 'of course, proved the above on Scriptural grounds

only. But this may be proved also on grounds of reason, no less. As a

matter of fact, Scriptural Texts themselves contain within them profound

reasoning, for, real Intuition cannot be opposed to Reason. This

reason is that, according to the fundamental Doctrine of the VedSnta, Mukti
or Moksa means removal of the veil of ignorance (Ajftana or Avid>5), and

realising the real, hidden nature of the universe, and of one's own self or

soul. And what is there inside the universe and the individual soul but

Brahman ? What else but Brahman do we see when the veil of ignorance
is lifted through long and strenuous Sadhanas, spiritual enterprise and

discipline ? This is the aim of all Indian Sadhauas, to see Brahman

alone, to see Brahman in everything, to see everything in Brahman,
here or hereafter. But if, in the meantime, Brahman Himself comes

to be contaminated by the sins and sorrows of the universe inside which
He abides, what will there be left for us to see ? For, who will strive to

see a sinful, sorrowful, impure Brahman, who is not really Brahman
at all ?

Further, an Eternal Being like Brahman cannot in this way
go on changing His nature and essence. Hence, the very conception
of Brahman's mutability and impurity is absurd. He is, of course,

inside the universe, but He is always there in all His glory and

grandeur, which 110 one can ever destroy. Even a small lamp inside

a clay-jar, though not seen, yet retains its light, all the time, and

when the covering of the jar is shattered, is seen at once in its

original form. So, why can this be not possible in the case of Brahman

too, the All-Powerful and All-Glorious One ? And, there are even

woildly examples to show that one thing can remain inside another

thing, yet be untouched by it. E. G. the lotus-leaf inside water is not

wetted by it. So, why can this be not possible in the case of Brahman, the

All-Powerful and All-Glorious One f ( See below Chap. Ill under the

5
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Section on "The Second Objection against Brahnia-Karana-Vada and its

Refutation". )

In fact, the Immutability and the Purity of Brahman are the very

grounds of the Vedanta Philosophy. If these are lost, the Vedanta, the very

Doctrine of Brahman is lost. This is also pure reason, as shown above. (P. 25).

And, the Scriptures only express this incontrovertible reason in the form cf

inspired Mantras, embodying the superb wisdom and sublime insight of

the master-minds of old. So, reliance on Scriptures is really nothing but

reliance on a higher category of reasoning than our own. Hence, the

common Vedanta Doctrine that Brahman is Immanent in the impure

universe, yet is Himself Pure, does, indeed, stand to reason.

(10) Brahman s I idacid-Visiata

The above has shown that Brahman possesses Cit and Acit :

Individual Souls and Matter, as His Attributes and Body. This is a

fundamental concept of Srikaiitha-Vedanta, and repeatedly emphasised

by him in many places of his Bhasya. Compare the following, amongst
others :

fes

This will be discussed later on under the heads of "Creation" and

"Relation between Brahman, Jlva and Jagat" (Chap, III and VI X

.

(1 1) (i) Brahman as All-Powerful.

The All-Merciful Brahman is at the same time All-Powerful. As

pointed out above (P. 19 20), Brahman has two sides, Bhlsna and Madhura :

Terrible and Sweet. It is true, that Brahman's second aspect of Auanda,

Mafigala and Karuna : Bliss, Auspiciousness and Mercy, constitutes

His very core, as alredy stated. (P. 19 20). But really, His first aspect is

nothing contradictory to it, as there cannot, evidently, be anything

contradictory in Brahman's Nature. So, Brahman's Sternness and Justness
are nothing but the other sides of His Softness and Mercy, And, this Stern-

ness is nothing unjust, but a necessary corollary of His supreme nature as

Justice and Morality in essence. Thus, the Ail-Powerful Brahmau strictly
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controls the whole universe according to the canons of Justice. He creates

all Jlvas according to their own, respective Karmas, enables them to reap the

results thereof (See below Chap. Ill under the Section on "Refutation of

the Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada"). Just as a kind,

loving father also controls, guides and punishes his sons, as necessary,

according to their behaviour and demeanour, so does the Lord. ( See

below under the Section : "Refutation of the Seventh Objection against

Brahma-Karana-Vada).

(12) t'rahman is Jnata, <arta and r hokta : A Person.

These have already been mentioned separately as well, as these

constitute a main point of difference between the Monistic and

Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta. As well known, according to the

Monistic or Advaita School of the Vedanta, Brahman is only Saccidanauda-

Svarupa (P. 21). Existence, Consciousness and Bliss in nature or

essence, but not a Janta, Karta and Bhokta : a Knower, a Doer and an

Enjoyer. But according to the Monotheistic Schools, Brahman is Jftana-

svarupa and Jafita, Karta and Bhokta. The first means that He is

consciousness or knowledge through and through, and has been very

appropriately described in the celebrated Brhadaranyaka Upanisad as

follows :

"Just as a lump of salt is without inside, without outside, but only

salty through and through, so this Soul also is without inside, without

outside, but only knowledge through and through."

But at the same time Brahman is Jftata or Sarvajfta, All-knowing

and Ever-knowing. This also has been referred to above. (P. &2)

( *-R-^ )

Brahman is the ouly Omniscient Being. For, Omniscience means

perfection of the cognitive side of Brahman's nature which is

accompanied by an equal perfection on the emotive side in the form of His

All-aud-Ever-BHssfulness ; and equal perfection on the conative side in

the form of Omnipotence. But who else but Brahman can be Omniscient,

All-and-Ever-Blissful and Omnipotent ?

That Brahman is a Karta, having Patica-Kj-tya, has also been

referred to above ( P. 20 ), and will be done so below again. ( See below

P. 56 under the Section on "Activities of Brahman." )

That Brahman is a Bhokta has also been referred to above (P. 23).
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These Jfiatrtva, Katytva and Bhoktrva also prove another important

Doctrine of the Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta, viz. that of

Brahman's Personality. He is the Highest Person, Purusottama, in a

literal sense, and not in a seatarian one ( meaning Visnu ). As a matter of

fact, the concept of God is not the denial of the concept of Man, but rather

a consummation of it. God and Man, no doubt, differ qualitatively, from

the phenomenal standpoint. But from the iioumenal standpoint, although

Man is not merged in God, like a grain of salt in the ocean, and retains his

full personality and individuality (See P. 41, 43. See also Chap. VI the

Section on "The Relation between Brahman, Jlva and Jagat". ), yet he does

not differ from God qualitatively iu that sense, as he himself is divine,

though not identical with God, yet similar to Him. Thus, God and Man,

being similar to each other, each is a Person, with full developments of

all the sides and all the phases of Personality as we can conceive of viz.

cognitive, emotive and conative sides with different phases and different

manifestations on different occasions.

This concept of Personality is a fundamental, theological concept,

and the System of ^rlkantha being also a theological one, he naturally

takes this as a' central tenet of his Vedanta Doctrine. Thus, here God is

reverentially and lovingly pictured as a Supreme Monarch, and Controller,

with universal, eternal, unobstructed authority over all :

fit f ( $-R-^ )

But this 'all' is not something absolutely different from Him the

subjects are the parts and parcels of the Sovereign, His very essence, His

very manifestations. Such is the exhilarating conception of a Divine

Realm of Persons, where the Supreme Person sees Himself reflected in

all other persons, in love and tenderness, in bliss and peace, in truth and

reality. (See below Chap. VI the Section on "The Relation between

Brahman, Jiva and Jagat
>;

)

(13) Brahman as One (EKa)

In the very beginning of the present Chapter on Brahman, it has

been stated that the first characteristic of Brahman is that He is the

highest Reality (P. 12). Now, the term "highest," being superlative, is

neceSvSarily a relative one, implying, as it does, some other realities that

are less high, or lower. So, from this single term, we come to know that

according to the Monotlreistic Schools of the Vedanta, there are other

'realities' besides Brahman, viz Cit and Acit : Jiva and Jagat. Thus, here,

three realities have to be admitted, viz. Brahman, Cit and Acit : Isvara,

Jiva and Jagat. Hence, if in this way, the Doctrine of a plurality of realities

is accepted, then that seems to imply a kind of Pluralism, with all its
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inherent defects and inner contradictions. But, surely, the Vedanta, in

all its forms, is a Doctrine of Unity, and not of Multiplicity Therefore,

the question is as to how to reconcile the oneness of Brahman with the

reality of Jfva-Jagat.

(ii) Three kinds of Bhedas.

Now, when we speak of more than one reality, that means that there

is a difference or 'Bheda
1

between the same. For, if we speak of two

realities A and B, A must be different from B, otherwise, why count them

as two ? Of course, Differences themselves may be of different kinds.

Accordingly, in Indian Philosophy, three kinds of 'Bhedas' or 'Differences'

have been spoken of : 'Sajatiya', 'Vijatiya'and 'Svagata'. 'Sajatiya-Bheda'

means the difference between two (or more) objects of the same class, for

example, that between oiie tree and another. 'Vijntlya-Bheda' means the

difference between two (or more) objects of two (or more) different classes,

as for example, that between a tree and a stone. 'Svagata-Bheda' means the

difference between two (or more) parts of the same whole, as for example,

that between one leaf and another, between a leaf and a flower, and so

on, of the very same tree. Evidently, here the difference between one

leaf and another of the same tree, may, also be called 'Sajatiya-Bheda' in

one sense ;
while that between a leaf and a flower of the same tree, may be

called 'Vijatiya-Bheda,' in that sense. But, to prevent this kind of

confusion, 'Sajatiya' and 'Vijatlya' 'Bhedas
1

are taken here to be referring

to differences between things, taken as wholes ; while 'Svagata-Bheda',

between parts of those wholes.

Thus, here, it is evident that the first two kinds of 'Bheda', viz.

'Sajatiya' and 'Vijatiya', really imply separate realities, like trees, stores,

and the like. But a question may legitimately be asked here as to how

'Svagata-Bheda', too, can imply the same, for, how can mere 'parts' be

taken to be 'realities' themselves ? If the whole be real, then necessarily,

its parts, too, must be so ; but, simply for that reason, a part cannot be

taken to be a 'reality
1

by itself

This, of course, is wholly correct. For, it goes without saying that

the 'reality' by itself is only the whole, as the whole only is an 'object* or

a 'thing.' Still, the mutual differences amongst the 'parts' of one 'whole' is

also an undeniable fact, as, real 'wholes' are 'organic wholes', or wholes of

mutually different, yet intrinsically united, parts. Thus, an 'organic

whole* is essentially 'a uuity-in-difference
1

, neither a mere unity nor a

bare difference, but a wonderful combination of both 'Unity' and

'Difference.' It is in such a combination, alone, in such a unity amongst
differences only, that lies the very essence of an "Organic Whole". In fact,

if all the parts were identical with one another, then, there would have

been really no question of a "whole*" at all ; for then, there would have been
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only a "one", and not a "whole". "Whole", really is a relative term, implying

essentially, its "parts" ; and "parts", in the plural, imply essentially their

mutual differences. That is why, "Brahman" of the Advaita School is

not really a "Whole" or a "Unity", but only a "One"- although to

distinguish It from "Brahman", of the Monotheistic Schools, It is often

called an "Abstract Whole". Thus, it is absolutely essential for the

Monotheistic Schools to admit "Svagata-Bhedas" of Brahman. (See below

under the Section on "Relation between Brahman, JIva and Jagat"),

In fact, by this conception of an "Organic or a Concrete Whole", the

Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta try to reconcile the oneness of

Brahman with the multiplicity of Realities- Thus, according to them,

Reality is, indeed, not one ; yet, at the same time, Brahman is One Reality.

This apparently self-contradictory conception is, according to them, quite

possible on the abave grounds, that is, if Brahman be taken to be an

"Organic Whole."

Thus, according to Jsnkantha, as well, Brahman's essential nature is

that He is One,
'

Ekamevadvitiyam" ( Chandogya Upanisad 6. 2. 1. ). All

other characteristics of Brahman follow necessarily from this first and

fundamental characteristic of "Oneness." For, if Brahman be not One,
what else can He be as 'Brahman

1

? Evidently, if there be some other

Realities to destroy His 'oneness', then He can no longer be All-pervasive,

All-powerful, All-knowing, and the rest. Hence it does not require much

argumentation, as pointed out above, that Brahman has no 'Sajatiya and

Vijatlya Bheda', or no reality outside Him, on a par with Him. Further,
His 'Svagata Bhedas' too, do not destroy His 'Oneness' ; and to make this

doubly clear, the second term "Advitiya" has been purposely attached to

the first term "Eka" in the above celebrated Chandogya Upanisad text.

(Chand. 6. 2. 1.).

(14j(i) Brahman as Unique (Advitiya)

The question may, legitimately, be asked as to why both the terms

"Eka" and "Advitlya" have been thought necessary here. This

seems to be nothing but a kind of useless repetition, for, "Eka" or "One"

and "Advitiya" or "Without a second" are only positive and negative ways,

respecctively, of indicating the very same fact. But how can we, really,

conceive of Scriptures as indulging in anything superflous ? However,

leaving that aside, we can, on the grounds of reason, no less, show that the

term "Advitiya", too, is essentially needed here, over and above the term

"Eka."

(1) First, according to all logical canons, a conclusion arrived at on

positive grounds is confirmed and, thereby, very much strengthened on

negative grounds. Mill's celebrated Inductive Methods, viz. Method of
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Agreement, Method of Difference, and Joint Method of Agreement and

Difference amply illustrate this. These Methods are as follows :

Method of Agreement :

ABC a b c

A D E a d e

A P G a f g etc. etc.

.'. A is the cause of a.

Here, the conclusion is arrived at on the grounds of a large number of

positive instances only. So, it is rather precarious.

Method of Difference :

ABC a b c

B C be
/. A is the cause of a.

Here, the conclusion is arrived on the grounds of one positive and one

negative instances.

Joint Method of Agreement and Difference :

ABC a b c

A D E a d e

A F G a f g etc, etc.

Again :

BCD bed
E F G e f g
H I J h i j etc. etc.

.'. A is the cause of a.

Here, the conclusion is arrived at on the grounds of a large number of

positive and negative instances.

In Indian Logic, similarly, we have the same kinds of Method.

For example, in the NySya System, we have the Methods of "Anvaya'' or

Agreement in Presence; "Vyatireka" or Agreement in Absence, and 11

"Vyabhicaragraha" or Absence of Contradictory Instances.

Thus :

Whenever A is present, a is present.

(Anvaya)
Whenever A is absent, a is absent

(Vyatirekaha)
No instance is found of A being present, yet a being absent,

and

No instance is found of A being absent, yet a being piesent.

(Vyabhicaragraha)

.'. A is the cause of a.

Now, all the above cases clearly show the great logical value of
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negative instances in confirming the results arrived at oil the grounds of

positive instances.

The same is the case here, too. Here, the first positive term '"EKa"

or "One 51
is beautifully confirmed by the second negative term "Advitlya"

or "Without a Second", and so, this is by, no means, useless.

(2) Secondly, however, the term "Advitiya" has a deeper signid-

cance, as, it not only confirms the fact of Brahman's Oneness, but over and

above, itself brings to light an additional characteristic of Brahman, viz.

His Uniqueness. Thus, Brahman is not only "One", but also "Unique",

this is the real implication here.

But a question still remains- Are these two really different,

necessitating such a different mention, for, if Brahman be "One", is He

not, at the same time, "Unique" ?

Not necessarily, replies a Mono.heistic VedSntist. For, the term

"One" is an absolute one, while the term "Unique", relative ; and it is this

latter implication that is specially needed here. Why ? Simply because of

the above fundamental Monotheistic conception of Brahman as an "Organic

Whole". According to this conception, as we have seen, (P. 37) Brahman

is not the "only Reality, as His parts Jiva and Jagat are also equally

real. So, the question naturally arises as to the exact position of Brahman,

the Real, in relation to other reals, like Jiva and Jagat. The term "One"

does not involve this question, as, by itself, it simply means that Brahman

is One Reality, without necessarily raising the further question regarding

His position in a Hierarchy of Reals. But the term "Advitiya"

specially does so. Hence, this second term, too, is essentially necessary.

Thus, what does this term "Advitlya" really imply? It implies

that in the Hierarchy of Reals, Brahman has an absolutely Unique

position, as, amongst all the Reals, He alone is the "Whole", and none

else. In fact, all other "Reals" are only "parts", and "parts" of the "Whole".

That is why, naturally, "the Whole" or Brahman is a Unique Reality.

A question, again may be asked here as to why, then, the Advaita

Vedanta Schools, too, base their Absolute Monism on the very same

celebrated Chandogya Upanisad Text Chand. Up. 6.2.1.^ ? Why do they,

also, require the second term "Advitlya" here ?

The reply is that they do so to show that Brahman is the Sole Reality

and there is no other reality besides Him. Here also, the first term "One"

by itself, being absolute in nature, does not involve any reference to auy

thing else. But, the question always remains for all, Monists or Mono-

theists, as to whether there is any other reality besides Brahman; and if

so, what is the position of Brahman'in relation to the same. That is why,

both the Monists and the Monotheists have to face the very same problem
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in the beginning, although, as well-known, their solutions of the same are

quite different. Thus, according to the Monistic Schools of the Vedanta,

Brahman is "Advitiya" or Uuique, because He is the Sole Reality, Jiva-

Jagat being "Mithya" or False. But according to the Monotheistic Schools,

Brahman is "Advitiya" or Unique because He is the only "Whole"

amongst other realities, like Jlva-Jagat. In this way, the stress on

"Advitiyatva" or Uniqueness of Brahman, over and above His "Ekatva" or

Oneness, is needed equally by all School^ of the Vedflnta.

With reference to the Monotheistic Doctrine of the Uniqueness of

Brahman, a further question still remains, viz. In what way is He Unique

qualitatively, or quantitatively, or both qualitatively and quantitatively ?

Evidently, there cannot be any qualitative uniqueness, here, on the

part of Brahman ; as, according to the Monotheistic Doctrine of

"Parinamavuda" or Real Transformation (See below Chap. Ill under the

Section on "Brahman as the Material Cause or PariiiSmavada".

Also the Section on "The Refutation of the First Objection against

Brahtna-Karanavada" ) Brahman is Himself transformed into the forms of

Jiva-Jagat, so that Jiva-Jagat themselves are, too, Brahman in essence or

nature. That is why, the Chnndogya Upanisad has declared gloriously :

Thus, qualitatively, Brahman, Jiva and Jagat are of the same nature.

But quantitatively, there is, indeed a vast difference, like that between

a whole and its parts. Thus, quantitatively Brahman is "Bhuma," or

Vast ; Jiva, "Ann" or infinitesimal, being only one part amongst an infinite

number of parts ; Brahman is Omnipotent ; Jiva, not so, falling short of

that only by one power, viz. that of Creation-Maintenance-Destruction

(Srsti-Sthiti-Pralaya). (See P. 43) In this way, though qualitatively

identical with Brahman, both Jiva and Jagat, yet retain their own

'individuality* under all circumstances whatsoever (P. 36) ;
and in that

sense, are only quantitatively different from Brahman. : See below Chap. VI

under the Section on "The Relation between Brahman, Jiva and Jagat/')

In this way, Brahman of the Monotheistic Schools of Vedanta is

quantitatively Unique, i. e. a Whole, immanent in its parts, yet

transcending these infinitely (See P. 30-31 below. Also Chap. Ill the Section

on "The Refutation of the Fifth Objection against Bralmia-Karana-vada" ).

Thus, so far as He is immanent in His parts, He is qualitatively the same

as the parts ; but in so far as He is transcendent over the parts, He is

quantitatively different from and more than the same.

In this way, such an Uniqueness of Brahman, makes for the supreme

glory and grandeur of Brahman and Jiva-Jagat, at the same time. The

glory and grandeur of Brahman lie in this, that, though not the only

6
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reality, He is, yet, the Highest and the Vastest Reality. If there be only

one Reality, then, surely, the Supreme glory and grandeur of that sole,

one Reality is easily established. But if there be many realities, qualita-

tively of the very same nature, then, naturally it is far more difficult to

prove the Supreme glory and grandeur of one only, amongst the rest.

That is why, this conception of Brahman's quantitative uniqueness,

specially makes for His Supreme glory aud grandeur.

In the very same manner, this conception of Brahman's quantitative

uniqueness also makes for the supreme glory and grandeur of Jlva-Jagat,

no less. For, is it not an absolutely grand and glorious thiug that

quantitatively infinitely small JIVP. is yet qualitatively the same as

Brahman ?

Here, finally, a word of warning i needed. The relation between

Brahman, on the one hand, and Jiva-Jagr ., on the other, has been described

above as that between an Organic Whole and its parts. But really

speaking, Brahman can have no parts, like a phys'cal object ; and is not a

divisible entity at all. The fact is that all these empirical terms are

absolutely inadequate for describing the real nature of Brahman, yet we

have to have recourse to these, there being no other alternative here. So,

what is meant here is simply this : In Brahman, the All-pervasive Being,

there is an infinite number of realities, each retaining its own indivi-

duality eternally, as His Guna-6akti, attributes and powers. (See below

Chap. Ill the Section on "The Refutation of the Second Objection against

Brahma-Karanavada" ).

Incidentally, this fundamental Vedanta Conception of Brahman's

Uniqueness also shows that the distinction between the Monistic and the

Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta is, after all, only a quantitative,

and not at all a qualitative one. For, according to both, Brahman

and Jlva-Jagat are qualitatively the same, i.e. all are Brahman. But, while

according to the Monistic Schools, they are also quantatively the same,

according to the Monotheistic Schools, they are quantitatively different.

Thus, according to the Monistic Schools, as Brahman and Jiva-Jagat are

qualitatively as well as quantitatively the same, there is really, only One

Reality, viz. Brahman and there does not, as a matter of fact, arise any

question of a relation between Brahman and any thing else. According to

the Monotheistic Schools, Jlva-Jagat are quantitatively different from

Brahman, as such, always retain their individuality or separate existence

from Brahman. In this way, as the fundamental "Brahmatva" or

"Brahman-hood" of all is equally admitted by all the Schools of the

Vedanta, these are, surely, qualitatively the same, i.e. the very same kind

of Doctrine of Brahman or "Brahma-Vada." It is quantitatively only that
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we count 'one* in the former, 'three* in the latter. Does that, really, imply
a very great difference ?

(ii) The Concept of Individuality.

A further question still remains. It has been said above (P. 36, 41, that

Brahman, on the one hand, and Jiva-Jagat, on the other, are only

quantitatively different, and not Qualitatively, still they are different and

still Jiva-Jagat retain fully their own respective individualities (P. 36). But
is that ever possible ? For, if, Jiva-Jagat be not qualitatively different from

Brahman, i.e. not different from Brahman by nature, how can they be

called separate individual realities f Evidently, 'individuality* implies

uniqueness in nature and qualities ; and mere quantitative "more-ness" or

"less-ness", "greatness" or "smallness," "highness*' or "lowness" cannot

really constitute such an Uniqueness. For example, is one drop of sea-

water really and actually different from the sea, really and actually a

separate individual entity, really and actually a unique reality ?

A Monotheistic Vedantist would reply by simply pointing out that

differences in attributes and powers do constitute a real kind of difference,

and if that be so, the differing things are each a separate individual

entity, a unique reality. A drop of sea-water is, indeed, a separate entity,

a unique reality in the sense that, what it is, no one, nothing else is in

exactly the same way.

This, in fact, is, the inexplicable mystery, as well as the infinite

glory of an 'Individual* What it is, it is, it is alone, and no one,

nothing else is exactly that. Take two grains of salt, two particles of

dust, two drops of water, two blades of grass, two petals of flower, two

leaves of a tree, or any such pair. In each case, each one of the pair is an

'individual* entity, a unique reality, a separate existence, although

apparently indistinguishable from the other.

In exactly the same sense is Brahman an Individual, Jiva an

Individual, Jagat an Individual. Such is the great and grand Conception
of Individuality of the Monotheistic Schools. ( See Chap. VI under the

Section on "The Relation between Brahman, Jiva and Jagat.
*

) Whether

logically acceptable or not, whether philosophically justifiable or not,

it has, indeed, a sublime majesty of its own that has never failed to

capture the imagination of seers, saints and sages, all throughout the

ages. Though infinitely small in quantity, the Jiva, yet dares to call

itself a separate individual, a unique reality besides Brahman, the

Almighty, All-Majestic, All-Glorious, All-Powerful, All- Pervasive

Being on a par with Him, as regards nature or essence, and claiming

equality with Him in every respect, except two one in size, the

other in power, Brahman being Bhiima or All-Pervasive, Jiva, Aiju or



44 Doctrine of Srikantha

atomic in size ; Brahman being Oumipotent, Jlva, lacking only the

powers of creation maintenance and destruction ( Sj-sti-Sthiti-Pralaya ).

(See P. 41) Herein lies, fundamentally, the beauty of this Monotheistic

Conception of Individuality.

However, drawing this long discussion to a close, we might point
out at the end that the Vedanta Concepts of Oneness and Uniqueness of

Brahman, from whatever standpoint these might be considered, Monistic

or Monotheistic, are indeed, unparalleted in the world for their sublimity
of vision, profundity of understanding and magnanimity of outlook.

These, at the same time, strike a death-blow to the absolutely wiong,

yet still today dogmatically clung, belief that Monotheism and Monism
were unknown to India and later on imported to it from over the

deserts and across the seas.

IV Brahman and Sakti

(1) Para-Prakrti as Siva's Fara-Sakti.

Brahman, as we have seen, is Ananta-Sakti, possessed of Infinite

Powers ( P. 19 ). But when there are more than one, when there are

many, there is naturally a question of the 'best* amongst the many.
Here also, the same question can be raised : What is the Para-6akti

the Supreme Power of Brahman ?

According to Srikantha, this Supreme Power or Para-J-Jakti, is Para-

Prakjrti. This is, of course, not the Acit or the physical power of

Brahman, responsible for the physical world, which is also called

"Prakf ti
w

. Hence, to distinguish the Supreme Power from this physical

Prakfti, the term "Para-Prakjrti
r
has been used here. This Para-Prakyti

is above the universe of souls and matter, and its Maha-Vibhuti", or

Great Glory and Grandeur ; of the form of Supreme Knowledge and Bliss ;

above all limits of space, time and the like ; and natural. In fact, this

Para-Prakrti constitutes the very essence as well as attributes, Svariipa
and Guna, of the Supreme Brahman or Para-Brahman. Hence, without

this Para-Prakrti the above states : Eight Holy Names ( P. 16 ) and

Six Holy Attributes (P. 17 ) are not at all possible on the part of

Brahman. Thus, Para-Brahman without His Para-J-Jakti is absolutely

powerless. In the colloquial language 61va without 6akti is 6ava or

a corpse. In fact, Siva is what He is, does what He does, through Sakti

alone. Such is the glorious conception of J-iakti in Srikantha-Vedanta.
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Hence, rlkantha beautifully explains the nature of Para-Prakrti

thus :

Kjfa-srnTRpTr^ *f^-fa?fari:

\

i

( v*-i )

Such is the Glory of Para-Prakrti Para-Prakrti is identical with

Para-Brahman, and makes His very existence possible and fruitful.

Thus, the essential characteristic of Brahman is that He is Omniscient,

Omnipotent, Cause of all, Controller of all, an Object to be worshipped

by all, the Favourer of all, the Cause of Moksa, Omnipresent, and the

like. And His essential Names, manifesting His Nature and Attributes

are iva, Mahesvara, Mahadeva, Rudra and the like. All these Divine

Characteristics and all these Divine Names depend wholly on the Para-

Prakrti and cannot belong to Para-Brahman without Para-Prak^ti,

as stated above.

Such is the Sublime Conception of Para-6akti, in SrTkai;tha-Ved3nta.

(2) Cidambaram or Cit akti as i ara-5akti,

The question here naturally arises as to what really is this Para-

Prakrti ? Here ^nkantha, according to his sectarian leaning, identifies

the Para-6akti with Cidambaram or the Ether inside the Heart-lotus.

This Conception of Cidambaram is a central one in the 6aiva System

of rikantha, and has been repeatedly emphasised by him in his Bhaya.

This is also called "Daharskasam", the Small Ether, and that 6rikantha

was specially attached to the Dahara-Vidya has already been stated,

(P. 10).

Compare the following :
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In the Scriptures, Brahman is described as "Akasa-sarlra",

"Satyatma", "Pranarama", "Mana Ananda" and like (i'ait. 1. 6 ). (See P. 27)

In explaining this, Srlkautha here develops his fundamental conception
of Cidambaram.

First, Brahman is called "Akasa-sanra", or One who has the

Ether for His Body. Here, "Akasa" means "Cidambaram" or "Para-

Prakjrti". The i->ivarka-Mani-Dlpika explains the term "Cidambaram",
thus

Thus 'Cidambaram' is nothing but the 'Cit-^akti of the Supreme
Lord,

This Cit-^akti is not a mere instrument of Brahman in His act

of creation, just as an axe is the instrument for cutting woods. But it is

also His material for creation.

In other words, Brahman creates the world out of Himself, thus

being its Material Cause (Upadana-Karana) by means of Himself, thus

being its Instrumental Cause also ( Nimitta-Karana ) (See below Chap. Ill

the Section on "Brahman as Material and Efficient Causes" ). But as

stated above, Para-Piakrti is identical with Para-Brahman. So, Para-

Prakjrti is both the Material and Instrumental Causes of the world. And,

Para-Prakfti is nothing but Cidambaram, and Cidambaram is nothing,

but Cit-akti. Accordingly, the Cit-akti of Brahman is both the Material

and Instrumental Causes of the world. So, it is neither Cit alone,

manifested in the Jivas, nor Acit alone manifested in material objects ;

but a combination of both, constituting the very Nature of Brahman.

That is why, in the above passage in Srikantha-BhavSya, "Parama-Prakrti-

rupa Parama-Sakti, called Cidambaram" is described as an Infinite Ocean,

on which numerous worlds appear and disappear like bubbles.

This Cidambara is Sat or Existence in essence.
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In the world, everything is found to 'exist
1

,
when we perceive

them thus : 'This is this, this is that
1

etc. Now, this common quality of

Existence is nothing but the Existence of the Cit-^akti, shining in all.

Again, the Cit-6akti is Ananda or Bliss in essence.

Thus, the Cit-vSakti is Sat, Citand Ananda in essence, like Brahman.

(SeeP.21ff).

It is, thus, the Prana, the basis and the support of all.

The Supreme Ether or Para-Prakrti is the Cause of all.

As in the case of Brahman, so in the case of the Para-Sakti, too,

which is Para-Prakrti or the Cidambaram, identical with Him it is,

Ananda or Bliss t^at constitutes the core. Hence, Srikaiilha refers to

the blissfulness of Para-6akti often, thus :

I'

Para-^akti, Para-Prakrti or ParakSsa is of the same nature as

Brahman. Hence, Para-^akti has been referred to as "Auanda-Maya" in

the Scriptures.

That the Para-6akti is Daharakasam is also repeatedly mentioned'

by the Dahara-Pujaka Srikaiitfia :

r

\"

:, f% 3

The Supreme L/ord is the Daharakasam, as it alone possesses all the

qualities of Brahman, like 'freedom from sins, etc. So, the Lord is not

inside the Daharakasam, but is Himself Daharakasam which is but

Cidambaram.

(3) Ur a or Maya as Para-Sakti.

We have seen that, Para-Sakti is Para-Prakrti, Para-Prakrti is

Cidambaram or Cit-6akti, Cidambaram is Daharakasam. Now, we reach

the consummation of this Concept of Sakti in that Supreme Concept of

Uma, as Para-6akti of Para-Brahman, as Para- Prakfti, as Cit 6akti, as,

Cidambaram, as Daharakasam.
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As shown above, this Para-Prakrti Umri or Maya is the very essence

of Para-Brahmau and identical with Him. Without Her, He is absolutely

powerless ; without Him, She, too, is equally powerless- Thus, there is a

close relationship of reciprocity between the two, Creation is possible

only through the co operation of both, and not otherwise. Referring to

this fundamental Cosmological Theory of his Vedanta-Systeni, 6rikantlia

says :

i

( t-vM* )

Maya is Prakrti, or the root Material Cause of all, and Brahman

possesses Maya as HisSakti, Guiia, Sarira etc. From Maya alone the world

cannot result, nor from Brahman alone, but from Brahman, the Mayina,

together with His Power of Maya. Just as nails, hair etc. cannot spring

from the body alone or from the soul alone, but from the body together

with the soul, so is the case here. ( See below Chap. Ill under the Section

on "Refutation of the First Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada").

So, when we conceive of Brahman, we have to conceive of Him not

alone, but together with Maya or Uma. That is why, Srikantha repeatedly

refers to Brahman as "Umapati", "Umanatha" and the like, thus :

4
*

Para-Brahman, the Lord of Uma, is the Lord of the whole universe,

free from all blemishes due to faults and worldly desires.

r (

Paramesvara, the Companion of Uma, is to be worshipped inside the

Small Heait-Lotus.

The Supreme Light, Supreme Brahman, accompanied by Uma, is to

be worshipped inside the Small Ether in the Heart-Lotus.

*

The direct vision of the Supreme Brahman, variegated with the

Parama 6akti Uma, leads to His attainment.



Um3 or Mays as Para-Sakti

The Supreme lyord, who is the Witness of all, Omniscient, Beyond

darkness, Transcendent over the world, is said to be the Source of all and

the Material Cause of all, as accompanied by and endowed with

Parama-6akti Uma.

q*' mlfairfr srsi i" ( <-vw )

Here, by a clever device, "Uma" has been shown to be the same as

the famous "Praiiava" or Om, with a slight variation in its order. Thus

Pranava or Oni means A + U 4 Ma. In the case of 'Uma', however, we have

U + Ma-f A.
\"

The Changeless Supreme Brahman, variegated by Uma, is the

Highest of all.

Para-6akti Uma is, indeed, identical with Para-Brahman. Yet it

is repeatedly said that Para-Brahman is "Sabalita-Riipa" or "6abalikrta"

or made variegated in colour by Uma. This is meant for showing that

Brahman is not NirvisevSa or devoid of all differences, whatsoever, as held

by the Advaita School. Brahman has no Sajatlya-Bheoa or difference

from some one or some thing belonging to the same class ; and "Vijatlya-

Bheda" or difference from some one or something belonging to another

class. Yet He has Svagata-Bheda or internal differences (See P. 37). His

attributes and powers constitute His Svagata-Bheda. From this standpoint,

Uma being Brahman's power, constitutes His Svagata-Bheda. That is why,

it has been said in Saivagama, or Saiva Holy Works, that the Lord is

Black and Twany because of Um5, His Supreme Power (Para-Pykfti).

In this way, His Para-6akti Uma lends Variety, Colour, Beauty, Glory

and Grandeur to Siva's Form, and is the very Core of His Being, the

very Essence of His Nature, the very Basis of His Existence.

Such is the strangely wonderful Conception of 6iva-6akti in 6aiva

Philosophy. 6akti is identical with 6iva, yet different from Him ; 6akti

is Siva's part, yet necessary to complete and fructify Him ; Sakti is wholly

dependent on 6iva as His Power and Attribute, yet 6iva is wholly

dependent on Her for being what He is and doing what He does. Such a

Superb Paradox is, indeed, unique in the History of Philosophical

Speculation. But is it really an Inexplicable Mystery, a matter of Pure

Mysticism, beyond the range of all reasoning and comprehension ?

7
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(4) Real Implications of the Concept of Siva-Sakti.

But we make bold to assert that really there is no Paradox, no

Mystery, no Mysticism in any Concept of Indian Philosophy. It is, of

course, asserted by all Indian Sage -Philosophers with very appropriate

modesty that

"srf^n: *?ffi ^ *TT3T: ^ Sl^ifaj ^r^
"The ideas that are beyond ordinary thought should not be made

subjects of argumentation."

Still, while admitting that deep, profound philosophical ideas cannot

be proved by ordinary means of proof or sources of knowledge, they never

say that these are to be accepted merely on trust, as matters of blind faith

and unquestioning acceptance. For, there are such things as higher

means of Proof, higher sources of Knowledge or higher kinds of

Perception and Inference which lead to a full comprehension here. And,
our revered Indian sages have given clear evidences for such higher

categories of knowledge in their inspired utterances and writings all

throughout.

So, the. Paradox of this fundamental concept of Siva->akti has been

beautifully resolved by them. This, has been done by the celebrated

Indian Doctrines of Prema, Maya and Lila.

(i) The Concept of Prema

The absolutely unquenchable thirst of Indian Philosophers for

Unity and Universality has led them inevitably to the basic Concept
of the One One Supreme Self : Paramatman, One Supreme God : Para-

rnesvara, One Supreme Absolute : Para-Brahman. This Supreme Self,

Supreme God, Supreme Absolute is Eternal and Unchanging, Full and

Perfect, eternally and fully Consummated, eternally and fully Satisfied,

eternally and fully Pure. So, He has no need for anything, knowledge,

happiness, perfection, purity, fulness. Hence, He has also no

need for any activity at all. Thus, we have the conception of a Static

Deity, or Reality, who, from all eternity simply "Is" One and Alone,

without a second, without any companion, without any communion
with any one, without any activity or transformation of any kind

whatsoever. From the strictly Philosophical standpoint, such a Great

and Grand conception has, indeed, a majestic beauty of its own, that has

never failed to capture the imagination of Great Minds. Hence, in the

History of Philosophy, we meet with many an attempt to reach such a

One and Universal Being, and rest there.

But the lure of the perceptible world, with all its beauty and

ugliness, pleasures and pains, virtues and vices, is, indeed, very great.

After all, the philosopher himself springs from the soil of the earth, and
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the earth cannot be ignored. It has to be faced, it has to be tackled, it

has to be explained. Hence, even strict Monists, like Jsamkara, have to

bring in Maya to explain the phenomenal and ultimately false world.

But to the Monotheists, this idea of an eternally static or inactive,

eternally alone, eternally satisfied Absolute has no charm. The idea of a

Personal God is a rich, warm, sweet one, where all the elements of a

humanly imaginable perfect personality are taken to reach their highest

perfection in one Grand, Pull, Perfect Whole. Whether this procedure
is epistemologically correct or not, mataphysically real or not, ethically

useful or not is not the point at issue here. The point is that the

inner impluse, the eternal cravings of man for communion with

God are not satisfied unless and until the Being towards whom
these are inevitably directed is realised as a Personal Being,
whom he can revere and love and who also can love him and feel for him.

Unless we can believe this firmly, there cannot be any Religion for us

at all.

Thus, Religion essentially means a Personal Conception of God. And,
such a Personal Conception cannot, evidently, be the Conception of a

Cold, Neutral, Deity, devoid of all feelings. Hence, we conceive of God
as essentially a Loving God (Prema-maya). But Love (Prema or Prlti)

is a relative term it essentially means a relation between one who
loves and one who is loved. However, God being Omnipresent, there

cannot be any one outside Him to love ; so He Icves Himself, loves the

Jlvas that are within Himself. Here, the Jivas are only His parts, and

if His love be exhausted in the Jivas only, then it will remain only partial.

Undoubtedly, according to those Monotheistic Schools that believe

in a God of Love, God's fullest love is given unstintingly to His each

and every devotee, who is His Other Self. Still here, His fullest love

is given, after all, to a minuetest (Aiiu) Jiva -and this conception

fails to satisfy the eternal cravings of the Jiva itself for the fullest

manifestation of God's love. That manifestation can only be in His

Own Self, and for that, a duality, so to speak, between God and His Own
Self has to be conceived of. Here God loves His Own Self, the loving

nature of God finds the fullest consummation of His fullest love in His

own fullest Self. It is this Self that is Uma, Diva's Para-6akti.

(ii; The Concept of Maya

Thus, Urna is the very Self (Svarupa) of God, so identical with Him,

yet for making the concept of Love plausible, is taken also to be different

from Him. In this way, Uma makes Diva's Love possible, and thereby

other attributes and functions, on His part. She is also taken to be the
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Attribute (Gu^ia) and Power (akti) of the Lord. For, Nature (Svarupa),

Attribute (Gufla) and Power (Sakti) are nothing separate Nature is

manifested in Attributes and Powers, Attributes and Powers make up

Nature. No doubt, Attributes and Powers are parts of Nature and are

Svagata-bhedas of the Whole. So Uma has been purposely called an

Attribute and a Power of Siva, to show Her identify-in-difference also

from Him. This Attribute, this Power is not a partial one, as in other

cases, but it is a Supreme Attribute (Para-Guna--, a Supreme Power

(Para-^akti), identical with Him.

In this way, Uma is the Svarupa of Siva, so identical with Him ;

Para-Guna and Para-Sakti of vSiva, so identical, yet different from Him.

She is one with Him, yet completes Him ; depends on Him, yet makes Him

possible (See above P. 51\ Because of all these apparently paradoxical

relationships between the two, Uma is called Maya, a Mystic and a Magic

something ; not only that, a wonderful and an enchanting something. She

is, of course, Suddha-Maya, as distinguished from Asudha-Mayaor Prakrti

(Su. 4-4-22 &M.D. 2-2-36). The conception of One, Full, Static God is

quite clear to the discerning mind. But the conception of One, apparently

becoming Dual, yet remaining One in Essence, is not so clear. That is

why, this is a conception of Maya. This conception has never failed

to capture the imagination and enthral the hearts of the Monotheistic

thinkers of Msdhurya-Bhakti School, or, the School according to which

the relation between God and Souls is a sweet, intimate, Personal one.

For, what sweeter vision can there be than that of >iva, playing lovingly

with Himself, making Himself dependent on Himself, bifurcating

Himself, again, drawing that part to Himself in one Great and Grand

Circle ? Like a Mayaviii, Magician, the Lord plays with His own Maya,

manifesting His loving, playful, joyous Nature to the fullest in that way.

(iii) The Concept of Lila

Thus, this Concept of Maya makes inevitably for that of Lila. The

God of Religion is a loving, playful, joyous God, playing with Himself,

with His Jivas, His parts ; and also with His Entire Self or 6akti. The

whole relation between Siva and Sakti is, thus, nothing but one of Lila, or

Supreme Divine Sport on the part of God. Not out of any necessity,

but, on the contray, because He has no needs to get rid of, no ends to

attain, no desires to fulfillthe Lord engages Himself in this ethereal

sport with Himself in love and joy, bliss and beauty, fulness and

perfection. Through this Divine process of Dividing and Uniting,

Giving away and Taking Back, Enjoying and being Enjoyed, the

Ever-CompJete God completes Himself anew, so to speak, and



Real Implications of Jsakti as Cidambaram or Daharakasam 53

manifests His combined, complete Nature or Bliss in the form of the

Universe. That is why, the creation of the world has been described

as a mere "Lila" or Sport and Frolic on His part. (See below Chap. Ill

the Section on "Refutation of the Sixth Objection against Brahma-

Karana-Vada").

Thus, the Concept of 6iva-{->akti, is nothing paradoxical or self-

contradictory. Metaphysically, as pointed out above, an absolutely

Abstract Absolute cannot create, cannot manifest Itself,- only a Concrete

God can do so, and 6akti supplies this concreteness to the Creator God.

Theologically, also, such an Abstract Absolute is totally unsatisfactory,

and Sakti supplies life, beauty and bliss to the God of love and prayer. In

this way, the Concept of akti is logically necessary to Monotheistic

Schools. This Sakti is Mayathe most hidden, most mysterious, most

wonderful aspect of God ; Sakti is Uma (to Saivas), or Radha (to

Vaisnavas) the most beautiful, most blissful, most enchanting aspect of

God. Thus, God is One and Indivisible, no doubt, yet He is Richest in

contents, and has, accordingly, numerous aspects. The combination of all

these aspects is Para-Sakti Uma or Radha, as the case may be.

As a matter of fact, a Concrete, Full, Rich, Warm, Dynamic

Personality is best expressed through the relation between two. So, even

the great aud age-old Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, which propounds a most

sublime form of Monism, asserts unequivocally :

"He did not feel pleasure. Hence, none can feel pleasure alone. He

desired for a second,"

This desire for a second is not a sign of any want, defect or imper-

fection on the part of God it is but essential to His fundamental sweet,

loving, playful Nature, finding expression within Himself in a sweet,

loving frolic with Himself, as both the One and the Other, as both the

Lover and the Beloved, as both the Player and the Object of Play, as both

the Enjoyer and the Object to be enjoyed. [ See below Chap. Ill (II 6 ii)

under the Section on : "Refutation of the Sixth Objection against

Brahma-Karana-vada."J From the standpoint of God, this is the logical

justification and philosophical necessity for Para-Sakti. For, God cannot,

evidently, be taken to be Lila-Maya, Anauda-Maya, Prema-Maya, Full of

Frolic, Bliss and Love, unless He thus sports with, enjoys aud loves

Himself in the form of 'Another.'

From the standpoint of Men, as already stated, the Concept of Sakti

is necessary both from the philosophical and religious points of view.

Thus, from all points of view, this Supreme and Sublime Concept of

iva-6akti is an eminently reasonable one,
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(5) Real Implications of Sakti as Cidambaram or Daharakasam

As we have seen, Para-Sakti is identified in Srikantha's System as

the "Cidambaram" or "Daharakasam". As a matter of fact, Paramesvara

Himself is identical with the same. So, naturally a question may be raised

as to why the Bhiima Mahan, the Great and the High Lord or His Para-

6akti, identical with Him, has been identified with something so

infinitely small as the "Cidambaram" or the ''Daharakasam". This means

the Akasa or the Ether inside the heart-lotus of the Jiva who is Arm or

atomic in size Hence the Ether within the atomic heart-lotus must

itself be still smaller. So, how can the All-pervasive Lord and His

Para-^akti be identical with this Smallest Ether within the heart ?

First, this identification of the Supreme God with this "Small

Ether" has a deep meaning, both from the philosophical and religious

standpoints. Philosophically, the Jiva is Anu, or atomic or infinitely

small, no doubt. But still it is similar to Brahman, the Vibhu, the

Infinitely Vast. Hence, although Anu, it has within itself the Vibhu

Paramesvara.

The heart of the Jiva is conceived to be like a Lotus (Hradaya-

Pundarika), with its thousand petals spread on thousand sides. Many
are the mystic interpretations given by different thinkers of this

Heart-Lotus and its Petals. But leaving all these aside and considering

the matter from a simple, direct, non-technical standpoint, it might

very well be said that this beautiful conception of the Heart-Lotus with

its spreading petals, implies the gradual spreading, core by core, of the

inner essence, the inherent glory and the infinite grandeur of human
nature.

(i) The Concept of Panca-Kosa

According to the celebrated "Doctrine of Five-fold Sheaths
1 '

(Paftca-Koa), as propounded in the Taittirlya Upanisad (Tait 2.), the Jiva
consists of five sheaths (Kosa), viz, Anna (Food or Body nourished by Food),

Pra#a (Vital-breath), Manas (Mind), Vijnana Philosophical Knowledge)
and Ananda (Bliss). But its real and final nature is Ananda or Bliss. So

the outer sheaths are to be gradually pealed off till the innermost Core is

reached. That is why, in the Tattirlya Upanisad,. we have higher and

higher conceptions of the Self as Anna, Prana, Manas, Vijfianaand Ananda.

In this way, mere Physical Personality (Annamaya Atnian), is elevated to

a Living Personality (Pranamaya Atman), that to a Rational Personality

(Manotnaya Atman), that to a Discerning Personality (Vijftanmaya Atnian),

and that, finally, to a Blissful Personality (Anandamaya Atman).

Thus, the Jiva at first realises itself to be a Physical Being or
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identifies its own Self, Atman, with the Anna, or Food or the Physical

Body, sustained by Food ; then it realises itself to be a Living Being,

an Animal, distinct from inanimate, material, objects and identifies its own

Self, Atman with Praiia, or the Vital-breath, the animating Principle of

Physical Life or Life in the Physical world
;
then it realises itself to be a

Thinking Being, a Rational Animal, distinct from all other animals, and

identifies its own Self with Manas, or Mind, the instrument of empirical

knowledge ; then it realises itself to be a Discerning Being, a knower,
distinct from all other rational animals, and identifies its own Self with

Vijftana or Philosophical Knowledge, the real means to Salvation (Moksa) ;

then it realises itseU to be a Blissful Being, distinct from all other

knowers, and identifies itself with Ananda, or Bliss, the essence of the

Self, as it really is.

In this way, the more does the Jiva realise its true nature, the more

does the petals of its Heart-Lotus expand, and the more does Anauda
manifest >tself as permeating its innermost being and filling its life with

peace and bliss.

Now, the Cidambaram or the Daharakasa is the vast expansion
within this quantitatively small, yet qualitatively great Heart-Lotus.

When the Jiva comes to realise itself as Anauda, its Heart-Lotus is

fragrant with that Ananda, with all the petals expanded fully in Anauda.

Then, the Ether within, the Heart-Lotus too, is Auauda, through and

through. In fact, in that state, the innermost core of the Heart-Lotus is

manifested as Ananda in essence and hence the Ether within it is also so.

In that state, this Ether is nothing but the Ananda-maya God, and
the Auandamoyi >akti. Thus, from the metaphysical standpoint, the

identification of the Cidambaram or the Daharakasam with God and 6akti

is quite justifiable. It simply shows that the very essence, core or nature

of Jiva is identical with that of Brahman. For, the Cidambaram or the

Daharakasam represents the innermost being, the real essence, the basic core

of the Jiva ; and in this regard, here, the Jiva is absolutely identical with

Brahman. According to Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta, Jiva and
Brahman are identical in essence, but different in qualities and powers,
so that the Jiva is neither absolutely identical, nor absolutely different

from Brahman, but similar to Him, being both identical with and different

from Him. (See below Chap. VI under the Section on : "The Relation

between Brahman, Jiva and Jagat".) The Doctrine of Cidambaram or

Daharakasam represents this identity of essence between Jiva and Brahman
in a beautiful, enchanting manner. This is the metaphysical justification

of the identity of the Cidambaram or Daharakasam with the Para-6akti,
for the matter of that, with Paramesvara Himself, as found in the system
of
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From the standpoint of Religion, no less, the above Doctrine is quite

justifiable. From this standpoint, different kinds of Worship or

Meditation have been enjoined in the Scriptures. But amongst all these,

naturally, that on God as the Innermost Self, as identical with the self of

the worshipper, is by far the best. And, Dahara-Vidya or the Meditation

of God inside the Daharaknsam represents this Supreme Identity. That is

why, it has been taken to be the best form of Meditation by f-Jrlkantha.

(See P. 10).

Thus, it may be safely concluded that the Supreme and Sublime

Doctrine of Cidainbaram or DaharakSsam is nothing absurd or impossible

from any standpoint whatsoever.

V Activities of Brahman

The Panca-krtya or the Five-fold Activities of Brahman have been

referred to above, (See P 2.). The main of these is the first one, viz

Creation, the rest following from it.

(a) Brahman as Cre \(or, Sust u'ner and Destroyer of the Universe

One of the fundamental Problems of Philosophy is that of Creation.

In fact, all philosophical strivings arise from the basic cosmologicai

question : "What exactly i* the self, the T. What exactly is the world,

the 'Not-P ;
How did they come and where will they go ?" Hence, in

any System of Philosophy, these questions have to be tackled first.

Hence, in the Brahma-Sutras also, after the preliminary Sutra

"Athato Brahma-Jijnasa" "Then, therefore, there is a desire to know

Brahman" (Br-Sii. 1. 1. l.\ the second one, beginning the topic, is

"JanmSdasya Yatah", "From whom arise the origination and the rest

of the world" (Br. Sil. 1. 1.2.). Thus, the primary, fundamental mark

of Brahman has been taken to be Creatorship and the rest of the Universe,

(See P. 20. Also P. 35).

But the question may be asked : Why should Brahman alone be

taken to be the Single and Supreme Cause of the entire Universe of souls

and matter ? For, there are many other possible alternatives, such as,

material atoms (ParatuSnu) of the Nyaya-Vaisesika Systems, Prakrti

(Primary Material Cause) of the Samkhya-Yoga Systems, the Jiva

(Individual Soul\ Hiranyagarbha ^Collection of Individual Souls),

Visiiu or some other Deity, and so on. In common with all other

Monotheistic Schools of the Vedauta. Srlkantha, too, holds that none

of the above cau ever be taken to be the cause of the world. For example,
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the material atoms, being unconscious and non-intelligent, can never

fashion this vast and variegated universe, showing clear signs of

intelligence. The Paramaiiu-Karana-Vada or Atomic Theory of the

Nyaya-Vaisesika System has been criticised by ^rika^tha in the Tarka-

Pada, the Section concerned with the criticism of rival theories (Br. Su.

2.2. 10-16). The unconscious Prakrti or Pradhana of the Samkhya-Yoga

Systems, too, has to be rejected on the same grounds. This Pradhana-

Kara^a-Vada or Doctrine of the Causality of Pradhana, too, has been

repeatedly criticised by Srikantfia all throughout, and also separately in the

above Tarka-Pada (Br. Su. 2.2. 1-9). (See below under the Section on :

"Refutation of Rival Theories .) To hold that the Jiva is the creator of the

Universe is simply absurd, (e. g. Br. Su 1. 1. 16}. Equally absurd is to

hold that Hirnyagarbha, the aggregate of thejivas ( Jiva-Samasti-rupa ),

(e. g. Br. Su. I. 1. 1720) can be the cause of the Universe. All these, the

Jiva, Hiranyagarbha, Visuu and the like are themselves created by

Brahman. So, how can they be taken to be the First Cause ? Now, all

these really do not require much argumentation, and the only conclusion

that can be accepted is that :

Mn

iva, Mahadeva, the Great God alone, can be the Cause of the

creation, maintenance and destruction of the Universe. [ See below

Chap. Ill the Section on : "Brahman as Creator". ]

(2) Brahman as Material and Efficient Causes.

Now, a cause may be of two kinds, material cause or Upadana-

Karana and instrumental or efficient cause, or Nimitta-Karana. We may
here take an ordinary example. A potter takes a lump of clay, and then

by means of certain instruments, like wheels, rods etc., produces a

clay-jar etc. Here, this lump of clay is the material cause ; while the

potter himself, with his instruments and the like, is the efficient cause.

The material cause is actually transformed into the form of the effect ;

and for that reason, ordinarily by the term "Cause," the material cause

is understood. But the efficient cause, though not actually transformed

into the form of the effect, is yet necessary for the final production of the

effect. In the example cited above, the lump of clay cannot by itself

become the clay-jar etc. for that, the thought, desire, energy etc. of the

potter and his actual work, as well as the power of wheels etc. are also

equally necessary. Thus, for the production of the effect, the co-operation

or combination of the material cause and the efficient cause is essential.

In the world, it is found that the material and efficient causes are

8
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mutually different- In the above example, the efficient cause, viz. poster

with his instruments, is quite different from the material cause, viz. the

lump of clay. The efficient cause here is an intelligent agent who knows

how to handle and make use of certain special kinds of instruments etc.

for getting a particular kind of object ; while the material cause is a

physical object outside him. So, when we say that Brahman is the Cause

of the world, the question naturally arises as to whether He is only the

Material Cause, or only the Efficient Cause, or both.

First, it is absurd to hold that Brahman is only the material cause.

For, then, who is there to fashion Brahman into the form of the universe ?

So, what efficient cause, capable of handling such a supremely vast Being

as Brahman as material, can there ever be outside Brahman ? Secondly,

for the same reason, Brahman cauuot be only the Efficient Cause, for, there

cannot be any material object outside the Omnipresent Brahman. There

are Schools, of course, which have propounded this strange theory. But

these inevitably make Brahman limited, i.e. non-omnipresent and

non-oinn ipotent.

Accordingly, the only possible conclusion here is that Brahman is

both the Material and Efficient Causes of the Universe. Hence, He is

called repeatedly "Ubhaya-KSrana" : Twofold Cause, by rikant'ia in his

Bhasya. Compare the following amongst others :

The Great and Glorious Brahman alone can possibly be both the

Material and Efficient Causes of the Universe. It is because He holds

such a power that He is called Brahman

*

TO ft ftrs* i" ( t-v*t )

In this passage, all the main characteristics of Brahman have been

clearly set forth. Thus, He is possesse 1 of the Six Holy Attributes,

mentioned above (P. 1 7) ; is both the Ma'erial and Efficient Causes of

the world, established by all the Scriptures ; possesses the Universe, His

own manifestation, as His body and attiibute, and thus, is One only,

without a second, of the form of Existence, Consciousness and Bliss,

the Cause of the breaking asunder of the noose of mundane existence, and

different from the Cit and the Acit.

KI f
9

(
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The question may be asked as to how it is possible for the same
Brahman to be both the Material and Efficient Causes at one and the

same time ? The clear Scriptural proof of this is the following.
celebrated passage from the Tattiriya Upanisad.

"He Himself transformed His own Self. Hence He is called a Well-Doer."

Here, when it is said : "He Himself", that implies that He is the

Efficient Cause; and when it is said : "His own Self, that implies that

He is the Material Cause.

In fact, as pointed out above, Brahman being All-pervasive, there

can be nothing outside Him that can be the material cause or the efficient

cause here. So, Brahman alone has to be both. Here, ^rikantha

propounds the common, Monotheistic Doctrine of Pari^ama. "ParinSma"

means "actual transformation". Here, the material cause is actually

transformed into the form of the effect. E. G. the lump of clay is

actually transformed into the form of a clay-jar etc. This ParinSma-Vsda

follows from Sat-Kafya-Vada, or the Doctrine that the cause contains the

effect from the very beginning in a potential form, and is, then,

transformed into the effect through the instrumentality of the efficient

cause. E. G. milk is transformed into butter, through the precess of

charning.
In the very same manner, Brahman is actually transformed into

the form of the Universe of souls and matter, and so far He is the

Material Cause. But, He Himself effects this transformation, and so

far He is the Efficient Cause.

(3) 15r Jihman as the Material Cause of the World or Parina tava^a

Now, let us consider, first, as to how Brahman can be taken to be

the Material Cause of the world.

(i) First Obj ction against Parinama-Vada

Two very legitimate objections may be raised here. These have

been met by {-Jrikantha ingeniously in Sutra- Bhasya 1. 4. 27, for example.

The first objection may be set forth as follows :

\"

)

That is, the cause and the effect must be similar in nature, for,

it is the cause itself that is transformed into the form of the effect.

Thus, a lump of clay is transformed into the form of a clay-jar ; a lump
of gold is transformed into a gold ornament, and so on. But, a lump
of clay cannot become transformed into a gold ornament ; or a lump of
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gold cannot become transformed into a clay-jar. But, here Brahman is

absolutely pure, faultless and an ocean of limitless, auspicious attributes ;

while the Universe is an abode of ignorance, impurity, and all bad

qualities. Hence, how can Brahman be transformed into the form of the

world ? So, at best, Brahman can be taken to be only the Nimitta-

Kafana or Efficient Cause of the Universe, and never its Material Cause.

(See below Chap. Ill the Section on : "First Objection against Brahma-

Kara^a-Vada".)

(ii) Second Objection against Parinama-Vada

The second objection is as follows :

5& I

That is, "Parinama" or transformation means changes on the part of

the object transformed. That is, it means that the object transformed

gives up its former form and assumes a new one. But how can such a

change of form be ever possible on the part of an Immutable, Ever-Pure

Being ? For, all changes mean either changes for the better, or changes

for the worse. Now, no change for the better is possible on the part of a

Being who is the Best Being from the very beginning, from all eternity.

And, it goes without sayiug that no change for the worse is possible on

His part. So how can such an Ever-Perfect Being ever change or be

transformed into the form of the universe ?

(iii) Refutation of the Objections against Parinama-Vacla

^rlka^tfaa replies to both the objections in Sutra-Bhasya 1-4-27

thus :

Duiing Pralaya or Dissolution, there is no manifested universe, no

distinctions of Cit and Acit, souls and matter, no names and forms ; but

there is only Brahman, One only without a second. Then, the Cit and the

Acit which are 6aktis or Powers of Brahman, remain merged in Him, in a

potential, unmanifested form. This is the Causal State of Brahman, and is

called "Darkness." Then, there issues forth from Him, the Light of

Supreme
"

ntelligence or Parma Prajfta or Jfiana-^akti, due to which

He desires : "May I be many, may I procreate". (Tait 2-6). That, is,

Brahman with unseparated, subtle Cit and Acit as His Body, desires to

have the separated, gross Acit and Cit as His Body. Or, in other words,

He desires to manifest out of Himself the Cit and the Acit in the form of

the universe of souls and matter. Then He separates, so to speak, the Cit

and Acit out of Himself, and then, again, enters into the same. This is

the Effected State of Brahman
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This account closely follows that given in the celebrated Tattirlya

Upanisad :

I WRlirrW I

I

"He desired : 'May I be many, may I procreate. He meditated.

After meditation, He created all these whatever there is. Having created

these, He entered into these. Having entered into these, He became

the actual and the other, the expressible and the inexpressible, the based

and the non-based, the conscious and the unconscious, the real and the

false whatever there is. Hence, He is called "Satya", the Real".

In the same manner, 6rikantha also says that Creation implies that

Brahman alone is the Cause, Brahman alone is the Effect. That is,

Brahman with the Cit and the Acit unmauifest is the Cause ; Brahman

with the Cit and Acit manifest is the Effect. So, he concludes in the

above Sutra-Bhasya.

Just as the same person has different states like childhood, youth and

the rest, so Brahman, too, has the Causal State, as well as the Effected

State.

The real implications of this Monotheistic Paiinama-Vada will be

discussed below.
|
Section (10) on "Further Reflections" etc. ]

(4) A wofold State of Brahman : v ausal of and Effected

rikai;tha repeatedly refers to this twofold state of Brahman, His

Causal State and His Effected State, thus, for example :

tofor: I" ( t-v* )

The Supreme Lord alone is the Cause as well as the Effect, as

possessing, respectively, subtle and gross Cit and Acit aktis as His

Body. So He is called the "Existent."

Brahman is to be worshipped in both His Causal and Effected States.

*

r

Hence, it stands to reason, that the Supreme Lord, with Cit and

Acit as His Attributes, is both the Cause and the Effect.
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The real implications of this Monotheistic Doctrine of Brahman's
twofold state : Causal and Effected, will be discussed later on. [ Section

(10) on "Further Reflections" etc. ]

(5) Processes of Crea ion and Dissolution

In Sutra-Bhasya 1. 2. 9., also 6rlkai;tha refers to the above processes
of Creation and Dissolution, in greater details.

(i) State of Dissolution

Thus, here he says :

During the period of Pralaya 01 Dissolution, Brahman draws back

into Himself the manifested universe of souls and matter. Naturally,
then there are no distinctions of names and forms, days and nights,
summers and winters and the rest. Hence, such a state is called

"Darkness," or a state when every thing remains merged in the Lord ;

only He, in His eternal light, remains as the eternal substratum of all.

This state is called "Darkness", because :

This state of Darkness does not, of course, affect the Self-Manifest

Lord, the Witness of every thing. It only implies want of knowledge
on the part of JIva, there being no world of objects to perceive, as well

as, no organs etc, through which to perceive. There cannot also be,

then, any perception on its part, of Brahman as well, who is no doubt,

present then as Self-manifest, yet cannot be perceived by the Jlva, devoid

of all organs of knowledge. Hence such a state of absence of knowledge,
a state of profound sleep or stupouj: is called

"Darkness
1

'.

At this stage, the Lord remains as the Absolute or "Kevala",

because :

ftw

When Brahman is called the "Absolute" or "Kevala", it does not

imply that He is a "Nirvisesa" or disMnction-less Being, in the

Advaita Sense of the term. But it simply means that He possesses Cit

and Acit in a subtle form, without any distinctions of names and forms as

in the case of their gross forms.

This is the state of Pralaya or Dissolution.

(ii) State of Creation

Now, the state of Srti or Creation.

At this stage, the Lord manifests out of Himself the subtle Cit and
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Acit endowed with names and forms, as before, and thereby creates the

universe anew according to the past Karmas of the Jivas [ See below

under the Section on "Refutation of the First Objection against the

Law of Karma" (4), included under "Refutation of the Seventh Objection

against Brahma-Karaija-Vada". ] Here, He does not take any external

material for creation that being impossible as a potter takes a lump
of clay from outside, to create clay-jar. But, His own Subtle Self

or Maya is transformed into the form of the universe.

i

The Supreme Lord is the Upadana-Karana, of the form of the

Maya-Purusa, (Acit-Cit) which is nothing but the subtle form of the

Supreme Lord Himself. (Para-Prakrti)

So far Brahman is the Upadaua-Karana or Material Cause of the

universe. (P. 46)

(6) Brahman as the Efficient Cause

Now, let us consider as to how Brahman is the Efficient Cause of

Universe, (P. 46,

First, He desires to be many, desires to manifest out of Himself
the Unmanifest Universe of souls and matter, as stated in Scripture :

"He desired : 'May I be many'
"
(Tait. 2- 6-). This He does through His

"Maya-laksnana Iccha-rupa {-Jakti", through His Iccha-akti, of the

form of Maya, or Power of Desiring. "Then He meditated" (Tait. 2. 6\

Then, He ponders over the new bodies etc to be created according to the

past Karmas of Jivas. This He does through "Tapas-rfipika Jufiana-6akti
or Power of Knowledge. "He created all this" (Tait. 2. 6 \ Then, He
manifests out of Himself the new universe- This He does through His

"Samkalpita-Sakala-Karana-Vidagdha Kriya-{->akti," through His Knya
6akti or Power of Doing. "Having created this, He enters into it" (Tait 2-6)

That is, He enters into the whole universe as well as into Brahma,
Visijiu, and Rudra, who are directly responsible for Creation, Maintenance,
and Destruction.

Thus, 6rikantha concludes with a note of simple faith :

"crfq^ SlcRTO: *W#W ftW'W *Tfi^TT %^T ftUT^ |" ( ? V^ )

Who can grasp the glory of such a Omnipotent, Omniscient Siva ?
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( 7 ) Narayana and Hiranyagarbha.

In some passages, Narayana and Hiranyagarbha have been referred

to as creators. But really speaking, Brahman alone can be the Creator,

Sustainer and Destroyer of the entire Universe of souls and matter.

In fact, Narayana is the Upadana-6akti of Brahman and, as such,

dependent on Brahman ( Br. Sii. 1. 2. 3 ;
4. 3. 15 \ Yet as, 6aktini3n

and akti are identical, and as in this case there is no distinction

between the Efficient and Material Causes, so Brahman, the ^aktiman

and the Efficient Cause, and Visnu, the Sakti and the Material Cause

are identical.

As the Upadana 6akti or Upadana-Riipa of Brahman, Visnu, too, is

"Niratisaya-Anauda-Svabhava" or infinite bliss in essence. ^Br. Su 1.3.12 ).

Hiranyagarbha, on the other hand, is "Jiva-Samasti" or collection

of all individual souls. ( Br-Su 1. 3. 12. etc. ), or "Sakala-Karya-Samasti-

Rfipa", collection of all effects. ( Br. Su. 4. 3. 14. ). Narayana or

is the Upadana of Hiranyagarbha and so higher than he.

*

TO ?Entr*

( -VW )

Thus, Brahman or ^iva, together with His Para-6akti Uma,

( P. 47 ) first assumes the form of Narayana, as the Upadana-Karana ;

then from Narayana, the first effect Hiranyagarbha is produced ; from

that, the rest of the world. In this sense, at best, Hiranyagarbha can be

said to be the cause of intermediate effects, or, here too, the Lord is the

real Creator ( Br Su. 1. 1. 19.).

Thus, Srikantha concludes :

\" ( fr^-W )

Brahman aloue is Omniscient and, as such, free from all defects of

speech and mind. He alone has filled up the entire Universe by the

rays of His own powers. He alone has a variegated form through His

Para-6akti Uma ( P. 47 -,
who is His inner distinction, who is the

Para-Prakfti, who is the Parama-Akasa, one mass of supreme bliss
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altd' consciousness, who is the entire Universe, consisting of effects, led

by Hianayagarbha, created by NarSyana, His Upadana form.

In this way, Brahman and Brahman alone is the Creator, both the

Material and- Efficient Causes of the entire Universe ; and none else.

( 8 ) Brahman is not only the fficient Cause.

There are some Schools of Philosophy ( e. g. Nyaya-Vaisesika )

that hold that Brahman is only the Efficient Cause of the world and

not also its Material Cause. But the general Vedauta View is that He ia

both the Material and Efficient Causes. So, &r!kantha, too, takes

special pains to refute the view that Brahman is only the Efficient, and

not also the Material Cause. E. g. in "Prak^ti Adhikarana" or Section

Concerning the Material Cause ( Sfi. 1. 4. -23-1. 4.28,) he establishes

that Brahman is the Material Cause, thus :
-

fi) Objection against the Doctrine that Brahman is the Material Cause

It may be thought here that Brahman is only the Efficient, and

not also the Material Cause, for the following two reasons :

First, so far as our experience goes, we always find that the Material

and the Efficient Causes are mutually different. E. g. the potter, the

efficient cause, is different from the lump of clay, the material cause ;

the weaver, the efficient cause, is different from the threads, the material

causes and so on. So, in the case of Brahman, too, this is the case,

and we cannot, all on a sudden, imagine a case where the two are

identical.

Secondly, as a matter of fact, such an imagining is also absolutely

useless. As in other cases, effects are easily produced by an efficient cause

with the help of a material cause outside it, so why not here ?

(ii) Refutation of the Doctrine that Brahmen is not the Material Cause

This view, 6rikantha controverts on the following grounds :

(*) On Scriptural Grounds

First, it has been definitely asserted in Scrip.ures, that through the

knowledge of the material cause, all the effects produced out of it,

can be known. ( Chand. 6 1.4.)- Here, three examples have been given :

viz. of a lump of clay, a lump of gold, and a lump of iron. When
these are known respectively, all the objects made of clay, gold and iron

are known respectively So, according to this view, to know Brahman is

to know the world. But unless Brahman be the material cause of the

world, this is not possible, for, to know an efficient cause is never to

know the effects.

Secondly, Brahman Himself desires to be many, to procreate

9
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( Tait. 2. 6. ). This definitely proves that He is both the Efficient and

Material Causes.

Thirdly, Brahman is both of the form of the Universe (Jagadakara)

and Lord of the Universe (Jagat-Pati). -The first proves that He is the

Material Cause, the second that He is the Efficient Cause.

Fourthly, He is actually transformed into the form of the Universe

of souls and matter, and this may be proved both on the grounds of

Scripture and reason. [ For the real meaning of Transformation* see

below Pp. 71 ff ].

Fifthly, He alone is called the "Source" of all beings in Scriptures.

That means that He is the sole Material Cause.

So, 6rlkantha concludes

''^raataRRtfq frfarf q*' m? i" ( t-tw )

The Supreme Brahman is both the Material and Efficient Causes,

(iii) On Grounds of Reason

This may be proved, as a matter of fact, not only on Scriptural

grounds, as pointed out here by rlkantha, but also on grounds of reason,

no less, though not mentioned by him.

For, as pointed out above, there being nothing outside the

Omnipresent Brahman, how can there be any material cause outside Him ?

Further, Brahman is the only Being which contains the elements of both

Cit and Acit, which are transformed into the forms of individual souls

and material objects [ For the real meaning of 'Transformation* see below

Pp. 7 Iff]. Otherwise, we have to conceive of two separate material

causes one for the individual souls, and one for the material objects. But

if there be two such absolutely independent, unconnected and mutually

opposed material causes, these are sure to come into conflict with each

other, making the smooth running of the Universe, which is a Cosmos

and not a Chaos, impossible.

If it be said that the Omnipotent Lord is there to bring both

into harmony with each other for the production of one, whole

integrated Universe,- the reply is that in that case, no less, the

relation amongst the different elements will be artificial and external.

Also, if Brahman be only the Efficient Cause, He cannot be the

Inner Controller, for the matter of that, any kind of Controller of the

Universe of Souls and Matter, produced out of two material causes,

outside Him (in whatever way that be possible). For, once the clay-

jars etc. have been produced, what control can the potter have over the

same f In fact, not only the Omnipresence, but all other special

qualities of Brahman will become impossible on His part, if there be

such an external world of souls aud matter, produced out of external

material causes.
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(iii) Refutation of the Saiva View that Brahman i

not the Material Cause

In this connection, 6rikantha takes special pains also to refute the

views of those Saivd Schools, which hold that 6iva is only the Efficient

Cause of the world and not its Material Cause, in "Pasupata Adhikarana"

or Section called "Pasupata" ( Br. Su. 2. 2.3538 ). He refers to the

Schools, thns

Although in the Scriptures, the Supreme Lord is definitely stated

to be both the Material and Efficient Causes of the world, yet some

Schools of the Tantrikas, having failed to grasp properly the real meaning
of the same, have declared Him to be the Efficient Cause merely.

Here, evidently he means those 6aiva Schools which take 6iva to

be only the Material Cause.

This ^rlkantha says is opposed both to Scripture and Reason.

The opposing party may say here : By using wheels, rods etc., a

potter, who is not the Material Cause, becomes a "Karta", an Agent or

an Efficient Cause. In the same manner, the Lord is only the Efficient

Cause, while Maya ( Prakfti ) is the Material Cause, and 6akti is the

instrument ( like wheels, ro^s etc. ^. Otherwise, if the Lord be the

Material Cause as well, He will become inevitably subject to changes
etc.

To this, {-Jrlkantha replies as follows :

The Lord has no physical body, but an efficient cause has a physical

body. So, the illustration of the potter is not to the point. For, the

potter can control the lump cf clay through his physical organs etc. But

how can God, devoid of physical organs, control Pjrakj-ti, the primary
material cause f If it be said that God does not control Prakjrti, then

that will practically amount to the acceptance of the Saipkhya view.

If it be said that, it is by no means essential that a controller should

possess a body for, the soul, though not possessing a body, yet controls

the sense-organs the reply is that, in that case, the Lord would become

subject to the states and processes of Pradhaua, the material cause ; for

the soul, while controlling the sense-organs, is subject to their states and

processes.

If it be said that, just as the potter controls the lump of clay,

different from and outside him, so is the case with the Lord, no less the

reply is that, in that case, He becomes limited, non-omniscient etc.
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That is, as pointed out above, the very concept of a Pradhana or

Primal Matter; outside Brahman, involves self-contradiction ( P. 66 )

Hence, {-Jilkaijtha concludes :

Our conclusion is that the Lord is not only the Efficient Cause,

but also the Material Cause.

(9) Real Implications of the Cosmic Parinama-Vada

Above (P. 59 61), two main objections have been raised against

the Parinama-Vada or the Doctrine that Brahman as the Material Cause

is actually transformed into the form of the universe of souls and matter.

It has also been shown as to how ^rikantha tackles the problem. The real

implication of the famous Monotheistic Vedanta Doctrine of Parinama,

is as follow :

(i) Parinama-Vada or the Doctrine of Actual Transformation

"Pariiiama" means 'actual transformation 5

. This is ordinarily taken

to be opposed to "Vivarta", meaning 'apparent transformation'.

"Pariijama-Vada" is the doctrine of the Monotheistic Schools of the

Vedanta, while "Vivarta-Vada" is that of the Monistic Schools of the

Vedanta. According to the first view, the cause is actually transformed

into the form of the effect, as a lump of clay into a clay-jar. Here, the

cause and the eflect are equally real. According to the second view, the

cause appears to be transformed into the form of the effect, but is not

actually so, as, during the rope-snake illusion, the rope appears to be a

snake, but is never actually the snake for a single moment. Here the

so-called cause, (it is not at all a cause, as it does not actually produce

any thing or an effect at all) alone is real, not the effect.

(ii) Fat Karya-Vada or the Doctrine of th ; Prior Existence

of the Effect in the Cause

Now, both the above Doctrines are forms of the famous Indian

Doctrine of Causation, viz. Sat-Karya-Vada, according to which, as

against the rival Doctrine of Asat-Karya-Vada, the effect is potentially

contained in the cause from the very beginning. Here, we are directly

interested in the Pariiiama-Vada. According to this Doctrine, the

cause first, potentially contains the effect in it as its {oakti, in an

unmanifest way, Then, through the instrumentality of the efficient

cause, that potential, latent, unmanifest effect is made actual, patent
and manifest. Thus, milk contains butter in it in a potential

form ; later on, through the further process of charniug, that

potential -butter is manifested in an actual way. Then we say that
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milk has actually become transformed into the form of the butter. So, here

creation does not mean a new beginning, an actual new production, but

only the manifestation of what was already present in an uumanifest

form.

(in) Difficulties of Parinama-Vada

Now, how this Parinama-Vada may be applied in the case of

Brahman, the Cause, and the Universe, the effect, has been explained
above (P. 59). The question here is as to whether this Cosmic Parinama-

Vada is logically justifiable, or not The two main difficulties in this

connection have been referred to above, ( P. 59 ). But really, these can

easily be got rid of, if the real implications of this Cosmic Parinama-

Vada be properly understood.

(iv) Solution of the First Difficulty : The Universe is not

Impure and Non sentient

As has been stated above (P. 59), here, Brahman Himself is the

Cause and Himself is the Effect. So, here there is no question of

the transformation of the Ever-Pure Brahman into the form of a

different something, viz. the impure world. The objection was

raised as to how a lump of gold can become transformed into a

clay-jar (P. 59). For, the effect being nothing but a transformation

of the cause, must be of the same nature as the cause. So, how can

an impure and imperfect world, the effect, ari?e from Pure and

Perfect God, the Cause ?

But this doubt or objection is based on a mis-conception. For,

here, the effect, itself, the world itself is nothing but Brahman

Himself. Nay, it is even sweeter, more beautiful, more blissful than

that it is Ananda-rupi^I Uma Herself, embodying all the beauty
and bliss, glory and grandeur of Brahman vBr. Su. Bhasya 4-3 14)

(P. 52 ) So who dares say t^at the world is in essence impure and

imperfect ? Of course, from the merely worldly point of view, it appears
to be so ; but really, it is Brahman and His Para-6akti in essence. From
this real point of view alone, can the celebrated Scriptural statement :

"From Bliss, verily, all these beings arise ; in Bliss, when born, are they
sustained, to Bliss do they return" ^Tait 3-6) be taken to be true. So, the

world is not a new effect from God, so that the question might arise as to

how God can produce a new effect that is totally different from Himself.

(See under the Section on "Refutation of the First and Third Objections

against Brahma-Kara^a-Vada).

It has been said above that Brahman holds all defects in Him,
yet Himself remains Pure ( P. 18 ) ; again, that Brahman remains Pure,
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though Immanent in the impure Jlva-Jagat (P. 3182). Now, all these

statements are true only from the 'empirical', and not from the

'transcendental* standpoint (P. 72. See below the Section on "Concluding
Remarks : Lila aud Karma' 'empirical

1

standpoint is not false, as held

by the Advaitins, but only incomplete, being a standpoint of Jlvas.

But from the transcendental standpoint or standpoint of Brahman
the Universe, as shown above, is neither defective, nor impure. ^P. 69)

(v) Solution of the Second Difficulty : Brahman has

Transformation, but no Change
From this standpoint, the second objection, too. aganist this Cosmic

Parinama-Vada can be easily refuted. It is the question as to how

Brahman, the Immutable, the Ever-Perfect, Ever-Satisfied, Ever-Full

Being can ever be subject to changes as the above "Parinama-Vada"

essentially implies. But here, too, it may be pointed out, as before, that

here there is no change of one thing to a new, different some thing ; but

the same Brahman is transformed into Himself. So, it cannot involve any

change on His part. If one changes into himself, that is not really any

'change', for the self or the essence remains just tbe same always. One may
manifest one's powers o- keep these uuiuanifest, but that does not mean

any change in one's own nature or essence. A mechanic may weild or

manifest his power and produce a particular kind of machine ; or tray not

actually do so. But that never means that his whole nature changes, In

this case, the material cause of the machine lies outside the mechanic,

the efficient cause, and the effect produced, too, is a thing totally outside

the agent. Still, it does not involve aiiy change on his part. But, in

the case of Brahman's Causality, the Material Cause is Brahman Himself,

the effect produced is Brahman Himself, not outside ( which is impossible,

He being omnipresent ), but inside Himself.

Thus within His Universal Bosom, Brahman engages Himself

in this Cosmic Play with Himself, with His Para-6akti ( P. 52 )

(See also the Section on "Refutation of the Sixth Objection against

Brahma-Karana-Vada ). So, what question can there of mutability
on the part of Brahman ? When manhood is unmanifest, a person
is a child ; when it is manifest, he is a youth, but he does not change
to become two different persons for this reason. (P. 61; In the same

manner, Brahman with uumanifest Cit and Acit is the Cause ; with

manifest Cit and Acit is the effect the very same Brahman remaining
oue and the same all throughout.

The real implications of this will be discussed be?ow. [ Pp. 71 ff ]

Other objections in this connection, will be dealt with below. ( See

tinder the Section : "Refutation of Objections against Brahma-Karana-

Vada),
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(10) Further Reflections on the 'Parinamitva' and 'Nirvikaratva*

of Brahman.

As pointed ont above (P. 60\ one of the most formidable difficulties

that Monotheistic Systems of the Ved3nta have to face is regarding the

Doctrine essential to their theoiy that the Universe is real and an effect

of Brahman that Brahman, as the Cause, is actually, and not only

apparently, transformed into the form of the Universe of soulsaud matter,

yet Himself remains untrausformed or unchanged. Thus, Brahman is

Tarinaini' or transformable, yet 'Nirvikara' or unchangeable.

(i) Ihe Problem of Reconciling Transformation' with

'Unchangeableness'.

Now, Transformation or Parlnama, and 'Change* or 'Vikara' are

practically synonyms. Or, rather, 'Pariiiama' is a kind of
'

Vikara', and as

such 'Parinama' essentially involves changes For example, when a lump
of clay, the cause, is transformed into the f< rm of a clay-jar, an effect, then

the lump of clay essentially and unavoidably changes. That is, for

example, it gives up its former, original black colour, round form and

soft state, and becomes red in colour, oblong in shape and hard, due to

being burnt in the furnace and the like. Further, its function^ also change.
As a mere lump, it cannot function as a water-jug ; but as a jar it can.

Of course, here the Advaitaor Monistic Schools of the Vedanta would

say that such changes of colour, shape, state, function and so on do not

at all constitute real changes as here the substance 'clay* does not change.
It is the same clay that is present in the lump or the cause ; it is the same

clay that is present in the jar or the effect so, what change is there ?

Hence, the so-called changes of colour, form, state, function and the like

are not real changes at all.

These are mere matters of words, as stated by Scriptures them-

selves :

"The effects are mere names, due to words the clay alone is real."

This, in fact, is Vlvarta-Vada or Doctrine of Apparent or Illusory

transformation of the Advaita Vedanta Schools. The Advaita-Vadis, in

fact, have no difficulty in this connection, as according to them, there i&

really no problem of creation at all, Brahman being no Creator at all. Sor

here there is no question as to how Brahman can be 'Parmaim' and

'Nirvikara': subject to transformation, yet unchangeable, at the same timer
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But according to the Monotheistic Schools, as we Have seed, creation

is a real, a very real act on the part of Brahman (Pp. 2G, 56 ). So, the

Monotheistic Vedautists have to solve here the apparently insoluble

problem as to how Brahman c&n be 'ParinamP, yet 'Nirvikara ; subject

to transformation, yet unchangeable, at one and the same time.

(ii) Worldly Analogies for the Same.

Very ingenious, indeed, are the analogies given by Scriptures :

Here three analogies have been given :

(i) Analogy of a spider. A spider weaves, the web out of itself

the web being its effect yet itself remains unchanged*

(ii) The earth produces herbs out of itself, yet itself remains

unchanged.

^iii) A living person produces hair and nails out of himself, yet

himself remains unchanged.

In all these cases, we find that the cause in question produces an

effect, yet itself remains unchanged and untrausformed. And it is

asserted by the Monotheistic Vedantists that all these Scriptural instances

clearly and definitely prove the possibility of "Parinama" or transformatiou

without
'

Vikara' or change on the part of the Tarinami' or the cause.

The analogy given by 6nkantha is, as stated (P. 61, 67), of a person,

in whom 'manhood
1

is inherent from the very beginning, but when he is a

child, it remains unmanifest or potential in him ; again, when he grows

to be a youth, it is manifested fully in him ; yet he does not change, but

remains the very same person, all throughout

In the very same manner, it is held by the Monotheistic Vedamists,

that Brahman is transformed into the Universe of souls and matter, yet

Himself remains unchanged. In the very same manner, Brahman has Jiva-

Jagat in Him in an unmanifest, potential form, during Pralaya or

Dissolution ; again, manifests the same in an actual form during Srti or

^Creation. Yet He remains the very same Brahman all throughout.

(iii) Transcendental and Empirical Standpoints.

Now, all the above analogies are quite plausible from the Empirical

standpoint i.e. from the standpoint of the world. But these do not fit
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in, really, in the case of Brahman from the Transcendental

standpoint.

Why, and what, exactly, is the distinction, in the Monotheistic

Systems of the Vedanta, between the 'Empirical' and the 'Transcendental* ?

(See the Section on "Creation from Two Standpoints", included under the

Section on "Refutation cf the Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karana-

Vada".) The empirical standpoint is the standpoint from the side of the

effect : the universe of souls and matter. The transcendental standpoint is

the standpoint from the side of the cause : Brahman. The empirical

standpoint is not totally false, as held by the Advaita School, but only

partial or incomplete. 'See under the Section on "Concluding Remarks :

Ivilavada and Karmavada" under the general heading "Refutation of tHe

Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada".)

Now, from the empirical standpoint, the above examples may serve

their purpose. For, from this standpoint, the main question is as to

whether the same Brahman is always there or not, under all

circumstances, during Creation as well Dissolution, and not as to whether,

Brahman is subject to any change of states, or not.

From this standpoint, alone has Brahman been said to have

transformation ( Pp. 29, 30, 3* ) and manifestation ( P. 18, 36 ) above.

In fact, if you come to think of it, all the above examples do indicate

changes of forms and functions, though not of the essence. Thus, a

spider before weaving out threads and after it, must, of necessity, be of two

forms, though itself, untransformed and unchanged. In the same manner,

the sprouting out of the herbs does effect a change in the broad bosoin of

Mother Earth. Jn the very same manner, the sprung up hairs and nails,

undoubtedly, change the form of that person to that extent for, who can

fail to note the distinction between a head full of flowing curly locks, and

a bald head though this caunot change his nature f

(iv) Differences of Forms and Functions Constitute Real

Differences.

And, here, the same question again arises : Are distinctions of forms

and functions real distinctions? As we have seen (P. 7 1\ according to

the Advaita or Monistic Schools, the answer is in the negative ; while

according to the Monotheistic Schools, it is in the affirmative. In fact,

according to the Monotheistic Schools, Brahman, on the one hand, and

Jiva-Jagat, on the other, differ only in forms and functions, and not in

essence yet they are finally different so far. (See below the Section on

"The Relation between Brahman, Jiva and Jagat." Also the Section on the

"Concept of Individuality" P. 43.)

10
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Hence, it is that in the above analogies there being distinctions

of forms and functions, there are real distinctions between the prior

and the later states. Thus, the spider changes its form and function,

though not nature, when it weaves a web out of itself. The earth

also, does so when its herbs spring forth on it. A person also does so,

when his hair and nails issue forth in him. Again, there is, undoubtedly,

a difference, as regards forms and functions, between the prior hairless

and 'nail-less' form of the individual, and the later form, full of hair

and nails. Finally, who can deny that the five year old Rama is vastly

different in forms and functions, from the twenty-five year old Rama ?

Thus, in all the above examples, we find that the object in question

changes its forms and functions, though not nature or essence.

Now, on the ground of the above analogies, we have to say that

Brahman in His Casual State, is different from Brahman in His Effected

State.

(v) 'State' Implies 'Change'

In fact, the very term 'State' ordinarily implies a kind of difference,

a kind of change from previous existence. For example, we speak of

'unripe* state and 'ripe* state in the case of a fruit. This implies that the

fruit changes from being unripe to being ripe. Here, although the fruit

is the same, yet the change from unripeness to ripeness is a real change on

its part according to the interpretation of the Monotheistic Vedantists

themselves. Again, we speak of a man being in a 'healthy' state and in an

'unhealthy* state ; in an 'angry' state, in a state of 'fear* and so on. Here

the physical states of 'health', 'disease' a^d the rest, as well as the mental

states of 'anger
1

, 'fear
1 and the rest all equally imply physical or mental

changes on the part of the person concerned, although, naturally, he

himself remains the same person a'l throughout- the same Rama being
now healthy, now unhealthy, now angry, now afraid and so on. Thus,
it does not require much argumentation to prove that the very conception
of a 'state' is a conception of 'change.

1

Now, we have spoten of Brahman as having two 'states'. Thus,
first in His Causal State, He contracts His Cit and Acit 6aktis within

Himself, and Cit and Acit, then, remain in Him as His potential,

unmanifest {saktis or Gunas. This is called the 'Unmanifest State* of

Brahman. Then, secondly, in His Effected State, He expands His Cit

and Acit 6aktis out of Himself ; and Cit and Acit, then, are manifested

as Jivas and Jagat. This is called the 'Manifest State* of Erahman.

(vi) Brahman can have 'States' only Empirically.

But all these are, and can be, true only from the empirical standpoint,
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from the standpoint of the Jivas, from a partial or incomplete standpoint.

Thus, if we, as imperfect Jivas, try to conceive of God as a Creator, w.e

naturally do so on the basis of Analogy. And, on this very common basis,

we conceive of Him as shown above, as contracting and expanding His

Gu^ias and 6aktis, non-manifesting and manifesting the same, non-

transforming and transforming Himself into the form of the Universe of

Souls and Matter and so on. In this way, we apply all these empirical

terms to Him in our honest and lovin z efforts to grasp Him from our

standpoint.

And, the Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta have given due

importance and value to such honest and loving attempts on our part to

conceive of God as our Creator. That is why, in all the Monotheistic

Schools of the Vedanta, the two states of Brahman, His Causal and

Unmauifest, and His Effected or Manifest States are repeatedly spoken of

(P. 61;.

(vii) Brahman can have no States Transcendentally.

However, can we really take the Monotheistic Vedantists to be so

short-sighted, so lacking in comprehension, so worldly-minded as hot td

realise that Brahman cannot, from the trauscendental stand-point, have

any 'states' or 'changes' at all ? Do they not themselves insist on Brahman

being absolutely 'Nirvikara' or 'Unchangeable' ? So, how can such

a Brahman be now untnanifest and now manifest; now contracted,

now expanded ; now latent, now patent ; now potential, now actual, now

destroying, now creating ?

Here the Monotheistic Vedantists have to say either that these states

of manifestation and non-manifestation are not states of change ; or, that

these states of manifestation and non-manifestation are states of change.
But if they accept the first alternative, then, their own fundamental

Doctrine that Brahman and Jlva-Jagat, like any cause and effect, are

identical in essence, yet different in forms, qualities, powers and functions

will fall to the ground. Thus, as shown above (P. 73), it is absolutely essential

for the Monotheistic Vedantists to hold that the difference in forms,

qualities, powers and functions do constitute a real kind cf difference.

Otherwise, their Theories will be just the same as the Advaita Theories

for according to both the Monistic (Advaita; and Monotheistic Schools,

Brahman and Jlva-Jagat are identical in Svariipa or essence ; though
different in forms, qualities, powers, and functions. But while the

Monistic Schools hold that differences in forms, qualities, powers and

functions are only apparent, and, by no means, real kinds of differences, so

that there is really no difference or 'Bheda' at all between Brahman and

Jlva-Jagat ; the Monotheistic Schools hold that these do constitute real'
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Kinds of differences, so that there is a real kind of difference or 'Bheda',

no less, between Brahman and Jiva-Jagat ( P. 43 }. In this way, the

Monotheistic Vedautists cannot accept the first of the above two

alternatives that differences of states, are not real differences or states of

change.

In the same manner, they cannot, also, accept the second of the

two alternatives, mentioned above, for, if they accept the states of

manifestation and non-manifestation as states cf change, they cannot,

according, to their own Theoiies of the 'Nirvikaratva' of Brahman, take

these to be belonging to Brahman actually, or, from the transcendental

standpoint.

In fact, as shown above ( P. 75 ) and also as referred to below,

Brahman cannot have any change of states at all. 'See below under

the Section on "Paradox of 'Fully
1

and 'Wholly'," included under

the General Section on "Refutation of the Fifth Objection against

Brahma-Karana-Vada" ;
also the Sections on "How can a Whole play

with its Parts r" and "How can Lila be reconciled with Jlva-Karmas ?"

included under the General Section on : "Refutation of the Sixth

Objection against Brahrna-Karana-Vada
1

\)

(viii) Brahman's Activity or Lila

Even if He be taken to be an Active Being or 'Sakriya' (Pp. 2, 56),

His Activity cannot involve any change on His part. So, He can have only

that kind of Activity which involves no change on His part at all. And,
there is only one such kind of Activity, which, as distinct from all other

kinds of Activity, does not spring from a motive or feeling of want, does

not aim at an end or unattained object, does not involve any means or

efforts to do something, does not imply any change or passing from the

state of non-having to that of having, and so on. And, this one, unique,
wonderful kind of Activity is 'Lila'. That is why, all the Schools of the

VedSntists also the Monistic or Advaita Schools from the 'Vyavaharika'
or empirical standpoint take the Creative Act of Brahman as a Divine

Sport or 'Lila'. ( P. 52-53. See below under the Section on "Refutation

of the Sixth Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada "
)

This Divine Lila has no 'beginning', no 'end', no 'now', no 'then',

no 'this', no 'that' ; no change of states, no efforts, no activities of any
kind whatsoever. So, why call it an 'Activity' at all it is 'Essence', it is

'Existence', it is 'Eternity', that simply "'s", and never 'Becomes.' ( See

below the Section on "Real Implications of the Doctrine that Brahman is

'Nirvikaja or without changes, yet transformed into the form of the

World", under the Section on "The Refutation of the Seventh Objection

against Biahma-Karaua-Vada." )
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Thus, from the transcendental standpoint, from the standpoint of

Brahman Himself, from a full or complete standpoint- Creation and

Dissolution on the part of Brahman do not involve any distinction

between the prior Causal or Uumanifest State and the later Effected or

Manifest State at all.

(h) Brahman is absolutely Unchangeable.

The question may legitimately be asked here as to why, then, do

Monotheistic Vedantists not say that straight, instead of repeatedly

harping on the Causal and Effected States of Brahman. The answer is

that, as pointed out above ( P. 73 ), this they do so from the standpoint

of the Jivas themselves. Otherwise, why should they emphasise repeatedly

the 'Nirvikaratva' of Brahman ? Otherwise, why should they repeatedly

refer to the Authority of Scriptures ': ( P. 65 ) This very requisition

of the Scriptuial Authority shows that they were fully conscious that

the 'Parinamitva' of Brahman cannot really be rationally reconciled with

His 'Nirvikaratva' one has to be given up. Which one ? Evidently the

Tari^amitva' of Brahman. However much one may argue, one can

never really prove that Brahman is transformed into the form of the

world, yet remains uutransformed ; Brahman is changed as having

Causal and Effected States, yet remains unchanged. If we do not take

Brahman to be 'Acintya' or beyond all thinking and comprehension,

as actually done by the 'Acintya-Bhedabheda-Vada ; if we hope to

have an inkling into the real nature of Brahman, 'Acintya' or

incomprehensible to us, but not, surely to Saints and Seers ;
if we firmly

believe that, there being an underlying harmony between ourselves and

Brahman, Brahman is amenable to higher comprehension or Upalabdhi,

the end of all our 'Sadhanas' or Spiritual strivings then, we have no

other alternative but to hold that Brahman's Act of Creation can never

entail Him to any change of states, like unmanifest and manifest,

potential and actual, contracted and expanded.

(viit Real Nature of Brahman's Activities

On the one hand, the Concept of Activity is rather inconsistent with

that of an Eternal, Unchangeable Being or Reality, like Brahman, For,

'Activity* implies means and ends, efforts and changes, quite impossible

on the part of an Unchangeable, Ever-satisfied, Ever- full Being. (For

fuller details, see under the Section on "The Refutation of the Sixth

Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada" ). On the other hand, however,

one of the main differences between the Monistic and Monotheistic Schools

of the Vedanta is with regard to the question as to whether Brahman

is 'Niskriya' or without activities, or 'Sakriya' or essentially Active.
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(a Two Main Activities of Brahman : Creation and Emancipation.

As we have seen ( P. 20 ), according to the Monotheistic Schools,

the two main Activities of Brahman are 'Srsti' and 'Mukti' : Creation

and Emancipation, It is asserted here, that 'Sj-sti* is due to the

past Sakama-Karmas of the 'Bubhuksu-Jivas themselves while

'Mukti' is due to the past and present 'Sadhanas' of the Mumuksu
Jivas ( P. 25 ). But in that case, both Creation and Emancipation
become 'purposive' activities. That is, then, we have to say that

Brahman creates the universe for enabling the Jivas to undergo the

results of their past 'Sakama-Karmas, so that they may finally attain

Emancipation. ( See below under the Section on "The Refutation of

the Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada." )

(b) The Unique Nature of Divine Activity

But really speaking, God's activities cannot be purposive. For,

'purpose* implies a desire for the attainment of something not yet attained;

and that, evidently, is impossib'e in the case of pn Ever-Satisfied, Ever-

Perfect, Ever-Full being like Brahman. So, it cannot be said that

Brahman creates 'for the sake* of something or some one else ; just as it

cannot be said that He creates 'for the sake* of His own Self. That is

why, it has been said above that God's Activity is a 'L,Ila' or a 'Sport',

the only kind of non-purposive activity, which is not a mere mechanical

one.

Now, what exactly is the nature of such a Divine Activity ? It is

evidently not a result of any reflection or exertion on His part, like

jumping or running, on ours. It, thus, has no separate desire behind it,

no separate effort accompanying it. That is why, it has been said above to

be Nature itself ( P. 76 ). Take the act of 'shining' by the sun. It

is not preceded by thoughts, not succeeded by efforts, but is the very

nature of the sun. This will be discussed in details under the Section on

Lilavada ( See under the Section on * JThe Refutation of the Sixth

Objection against Brahma-Karana-vada").

But the point to note here specially is the following :

It has been said above that whatever be our imperfect reading of the

situation from our or the empirical st&ud-point of the situation, Brahman

cannot, from His own, or transcendental stand-point be really transformed

into the form of the Universe of Souls and Matter V P. 75 ,\ Now, the

question here is : Does that really mean that there is no real transformation

at all, no real activity at all, on the part of Brahman, and the Advaita

or Monistic Vedanta Doctrine of Vivarta or Illusory Transformation

is the only correct one, instead of the Monotheistic Vedanta Doctrine

of Pari^ama or Actual Transformation T
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(c) The Monistic and Monotheistic Schools Differ Quantitatively

Surely not. As pointed out above, the whole distinction between

the Monistic and Monotheistic Schools is really a quantitative one (P. 42\

That is, the whole distinction between the two Schools is that according

to the Monistic Schools, Brahman is an Abstract Being with no internal

distinctions or 'Svagata-Bhedas' of Gunas and Saktis : Attributes and

Powers ; while according to the Monotheistic Schools, Brahman is a

Concrete Being, an Organic Whole with Jiva-Jagat as His Guna-^aktis or

internal differences or 'Svagata-Bhedas' ( P. 37 . Thus, according to the

Monotheistic view, Jiva-Jagat are eternally real in Brahman and as

Brahman ; yet because of retaining their respective 'individualities', are

not totally identical with Brahmans, as held by the Monotheistic Schools

but also different. In this way, Jiva-Jagat arc real, as real as Brahman,

yet separate realities ''see below under the Section on "The Relation

between Brahman, JIva and Jagat";.

So far well and good. But still, then, the original question remains

unanswered : Is 'Transformation or Parinama' or 'Creation* or Srsti' real

on the part of Brahman ? If not, how can He be 'Parinam? and 'Jagat-

Srasty and Mukti-Datr and 'Sakriya' subject to transformation, the Sole

Creator and Emancipator of the Universe of Souls and Matter, and capable

of activities as held by the Monotheistic Schools of the VedSnta ?

(d) The Concept of 'Divine Transformation.'

Now, let us first take 'Parinama' or the question of 'Transformation'.

Evidently, from the transcendental stand point or from the standpoint
of Brahman Himself, there is no question of any new transformation, for

two reasons. Firstly, there is no question of 'time' in the case of Brahman;
so that there cannot be any new transformation into a new thing on the

part of Brahman, like, the new transformation of a lump of clay into a

new clay-jar, iere and now. Secondly, Brahman is in Jiva-Jagat, His

'Svagata-Bhedas* eternally, ju-t as He is ; Jiva-Jagat are in Brahman

eternally, just as they are ; so that Brahman cannot be transformed into

Jiva-Jagat anew and assume a new form, like a lump of clay, transformed

into a cla>-jar anew and assuming a new form thereby.

So, what does transformation' mean here really ? It means that

Brahman is eternally present in Jiva-Jagat, as a substance is eternally

present in its qualities and powers, a whole in its parts, a cause in its

effects. Yet Jiva-Iagat, Cit-Acit are only two amongst His numerous

'Svagata-Bheda's and are, thus, quantitatively different from Brahman

( Pp. 36, 41 ). Brahman is, thus, "fully" present in each of His infinite

number of 'Svagata-Bhedas' but not "wholly" exhausted in any one of

these. ( See below under the Section "Real Implications of the Doctrine
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that Brahman is Nirvikata or without changes, yet transformed into the

form of the Universe", under the Section on "Refutation of the Fifth

Objection against Brahma-Knrana-Vida).

To show this clearly, it has been said that these 'Svagata-Bhedas'

or Gunas and J-Jaktis are different 'transformations' or 'manifestations' or

'aspects', or 'effects', or 'parts' of Brahman. All these terms are meant

for showing that all these 'Svagata-Bhedas' of Brahman, including Jiva-

Jagat are individually and mutually different from one another ( P. 43 \

though all are equally 'Svagata-Bhedas' of Brahman, and as such, Brahman

Himself qualitatively. Otherwise, it might have been thought that all being

equally 'Svagata Bhedas', are absolutely identical. Just as the different

transformations or manifestations of a lump of clay, viz. a clay-jar, a clay-

glass, a clay plate and so on are mutually different, though all are clay in

essence -here the terms 'transformation and manifestation' bear ordinary

meanings of actual change of states so the different transformations and

manifestations of Brahman, viz. Jiva, Jagat and so on, are mutually

different, though all are Brahman in essence here, the terms

'transformation and manifestation
1 do not bear ordinary meanings of

actual change of states at all.

In this way, the Monotheistic Vedanta Doctrine of 'Parinama'

has a real value and validity from the dualistic-nondualistic standpoint

of Monotheistic Vedanta.

(e) The Concept of Divine Activity

But, then, what meaning can 'Creation' and 'Destruction* have here ?

For, if JIve-Jagat be eternally in Brahman as His 'Svagata-Bhedas'

or Gunas and 6aktis, they cannot be created or destroyed. Also, if

Brahman has no change of states, no expansion or manifestation and

contraction or non-manifestation, then Creation and Dissolution cannot

be taken to be expansion or manifestation of His Gunas and oaktis ;

and contraction or non-manifestation of the same. So, what exactly are

'Srsti-Pralaya', 'Creation-Dissolution* according to the Monotheistic

Schools ?

In the same manner, how can Brahman be conceived to be creating

Jiva according to their past Sakama-Karmas ; again, emancipating them

according to their 'Sadhanas' or spiritual efforts j The Jlvas, being in

Brahman cannot be veiled by Ajnana or Ignorance. So, how is 'Bandha'

or Bondage at all possible in their cases f

These are nothing but Sport or Llla on the part of God as

explained above ( Pp. 52-53 ). Iviiavada will also be explained and in

details below ( See the Section on "The Refutation of the Sixth objection

against Brahnia-Karaga-Vada").
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Now, what is this Divine Sport ? It is an expression of Prema and

Ananda : Love and Bliss. So, it is a kind of loving, blissful Play (Pp.

50-52 ). But what is a Play ? It is something opposed to the stern

realities and the stark facts of life. In love and bliss, it soars high up the

hard crust of the earth, and makes up a dream-world of its own. That is

why, make-belief constitutes the very Core of a 'Play.' But such a make-

belief does not make the Play false by any means that being its very

nature. E. G. when a boy plays with soldiers, when a girl plays with

dolls, when a grown-up plays chess all such plays involve make-belief.

Even games like foot-ball and the like, involve make-belief in the sense

that the players are in a special worM of their own, for the time being,

above their every-day, ordinary humdrum existence. Otherwise, there is

no play at all.

So, the Divine Play also involves make- belief, in a thousand times

sweeter, more wonderful, more enchanting way. Here, God plays with

His own Self with His 'Svagata-Bhedas', with His entire Self or Uma
( P. 47 ). So, here, He separates, as if, certain Jivas from Himself ; again,

unites them with Himself. These 'separating' and 'uniting', are, of

course, not actual acts on His part. For, how can He actually separate the

Jivas, ever-united with Him ? How can He actually re-unite the Jivas,

never separated from Him even momentarily ? Hence, here, He lovingly

and joyfully plays hide and seek, so to speak, with Himself as if

separating the Jivas from Himself, as if re-uniting them with Himself

(P. 52/. In the ordinary philosophical language, this is called 'Creation',

this is called 'Dissolution' ; this is called 'Bondge', this is called 'Salvation'.

All these are make-belief plays 011 Brahmau's part, and such a make-

belief, as pointed out above, being the very essence of a play, such plays

on the part of Brahman are real, very real, constituting, as they do, the

very nature of Brahman Himself.

In this way, really, from the transcendental standpoint, Jlva-Jagat

are never created, never destroyed, never manifested, never unmanifeste"d,

never bound, never freed- they being always there, always in Brahman,

as His 'Svagata-Bhedas'. Still, Brahman is always playing with Himself,

playing with His Para-Sakti Um3, playing with His Svagata-Bhedas',

playing with the Jivas ( Pp. 52: 53 ). But what does He play, how does

He play? He plays here the sweetest of all plays -He plays hide-and;

seek, with Himself- this is the 'what' of His Play. He seemingly separates

and re-unites Himself with Himself this is the 'how' of His Play. In

this way, although here there are no actual separation and re-union,

creation and dissolution, bondage and emancipation yet all these,

seemingly happen in the process of His Play, and, though 'seeming', are,

11
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as such, real, as real as the Play itself, constituting, as they do, the Play

itself.

That is why, let us repeat, 'Divine Play' is the only possible

explanation as to how an Unchangeable Being can be Creator and

Emancipator, or responsible for 'Srstf and Mukti', generally supposed to

be the two fundamental activities of Brahman,

(f) 'Sakriyatva* of Brahman, or the Doctrine that Brahman
is an Active Agent.

It has been said above that the acts of creating and destroying,

binding and emancipating on the part of Brahman are not acts in the

ordinary senses of the terms, being only a 'Llla' or a Sport on His part

( P. 81;. It has also been said that even this Sport or Play is not an

activity in the ordinary sense of the term, but Nature itself ( P. 76).

So, the question, naturally arises : How, then, can Brahman be called

'Sakriya* or an Active Agent ? This 'Sakriyatva
1

of Brahman is another

fundamental point of distinction between the Monistic and Monotheistic

Schools of the Vedanta.

As pointed out above (P. 76\ if any activity be at all possible on the

part of Brahman, it is 'Lila and only %ila' 'Play,* and* only 'Play.' But

the question here is : If this 'Ula' or Tlay' be the very Nature of

Brahman, then why call it 'Activity* at all ?

This is necessary, from the Monotheistic standpoint. For, according
to this standpoint, Creation and Dissolution are real, and not illusory,

as held by the Monistic Schools. Now, Creation requires a Creator,

and Creator is, ordinarily, conceived to be an active agent. Hence, to

show that Creation is real, it has to be shown that this Creator, too, is so.

So, if it be said that Brahman is 'Nhskriya* or without activities,

it might be thought that He is not a Creator and so Creation is not

a fact. Hence it is insisted on here that Brahman is an active Creator ;

or, from the transcendental standpoint, He is a Player, and Creation is

His Play.

Now, this Play is, of course, His Nature itself. But it might, as

well, be called His Activity, to make it clear that He is the Actual

Creator of the Universe of Souls and Matter. For example, is 'shining'

the nature or an activity of the sun ? Is 'blowing* the nature or an activity
of the wind? Js 'flowing* the nature or an activity of a river? Is

'blooming* the nature or an activity of a flower ? ( See under the Section

on the "Refutation of the Sixth Objection against Brahma-Karaga-Vada",
and "The Nature of Niskama-Karinas" under the Section on "Refutation

of the Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vsda" )
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As a matter of fact, in all such cases, there does not seem to be any
difference between 'Nature' and 'Activity*. Still, it cannot be denied that

here there does exist a reference to an activity of some kind, as distinct

from other cases. For example, when Brahman is called, Saccidananda,

( P 21 ), or 'Ekamevadvitiya" (Pp. 86-38), these characteristics of being
'Existence, Consciousness and Bliss', 'One only, without a second

,

M have
no reference to any activity of any kiud whatsoever. But when Brahman
is called "Srast|--Patr-Hartr-Moksadati:"-'Crcator-Maintainer.Destroyer-

Emancipatcr these characteristics do have a reference to activities of

some kind. Thus, as distinct from the first kind of 'Static Characteristics',

the second kind of 'Dynamic' Characteristics', may be termed as

'Activities.'

In this sense, alone, is Brahman 'Sakriya' : but not in the sense of,

doing something anew, assuming a new state, changing or being
transformed into something else, creating a new effect, aiming at an

unattained end, resorting to selected means, and exerting Himself.

Thus, the Vedantic Brahman is simply 'Being' and never

'Becoming.' If this be properly understood, then it does not matter at

all as to what particular characteristics we want Him to possess or

what particular functions we want Him to perform. It does not also

matter at all as to how, finally, we conceive of Him in a Monistic or in

a Monotheistic Way for, as both the Schools equally agree as regards

the above fundamental characteristic of Brahman, their differences are

not so irresolvable, as ordinarily thought.

VI Brabman's Body

(1) Non-physical Bodies and Worlds.

The concept of Body is ordinarily associated with a lower, physical

stage of existence ; and the state of Moksa is taken to be a bodiless one,

when the Atman, freed from the shackles of a physical body and a

physical world, is manifested fully in its real nature or essence. But in

Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta, a distinction is drawn between

physical and non-physical bodies. It is wrong to hold, it is pointed out

here, that bodies and worlds are necessarily physical. Of course, during

the stage of Bondage, the soul, due to its past Sakama-Karmas or selfish

works, comes to be associated, so to speak, with a physical body and be

born in a physical world. But there are such things as bodies of the freed
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souls, and the world of Brahman which they attain. These cannot,

evidently, be physical. So, non-physical bodies and worlds have to be

admitted.

Hence, Brahman, too, is conceived as possessing a divine, non-

physical Body and residing in a divine, non-physical World.

(-) Objection against the Doctrine of Divine Body ' Anthropomorphism

The question may be asked, here, as to the legitimacy and desirability

of this conception of a non-physical body. It may bethought that this

conception is much too Anthropomorphic, and unwarrantably makes the

states of Bondage and Release similar in nature, differing only in quantity,

and not in quality. But really speaking, it may be legitimately thought,

that Atman or the Self is without any body and without any connection

with the physical world. So, why should a Body and a World be suddenly

tagged on even to the Supreme Self, who is described in the Scriptures

as one infinite mass of knowledge, totally noil-physical, non-gross, non-

limited ?

(ii) Refutation of the Charge of Anthropomorphism

In reply, it may be pointed out that the concept of Anthromorphism
is the common concept of not cnly Religion, but also more or less of all

human studies, For, human studies are necessarily studies through human

minds, the results of which are expressed in human terms. So, how can

we ever go beyond human conception and human concepts ? In the case

of Religion, specially, that being mainly an emotional study, our hearts

have to be satisfied. That is why, a sublime kind of Anthropomorphism
is essential to it, The God of Religion is conceived as a God of Infinite,

Beauty, Grace, Charm, Seienity, Sublimity- But all these we cannot

think of without the idea of Personality, nay, Anthropomorphism.
We cannot ordinarily conceive of God from the strictly Monothe :

stic

standpoint without, at the same time, thinking of Him e. g. as a

Golden Person, Vast and and High, infinitely Bright, shining like a

thousand suns, spreading around Infinite Beauty, Bliss and Glory.

Hence, it is but natural for the devotees to ascribe an absolutely non-

physical body to the Lord. Also, though God is really Omnipresent,

yet for the reasons stated above, He is conceived to be residing in

Brahma-loka, the World of Brahman. Thus, the ascription of a Body
and a Residence to the Supreme Lord from the human standpoint seems

necessary for the clearest conception and fullest satisfaction of the

worshippers. Just as we cannot conceive of a Loving, Amorous, Playful,
Blissful God as all alone, but has to think also of His Companion
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( See above P. 47 ), so alsD we cannot conceive of a Beautiful, Bright,

God as without a Body and an Abode.

(iii) Theism Itself is Anthropomorphic

The charge of Anthropomorphism is a common charge against

Theistic Systems. In fact, in one sense, Theism itself is anthropomorphic

through and through, as when we ascribe all good qualities, powers and

activities to God, these are "good" according to our human standards only.

So, as pointed out above, we have tried to catch God, so to speak, in the

small net of our human ideas and human woids, with what success and

what truth, God only knows. This has led some pessimists to

assert that our Theology is wholly a subjective creation, a mere figment

of imagination, with no objective truth or basis behind. Hence, they

assert, as God has created man in His own image, so man, too, has

taken revenge on God by creating God in his own image.

(iv) Indian View '. Objective Anthropomorphism or that

of the Wise-and the Pure.

But Indian Theologists are never so pessimistic. To them, Religion

is not subjective, but fully objective. The fact that all knowledge is

knowledge through human ideas and all expressions of the same are

expressions through human words has nothing to do here. For, to

think of that is to make all knowledge eternally doomed to sheer

subjectivism ; as, then, no real, absolute knowledge will be at all possible

and even all scientific knowledge will be merely subjective. So, Indian

Philosophers boldly hold that human necessity and Divine Necessity

exactly tally with each other. That is, if from the human standpoint,

it is necessary for us to endow God with certain characteristics, from the

Divine standpoint, God is actually endowed with the very same

characteristics. Why ? For, has not God created man in His own image ?

That is why, when man, too, in his turn, creates God in his own image,

that is not a groundless, empty, subjective image, but nothing but the

objective Image of G:d Himself.

Of course, it goes without saying that this human conception

must be "human" in the truest sense of the term ; that is, the

conception of one whose mind is pure, intellect sharp, emotion deep,

insight profound ;
in a word, the conception of a Sadhaka, of a Rsi,

of a Drasta, of a Seer, of a Saint, of a Sage. That is why. in Bharatlya-

Sadhana, Citta-Suddhi or purification of the mind has been given so

much importance as the very first step in the Great Spiritual Sojourn

without which there cannot any light of Knowledge or Devotion at
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all in the mind of the Mutnuksu, or the aspirer after Salvation. Just as

the real beauty and glory of the sun cannot be duly reflected on a dirty

mirror, so the real nature of Brahman, too, cannot be truly reflected on

an impure mind. But what is known by real Sadhakas by their pure

minds and sincere hearts does, indeed, represent the ob ;ective nature of

Brahman, at least partially, at least negatively, indicating what He is

not, if not fully, what He is.

iv) Necessity for such a Concept of Divine Body

Hence, according to the Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta, the

ascription of a Body and an Abode to Brahman is not only a subjective

necessity from the human standpoint, but also an objective necessity

from the Divine one. That is, it is not only necessary from the

standpoint of Religion, as shown above, but also true from the standpoint

of Metaphysics. Metaphysically, the conception of a Theistic God

is that of a Concrete Being, an Organic Whole of an infinite number of

attributes, and powers. All these naturally require a Substratum, and

tbat is the Body of God. In this case, of course, the Self and the Body

are identical ; yet Body has to be separately taken for showing His

Concrete Nature, viz. that within His own Self, He has internal

differences or Svagata-Bhedas, which, without jeopardising His unity and

universality, yet prove that He is not an Abstract Whole, ( Nirvisesa )

but a Concrete Whole ( Savisesa ), with th$ fullest and richest content of

numerous Guijas, aktis, Aijisas : Attributes, Powers, Parts.

The conception of the Abode of Brahman : Biahma-loka, also,

implies the Siine thing, Ordinarily, an abode is wider than and outside

the person residing in it. But evidently this is impossible in the case of

Brahman, for, there cannot be any thing wider than and outside the

Omnipresent Brahman. So, here too, the Brahma-loka is identical

with Brahman Himself. Still for the reasons stated just above, Brahman

has to be taken as residing in a place befitting His Nature.

In fact, all the theistic conceptions that seem rather strange,

self-contradictory or anthropomorphic, viz. the conception of Tara-Sakti

( P. 44 ), of Body and Abode and the like, are necessary to the very

theistic concepti:n of God as a Concrete Whole, a Being that is

Pull and Perfect, Coherent and Harmonious, not by denying differences,

but by transmuting the same.

(2) Divine Body.

The possession of a body ordinarily implies the experiencing of

pleasures and pains on the part of the soul connected with it. So, the

doubt may be raised here as to whether the Body of Brahman or 6iva also
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involves such a "Bhoga'' or experiencing of pleasures and pains on the

part of Brahman, no less.

Of what kind is the Body of 6iva ? What is the form of J->iva, the

Supreme Brahman ? According to his sectarian view, 6ritantha

propounds Brahman or 6iva to be of a supremely auspicious form, with

three eyes ( Trilocaua \ black and twany ( Krsna Pingala \ and the

like. (fc. 29)

(i Divine Body involves no Bhoga

But such a Body or a Form does not involve any "Bboga" on His

part. For, "Bhoga'' is the result of Sakama-Karmas or selfish acts cone

with a desire for the results thereof. According to the fundamental

lyaw of Karma, such Karmas have Karma-Phalas or appropriate results,

which lead inevitably to Karma-Phala-Bhoga or which have to be

experienced. But where there is no Sakama-Karma, there is naturally

no Bhoga. Here, evidently, there cannot be any Sakania-Karma in the

case of Brahman ; so, here the Body of Brahman is something that 5s

not due to Karmas, as in the case ofthejivas or individual souls who
are born anew each time, according to their past Sakama-Karmas.
But He voluntarily assumes such a Body, and so, His case is quite

different. (See below under the Section : "Refutation of the Seventh

Objection against Brahina-Karana-Vada").

RFTFrlJ

i ( i-* ^ )

(ii) Objection against the Doctrine of Divine Body

Here an objection may be raised as follows :

*

fi? ww: r

It may be objected that even if the Lord assumes a Body voluntarily,

yet He cannot escape the consequences of possessing a body. E. G.

whether one touches fire voluntarily or iion-voluntarily, one cannot

escape from burning,

fi
:

i> Refutation

As usual, 6rikantha refutes this objection on grounds of both

Authority and Reason, thus :

TRfa: I Wfcfa Hra)
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First, Scripture declares that the Lord possesses a body, yet is

never subject to any faults. Secondly, the reason is that the possession

of a body s'mply cannot by itself lead to the experiencing of pleasures

and pains. E- G. a piece of paper comes into contact with fire, and the

fire at once burns it ; but if water comes into contact with fire, the

fire cannot burn it. So, the mere coming into contact with fire cannot

by itself lead to burning, which, really, depends on the nature of the object

concerned. So, here also Jiva possesses a body, Brahman also does so,

yet as Jiva and Brahman are different, and the Jiva alone as subject to

Bhoga, not Brahman.

As a matter of fact, the Body of Brahman is also quite different from

that of the Jiva.

fa^nfr fe^rr^ i

The Body of God is non-material, free from sins, old age, death,

sorrows and the like, assumed voluntarily, sportive and auspicious in

form and eternal. These marks are not found in the body of the

Jiva.

This Snkantha exphasises again and again in his Bhasya :

^rc

: r (

The body of the Jiva is subject to sins, old age, death, hunger, thirst,

and lacks the power of fulfilling desires and translate resolves into action.

But Brahman, though possessed of a body, is yet eternally and absolutely

free from all sins, old age, sorrows, hunger, thirst, and possesses the

powers of fulfilling all desires and translating all resolves into action.

( Chand. 8. 1.5.) and is also Supreme Consciousness and Bliss in form.

In this way, the Body of the Lord is Sat, Cit, Ananda Supreme

Existence, Consciousness and Bliss in essence ; purely non-physical, and

totally devoid of all mundane states and characteristics. In fact, it is the

very self of Brahman, as pointed out above, and thus, possesses all His

Supreme Glory and Grandeur. Finally, it is His Para-6akti Um3, the

emblem of Infinite Beauty, Bliss, Brightness (P. 47).
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(3) Brahman'* assumption of Forms for the sake of Devotees

Besides His own Eternal Form, Brahman, for favouring His

devotees, also assumes various Forms on various occasions. The following

may be cited as a few examples :

r ( t-t-Rl )

In Chandogya Upauisad ( 1. 6/), there is a Mantra regarding "a

Golden Person inside the sun." Now, according to the Vedantists, this

Golden Person is none but Brahman Himself.

But, here an objection may be raised as to how an Unlimited Being,

like Brahman can reside inside a limited object like the sun. To

this. 6rikantha replies by saying that although the Supreme Lord is

the Substratum of all and Immanent in all, yet He can reside very

well inside the disc of the sun, for, He assumes such a form for favouring

His devotees.

i'

5

( w** )

In Kathopanisad ( 4. 1213 ), there is a reference to the "Angustha-

Matra-Purusa", or a Person of the size of a thumb. This, too, is taken by

the Vedaiitists to stand for none else but the Lord. Now, here, too, a

question naturally arises as to how the Vast and the Great God can ever be

of the size of a thumb merely. And, the solution offered, too, is just the

same, viz. that the Supremely Merciful Lord resides inside the hearts of

men, and hence has to assume a very small form for pleasing His

devotees and enabling them to worship Him in a convenient, easy way.

(i) Reciprocity of God and Man I The Concept of Grace

In Monotheistic Doctrines, this Concept of Grace does, indeed,

cccupy a central position. According to this theory, just as the devotee is

incomplete without God, so God, too, is incomplete without the devotees.

As the devotees call God to them, so God, too, calls the devotees

incessantly to Him. So, for pleasing and helping His devotees, the

All-Merciful God lovingly assumes various forms to suit their tastes and

capacities. These Forms, arising out of the Infinite Ocean of bliss and

beauty, may come and go, but are not, for that reason, empty bubbles,

transitory and elusive. On the contrary, they represent the cream of

God's Essence of Love and Mercy. Love seeks to please others ; Mercy,
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save others. These pleasing and saving are, as pointed out above (P, 23,,

essential characteristics of Brahman, whose very nature, as a Concrete

Whole, is to be connected by an unbreakable bond of sweet intimacy and

loving communion with another, for, a Theistic God cannot be conceived

to be Alone, in His lonely Majesty, Sublime Self-completeness and Cold

Indifference. Hence the assumption of such Forms for pleasing and

saving His devotee His other self is quite justifiable from the theistic

standpoint,

VI Sources of the Knowledge of Brahman

(1) Three Sources of Knowledge

Ordinarily, both in Eastern and Western Systems of Philosophy,

three sources of valid knowledge have been recognised, viz. Perception,

Inference and Authority.

Perception is regarded as Immediate Knowledge, or knowledge

that we gain immediately or directly through our sense-organ? or

mind. Accordingly, there are two kinds of Perception : External

and Internal. External Perception is Perception, by our sense-organs,

of the attributes and the like, of external objects. Thus, there are,

five kinds of External Perception through the five kinds of sense-organs,

viz.. Visual, Auditory, Tactual, Olfactory and Gustatory, through

the eye, the ear, the skin, the nose and the tongue respectively.

These reveal the characteristics of the objects, viz. colour, sound, touch,

smell and taste, respectively. Again, there is a kind of Internal Perception

by the mind, called Introspection in Western Psychology, revealing the

mental states and processes of thinking, feeling and willing.

Inference is Mediate Knowledge where we take a leap from the

known to the unknown, from premises to conclusions. E. G. from the

known fact of smoke, we infer afcout the unknown fact of fire.

Authority or Testimony is knowledge through reliable works or

persons, and so, this, too is Mediate Knowledge.

Now, whenever there is a question of valid knowledge, there is

naturally a question of the sources of the same. So, in the case of this

fundamental knowledge of Brahman, the question is : How can we come

to know of Brahman 1 Can He be known through the above three

ordinary sources of Knowledge 1 Or, are there some special means of

knowing Him ? The Vedanta View is that Brahman can be known
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through Scriptures or 6astras and all the Vedantists take special pains to

establish this point in details.

(2) Scripture as the Means of Knowing Brahman

In the third Sutra of the First Chapter, Brahman has been described

as^astra-Yoni"~ a
^astra-Yonitvat

w
( Br. Su. 1-1-3). This means that

Scripture is the "Source" of Brahman, or the only means of knowing

Brahman, amongst the above three ordinary ones.

(i) Perception, not a Means of Knowing Brahman

Thus, first, it needs no proof that Brahman is totally beyond the

range of ordinary sense-perception.

?ERJT * mfa f ( vw )

As usual, here, too, JrJrlkantha mainly refers to Scriptural proof, by

quoting a text from the Upanisads. But, Reason also shows that from

the very nature of the case, Brahman can never be an object of ordinary

sense-perception. For, it, first, requires sense-object-contact which is

impossible here. Secondly, the perceivable object is limited in nature,

which Brahman is definitely not.

(ii) Inference, not a Means of Knowing Brahman

However, it is quite easy to prove that Brahman is not an object

of ordinary sense-perception, about which there can be aud has been

really no controversy at all. But, attempts have been made at all times

and in all Systems of Philosophy to prove God's existence by means of

Inference. Specially, it is very difficult not to succumb to the temptation

of having recourse to the common, easy Casual Argument, which strives

to prove God, the Cause, from the world, the effect, on the basis of the

universal and necessary Law of Causation thus :

All effects are due to causes, like the pots etc., due to the potter etc.

The world is an effect.

Therefore, the world is due to a Cause, (viz God).

But the whole argument has been rejected by ^rikaijitha in toto

(Bhasya 1.1.3. ). He points out that the very principle of this argument
is wholly inapplicable to the case of Brahman. For, the fundamental

principle of Inference is Analogy, thus :

All men are mortal, like Shyam, Hari etc.

Ram is a man.

/. Ram is mortal.
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Here, the argument is based on a Double Analogy. First, the Minor Term

"Ram" indicates a person who is analogous to other similar persons or

"men", indicated by the Middle term, the examples being Shyam, Hari etc.

That is why, it may be argued safely that what is true in the case of

all other men (viz mortality), is equally true in the case of Ram, no less.

Secondly, the Major Term "mortal" indicates that Ram's mortality is

analogous to the mortality possessed by all other men, viz. Shyam, Hari

etc. Thus, as a matter of fact, the whole argument implies that Ram, who

is similar to other men like Shyam, Hari etc
, possesses mortality, which is

similar to the mortality possessed by all other men, viz, Shyam, Hari etc.

Now, let us try to apply the same principle of Double Analogy to the

case of God.

Here, first, when it is said in the Minor Premise that "the world

is an effect", the sense in which it is an effect is quite different from

that in which a pot is an effect, as stated in the Udaharana or example.

For, pots etc, are effects within the world, and what i$ within and what

contains that as its infinitesimal part, cannot evidently be similar. So, if

the world be an effect, it is, indeed, a unique kind of effect, one and only.

For, no other effect is so vast and variegated, so complex and unintelligible,

as the world. The world and the pot might differ quantitatively only, and

not qualitatively. Yet they do differ so vastly that any similarity between

the two, for all practical purposes, is ruled out. For example, a drop of

sea-water and the sea may be quantitatively the same, yet the sea is

unfathomable, not the drop ; the drop can be easily wiped out, not the sea.

So, who would, from the practical, empincal stand-point, dare to call

the two similar ?

Secondly, the Major Term "Cause" also is quite different in the case

of God aud in those of others, such as, potters etc. Here, in fact, God and

other wordiy causes differ not only quantitatively, but also qualitatively,

from the practical, empirical, standpoint. So, what similarity can there

be between the same ?

Thus, by Inference here, we can only arrive at the conclusion that

a limited effect, viz, the world, similar to a pot, is produced by a limited

cause, similar to a potter. But this is not the conclusion that we want

here. If that were so, then we would have to say that the effect viz. the

world, on its part, is easily breakable like a pot etc, and the cause viz. God,

on His, is subject to all the faults and failirgs of a human person, suject

inevitably to the fruits or consequences of actions or Karma-Phalas. Also,

as the potter etc are only efficient causes, while the lump of clay etc. are

only material causes, so on the 'grounds of Udaharana here, we can never

by Inference arrive at a world-cause, who is simultaneously both the

material 'and the efficient causes of the universe. (See, 1. 1.3.)
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In this way, Inference, which is an important source of knowledge

in other cases, is absolutely, from its very nature, unsuitable in the case

of Brahman. As Brahman is entirely unique and has nothing similar

to Him in the world from the empirical point of view, so Empirical

Inference which, as pointed out above, is based on Analogy, is totally

impossible in His case.

(3) Scriptures prove Brahman alone.

Accordingly, the conclusion is that Brahman cannot be known either

through Perception or through Inference, but only through Scriptural

Authority. Hence, 6nkantha concludes :

Hence, Brahman can be known and proved only through the

Vedanta-^astras.

But if it be said that Brahman can be known and proved only

through the Scriptures, then the question naturally arises as to whether

all the different Scriptures prove Brahman alone, and none but Brahman.

If they deal with something else, some other topic, then, of course, we

have to face the unpleasant situation that Brahman cannot be known

at all by us. Hence all the Vedantists have devoted the whole of their

energies in proving that all the Scriptures unanimously prove Brahman

alone. In fact, a large part of the Brahma-Sutras discusses different

Scriptural texts, referring apparently to objects other than Brahman,

and tries to show that all these really refer to Brahman alone. A few

examples are given below, just to demonstrate the mode of argument

here.

(1) In the Tattiriya Upanisad (2. 5.), there is a reference to

"Anauda-niaya" or the Seif consisting of Bliss. The question naturally

is: Who is this "Ananda-Maya" Jiva or Brahman ? Here it is shown

that He is Brahman, and none but Brahman (See. 1.1,13 *0)

(fc) In Chandogya Upanisad (1.6.6 7, there is a reference to a

"Hiran.maya Purusa" or a Golden Person inside the sun. Here, also

it is proved that He is not the Sun-god, but Brahman, (Sfi. 1.1.21 22.)

3) In the Chaudogya Upanisad (1.9.1.\ there is a reference to

"Akasa" or Ether, Here it is proved that the Ether is not the elemental

ether, but Brahman (Su. 1,1. 2324)
(4) In Chandogya Upanisad (1.11.5\ there is a reference to

"Prana" or Vital-breath. Here it is proved that this is not ordinary

vital-breath, but Brahman (Su. 1.1. 2324)
(5) In the Chandogya Upanisad (3. 13. 7.), there is a reference to

"Jyoti" or I/ight. Here it is proved that this is not the fire within the

belly, but Brahman. (Su 1. 1, 2528)
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(6) In the Kausitaki Upauisad, (?.2.\ Indra refers to "Prana" or

the Vital-breath, as identical with himself. Here, it is proved that, this is

neither Indra, nor the ordinary Vital-breath, but Brahman. (Su. 1. 1.

29-32)

(7) In the Chaudogya Upauisad (3. 14. 2.), there is a reference to

"Manomaya", one who consists of the mind, and so on. Here, it is

proved that this is not the individual soul, but Erahrnan. (Su. 1.2.1-2;.

(8) In the Mahanarayaiia Upanisad (11.3), there is a reference to

"Naraya^ia", Here it is proved that this is not the god Narayajia, but

Brahman. (Su. 1. 2. 38)
(9) In the Katha Upauisad, (2.25.1 there is a reference to "One to

whom Brahmaiias and Katnyas are food". Here, it is proved that this

Eater is not some one else, but Brahman. (Su. 1. 2. 910)
(10) In the Katha Upauisad, (3. 1 \ there is a reference to "Guhain

Pravistau" or two entered in a cave. Here, it is proved that these are not

Buddhi and the individual soul, but the individual soul and Brahman

(Su. 1. *. 1112%
(11) In the Chandogya Upanisad (4. 15. 1 ), there is a reference to

the "Person inside the eye." Here, it is proved that this is neither the

individual soul nor the person reflected on the eye, but Brahman

(Su. 1.2. 13-17).

(12) In the Mahanaraya^a Upanisad (16. 3), there is a reference to

a "Angustha-matra-Purusa", or a Person of the size of a thumb only.

Here, it is proved that this is not the Vital-breath, but Brahman

(Su. 1.2. 18.)

(13) In the Brhadaranyaka Upauisad (3. 7. 3.), there is a reference

to the "Antaryamin" or Inner Controller. Here it is proved that this is

neither the individual soul nor the Virat, Purusa, nor Pradhaua, but

Brahman (Su. 1. 2. 19-21).

(13) In Mui;daka Upauisad (1.1.5.), there is a reference to the

"Aksara"', the Imperishable. Here, it is proved that this is neither

Pradhana nor the individual soul, but Brahman. ( Sfi. 1. 2. 2224 ).

(14^ In the Chandogya Upanisad (5. 18. 1. ), there is a reference to

"Vaisvauara". Here, it is proved that this is neither the gaitric fire nor

the elemental fire, nor the Fire-god, but Brahinau. ( Su. 1. 2. 2533. )

(15) In the Mui;daka Upanisad (2.2.5.), there is a reference to

"the Support of the Heaven and the earth". Here, it is proved that this

is not the air, but Brahman. ( Su. 1. 3. 1 6 ).

(16) In the Chandoorya Upanisad ( 7. 23. 1. ), there is a reference to

the "Bhuman", the Plenty. Here, it is proved that this is not the

vital-breath, but Brahman. (Su. 1. 3. 1. 8. )
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(17; In the Brhadaraijyaka Upauisad. ( 3. 8. 8. ), there is a reference

to the "Aksara", the Imperishable. Here, it is proved that this is neither

Pra^ava nor the individual soul, but Brahman. ( Su. 1. 3. 9 11 ).

(18) In the Prasna Upanisad. ( 5. 5. ), there is a reference to a

"Person lying in the city". Here, it is proved that this is neither

Hiranyagarbha, nor Naiayana, but Brahman. ( Su. 1. 3. 12 )

(19) In the Chandogya Upauisad, (8. 1. 1 ^, there is a reference

to "Daharakasa" or the Small Ether. Here, it is proved that this is

neither the elemental ether, nor the individual soul, but Brahman.

(Su. 1.3. 13-22).

(20) In the Katha Upanisad. ( 4. 12. ) there is a reference to

"Angustha-Matra-Purusa" or a Person of the size of a thumb only. Here

it is proved that this is not the individual soul, but Brahman. ( Su.

1 3. 2324).
(21) In the Katha Upanisad (6.2.), there is a reference to "the

trembling of the whole world". Here, it is proved that the cause of

this trembling is not the thunderbolt, but Brahman. ( Su. 1. 3. 40
).

(22) In the Chandogya Upanisad (8.12.3,), there is a reference

to "Para-Jyoti" or the Highest Light. Here, it is proved that this is

not Narayana, but Brahman. ( Su. 1.3.41.)

(23) In the Chandogya Upanisad (8.14.1.), there is a reference

to "Akasa" or the Ether. Here, it is proved that this is neither the

sky, nor the individual soul, but Brahman. ( Su. 1. 3. 4244 )

(24) In the Kausitakl-Upanisad (.Chap. 4.), there is a reference to

the "Object to be known". Here, it is proved that this is not the

individual soul, but Brahman. ( Su. 1. 4. 1618 ).

25) In the Bjrhadaranyaka Upanisad ( 2. 4, 5. \ there is a reference

to the "Atman", the soul. Here, it is proved that this is not the

individual soul, but Brahman. ( Su. 1. 4. 1922 ).

(26; In the Tattirlya Upanisad (2.1.1.), there is a reference to

c

'Atman", the soul, as the originator of everything. Here it is proved

that this, Brahman, and none else, and Brahman is both the material

and the efficient causes. ( Su. 1. 4. 23-28 )

(fc7y In the Satarudrlya, there is a reference to "Anger" as belong-

ing to Rudra. Here, it is proved that this Anger is none else but

Brahman. ( Stt. 1. 4. 29. )

In this way, practically the whole of the First Chapter has been

devoted to proving that the different Upanisadic Texts all refer to

Brahman and Brahman alone. The following are the only exceptions :

(1) Su. 1. 1. 5 12 Here, it is proved that theSainkhya Pradhana

is not the cause of the world.
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(2) Su. I. 3. 25. 32. Here, it is proved that the gods are

entitled to worship Brahman.

(3) Su. 1. 3. 3339. Here it is proved that the 6udras are not

entitled to the study the Vedas.

(4) Su. 1. 4, 1. 7, Here it is proved that the term "Avyakta", as

found in the Katha Upanisads ( 3. 11. ), is not the Sarnkhya Pradhaua, but

the body.

(5) Su. 1.4.810. Here, it is proved that the term "Aja", as

found in the vetasvatara Upanisad ( 4. 5. ), does not mean the Sainkhya

Prakrti, but Para-Prakrti.

(6) Su. 1. 4. 11 15. Heie it is proved that the term "Palica-

Pafica-Jana", as found in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad ( 4, 4. 10 \ does

not mean the twenty-five Samkhya principles, but five Tafica-Jana', a

special kind of beings.

Such a detailed discussion of the different Scriptural texts in the

very First Chapter of the Brahma-Sutras has been undertaken with the

sole purpose of confirming the Fourth Sutra :

"Tattu Sanianvayat", (Su. 1.1.4.)

"All the Scriptural texts are in concordance with regard to that, viz

Brahman*'.

Thus, all the numerous Scriptural texts unanimously prove one and

the same being, viz Brahman, and none else but Brahman this is the

unanimous view of all the Schools of the Vedanta.

(4) Scriptures are not concerned with Karmai.

Besides proving that all the Scriptural texts, though apparently

dealing with a variety of topics, like the ether, the vital-breath, the fire

etc., really unanimously refer to Biahman, and Brahman alone, all

the Vedautists also try to prove that the Scriptures all deal with Brahman,

and not with Karmas. This is discussed at length in the last of the

famous "Catus-siitr!" or the first four of the Brahma-Sutras. This has

been quoted above.

If it be said that the Scriptures are concerned with Brahman, that

means that they are concerned with an object which is already there and

which it is not necessary for any one to produce by means of action or

Karmas. Thus, the Scriptures have nothing to do with Karmas.

(i) First Objection and Refutation

Here, a three-fold objection may be raised :

First, it may objected that as we know from our own, direct ex-

periences words all refer to actions. E. G., we have such sentences



All the Vedanta-tcxts refer to Brahman 97

as : "Bring a cow" "Tie a cow", and all these call forth actions on our

part, Hence, all words stand for and denote certain Karmas or actions.

To this, ^rlkaitfha replies as follows :

First, words do not, by any means, refer to Karmas or actions

always. Just As there are Injunctive sentences of the form : "Bring a cow",
"Tie cow" etc., so there are numerous Indicative sentences, also, like

*A son has been born to you", "This rose is red", and so on.

Further, what is more important, even in the case of an Injunctive

sentence, the idea that one gets from it, is about an object, and not

about an action. Thus, in the above Injunctive sentence : "Bring a cow,"

the person enjoined, first, gets an idea regarding an object, viz, a cow ;

then, he has an idea regarding an action with reference to it, viz. bringing ;

and then, alone, can he act with regard to it, viz. bring it. In this way, every
action is preceded by two kinds of knowledge one about the object with

regard to which the action is done, and one about the action which is

done. In fact, knowledge always precedes action. So, it is totally wrong
to hold that words denote only action, and never objects.

(ii) Second Objection and Refutation

Secondly, it may be objected that, as Brahman can very well be

proved by Inference, Scriptures are not at all necessary here. For,

Scriptures enable us to know what cannot be otherwise known.

To this ^rikantha replies by pointing out that Brahman can never

be proved by Inference. This has been stated above. ( See Pp. 9 Iff).

( ii) Third Objection and Refutation

Thirdly, it may be objected that, as all the Vedanta texts are

concerned only with injunctions regarding the worship of Brahman,
these cannot, again, be taken to be concerned with Brahmau as well.

For, the same text cannot have two different kinds of meaning.
To this ^rlkairtha replies as follows :

If we consider the meaning of the Vedanta texts carefully, we find

that all of them do refer to Brahman. In fact, there are certain definite

marks through which we can correctly interpret or understand the real

meaning of a text. These are the seven marks of an intelligible text, viz*

Beginning, End, Repetition, Novelty, Result, Explanation, Fitness

( Upakrama, Upasainhara, Abhyasa, Apurvata, Phala, Arthavada,

Upapatti. cf. ri. Bh. 1. 1. 4. )

All these marks are found in the case of Scriptural texts proving

Brahman. Thus all the Vedanta-texts begin with Brahman and end with

Brahman ; repeatedly refer to Brahman ; prove Brahman as a novel object

which cannot be proved by other sources of knowledge ; result in the

knowledge of Brahman alone ; explain the nature and attributes of

13
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Brahman ; and all together establish Brahman in a way absolutely free

from inconsistency. Thus, there can be no doubt that the Vedanta-texts

do establish Brahman.

So, ^rikafttha concludes :

I" ( t-

From all the marks, stated above, it is clear that the Vedanta-

Texts all prove Brahman, and do not deal with Karmas.

(5) Two-fold Purport of Scriptures or Vedanta-Texts.

But here one thing has to be noted carefully, viz. that the Vedanta-

Texts are concerned not only with Brahman, but also with Injunctions

( Vidhis ) regarding the knowledge and meditation of Brahman.

. (i) Vedanta-Textt are both Indicative and Injunctive

It may be asked here as to how the very came Vedanta-texts can

mean two things viz. Brahman Himself, as well as Injunctions regarding

His knowledge and meditation.

The reply is that, after all, Indicative Vedanta-Texts, concerned

with Brahuiau Himself, and Injunctive Vedanta-Texts, concerned with

Injunctions about the knowledge and meditation of Brahman refer to

the same topic, viz. Brahman and none else but Brahman. So, of

course, one and the same text is not concerned with Brahman and

Injunctions, regarding His knowledge and meditation some, the

Indicative ones, refer to Brahman ; others, the Injunctive ones, refer to

Injunctions regarding Him. But still, it can be safely said that all the

Scriptures deal with Brahman and Brahman alone.

(ii) Injunctive Vedanta Texts are distinct from

Purva-Mimamsa Injunctions.

The fact that the Scriptures contain Injunctions do not, by any

means, prove that they are concerned with Karmas, like the Purva-

Mlmamsa. For, Purva-MImainsa-Injunctions are those concerning Sakama-

Karmas, like, Sacrifices, rites and rituals and the rest, and produce

worldly or Heavenly results, leading constantly to births and re-births

or transmigratory existence. Thus, from their very nature, such

ordinary Injunctions refer to non-eternal objects or results. But
Vedaata-Injunctions regarding the knowledge and meditation of

Brahman, are, by nature, entirely different, as Brahman is not something
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non-eternal (See below), and as the results of the knowledge and meditation

enjoined are not Samsara, but Moksa, not transmigratory existence, but

Salvation. Thus, the Vedanta-Texts are not concerned with ordinary

injunctions regarding Sakama-Karmas, but only with those regarding
the knowledge and meditation of Brahman.

(iii) Four Kinds of fnjunctions in the case of Vedant*-Texts.

There are, in fact, four kinds of Injunction (Vidhi), viz., Utpatti-

Vidhi, Viniyoga-Vidhi, Adhikara-Vidhi and Prayoga-Vidhi. All these

are possible in the case of Vedanta-texts.

Thus, first, we have Utpatti-Vidhi, e. g., in the text : "O ! the

Self should be seen". (Brh. 2. 4 5.). This kind of Injunction is one

regarding the means to the main act enjoined. So, the above VedanUc

Injunction means that the Self is to be seen by means of the Vedantas,
or through a study of the Vedantas.

Secondly, we have Viniyoga-Vidhij e. g., in the text : "Therefore,

having this knowledge, having become calm, subdued, quiet, enduring
and collected, one should see the Self in the Self itself (Bjrh. 4. 4. 23).

This kind of Injunction is one regarding the auxiliary means to the act

enjoined. Here, Calmness, etc
,
have been, enjoined as auxiliary means

to 'Seeing', the main act enjoined.

Thirdly, we have Adhikara-Vidhi, e.g., in the text: "Knowing the

lyord, one becomes free from all bonds" (6vet. 1. 8.). This kind of Injunction

is one regarding the Adhikarin to the knowledge of Brahman, or it

indicates one who is entitled to know Brahman. Here, it is said that one

desirous of knowing Brahman is entitled to the study of the Vedanta,

Fourthly, we have Prayoga-Vidhi, e. g., in the text J "One who
deserves salvation from bondage and is endowed with the qualities of

'Calmness', etc,, should strive to attain the knowledge of Brahman/'
This kind of Vidhi is one regarding the main act enjoined. Here, the

main act enjoined in 'knowing Brahman'.

Thus, says 6rikafltba, all the four kinds of Vidhi or Injunction are

found in the Vedanta texts regarding the knowledge and worship of

Brahman, (6ri. Bh. Br. Su 1. 1. 4.)

(iv) Objection and Refutation.

A natural objection may be raised here, viz., that a Vidhi or an

Injunction refers to a future action, and an action refers to something to be

produced, transformed, attained, reformed : Thus, Utpatti (origination),

Vikara (transformation), Prapti (attainment) and Saxpskara (reformation)

these are the four results of action. And, in every case, the object

concerned is non-eternal. So, action, from its very nature, is possible
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with regard to non-eternal objects only. But how can Brahman be ever

conceived to be non-eternal ? Hence, there cannot be any action with

regard to Brahman, and that is why, no injunction is possible with regard
to Him.

To this Srlka^tha replies as follows :

It goes without saying that Brahman is not non-eternal and

so is not an object of Injunction and Action. But here the injunction is

regarding knowledge of Brahman and not Brahman Himself. There is

no harm in saying that knowledge of Brahman is something to be

produced. For, a man may not care about, knowing Brahman at first,

i. e., may not be aware of his own eternal Self. And this Injunction

regarding knowledge and meditation of Brahman is meant for*

inspiring him to know and meditate on Brahman. Even in the case of

those who, as serious students of Philosophy, by themselves, without any

injunctions, strive to know Brahman, such Injunctions are meant for

preventing them from attempting to know Brahman through any other

means, like Inference and the like,-other than Scriptures. Thus, such

Injunctions regarding the knowledge and meditation of Brahman are, of

course, necessary. And, as, here, the Injunctions are all psychological

ones, referring to the knowledge and meditation of the Jlva, and not

metaphysical ones referring to the existence or otherwise of Brahman,
there is no question at all that such Injunctions, will make Brahman a

created object or non-eternal in any way.

According to ^rlkaijtha, such Injunctions regarding the knowledge
and meditation of Brahman are necessary over and above the indicative

Vedanta-texts regarding Brahman and His attributes like : "Brahman is

Truth, Knowledge, Infinite" (Tait. 2. I.). For, such texts give us only
an indirect second-hand knowledge regarding Brahman. This is only the

stage of "fsravaija" or indirect, mediate learning on grounds of Authority

only. But for direct realisation, and intuition of Brahman, further

injunctions regarding "Nididhyasana" or meditation are necessary. Hence,
the Vedanta-Injunctions, undoubtedly, serve a very useful purpose.

So, ^rlka^tha concludes :

i: ft?

The Vedautas or Scriptures deal not only with Brahman, but equally

with Injunctions regarding the Jnana and Upasana, Knowledge and

Meditation of Brahman.
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(6) All Words Tenote Brahman-

J) AH Scriptural and Non-Scriptural Words Designate Brahman

It has been shown above that all the Scriptural-Texts refer to

Brahman and Brahman alone, Or, in other words, all the Scriptural

words unanimously denote Brahman, and none else but Brahman. As a

matter of fact, however, all words, whatsoever, Scriptural or non-

Scriptural, denote Brahman alone. For, as shown above ( P4 30 ), Brahman

is immanent in the world, as its material cause, just as a lump of clay is

immanent in all the effects, like clay-jar, clay-plate, etc,, as their material

causes. Hence, all the objects in the world are Brahman in essence,

just as clay-jar, clay plate and the like are all clay in essence. That is,

the name : 'Brahman' may the equally applied to all objects of the world,

just as the name 'clay' is equally applicable to all clay-jars, clay-plates, etc.

In this way, all words denoting different objects of the world also

denote Brahman, their Soul, Substance, Material Cause. ( P. 57 ).

( t-*-t )

The whole world, consisting of souls and matter, constitute the

Body of Brahman. Hence, all words denote Brahman.

(

Thus, all the Scriptures unanimously prove that the Supreme Lord

is none else but 6iva, who has entered into all the sentient beings and

non-sentient objects as their Soul ; who has, thus, the whole universe as

His Body ; and who is, accordingly', denoted by all words.

(ii) All Scriptural and Non-Scriptural Words Designate

Brahman in a Literal Way.

The problem is discussed here in this way :

It has been shown above ( Pp. 2729 ), that all the Scriptural

words like 'Akasa' and the like really
1

denote Brahman. Now, the

question may be asked as to whether other ordinary words, too, denoting

different sentient beings and non-sentient objects denote Brahman

as well, in a ptimary and literal sense. It may be thought here that*
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according to general usage, a word standing for one particular object,

cannot, at the same time, stand for another different object in a primary
and literal sense ; but only, at best, in a secondary and metaphorical or

figurative sense. Thus, when it is said : "The sun is the sacrificial

stake", the word "sun" can denote a sacrificial stake only secondarily
and figuratively, and never directly and literally. So, if it be said that

the words denoting worldly objects also denote Brahman, just as the

Scriptural words like 'Akasa', etc., do, then, that is possible only indirectly

and figuratively.

To this, Jsrikantha replies by pointing out that, just as in the case

of the Scriptural words, so equally in that of non-Scriptural ones,

Brahman alone is directly and literally denoted. The reason for this is

that Brahman alone has entered into all as their Souls and Essences.

Just as the soul entered into the body of a Brahmin, is called 'a Brahmin',
so exactly is the case here. Thus, Brahman alone is primarily, directly

and literally denoted by all words whatsoever, Scriptural or non-Scriptural

All the Monotheistic Vedantists take special pains to show that

Brahman is directly denoted by all words whatsoever, for this simple
reason that according to them ( except the Dualist Madhva ), Brahman

being the One, Supreme, Material Cause, ( P. 57 ), all souls and material

objects are identical with Him in essence, though different from Him in

forms, attributes and functions. Although such Schools admit of both

difference and non-difference between. Brahman, on the one hand, and

JTva-Jagat, on the other, yet the great importance of identity of essence

has been always specially emphasised by them all.

(7) The Place of Reasoning in the Vedanta,

(i; The Vedanta is not Dogmatic.

As in the Vedanta, Brahman is said to be entirely "Sastra-Yoni" or

knowable through the Scriptures alone, so the charge of Dogmatism
may easily be brought against it, for the matter of that, against all the

Systems of Indian Philosophy, more or less. But a little reflection will

show that this charge of Dogmatism or blind, uncritical faith in

Scriptures, is wholly unjustifiable. ( See be'ow under "Refutation of the

First Objection against Brahman Kara^a-Vada ).

The Vedas, i.e., the Jnana-Kaijda or the Upanisads form the very

ground of the Vedauta. But, for that reason, it is wrong to characterise

the Vedanta Philosophy as wholly Dogmatic* For, what is found in a

germinal form in the Upanisads, is developed in the form of a big tree in

the Vedanta Systems. Thus, in the Upanisads, we find soul-stirring,

inspired Mantras which indicate, of course, heights of philosophical
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perfection and contain within themselves supreme and sublime thoughts,

representing the highest kind of philosophical insight. But still, in

such inspired products, we cannot expect detailed logical proofs or

philosophical argumentations in support of the theories stated. Hence,
in the Upanisads, there are mere statements of facts, but uot proofs of

the same on logical and philosophical grounds. It was left to the

Vedanta Systems of Philosophy to supply the proofs on grounds of reason

and build up a logically consistent system on the basis of the Mantras of

the Upanisads.

Thus, the Vedanta System of thought is really based on lolid

grounds of Reason. In the System of Vedanta Philosophy, of course, there

are profuse quotations from the Vedas and the Upanisads, and in some, also

from Smjrtis, Pura^as and other celebrated works. Instances are also not

lacking where in support of a particular contention, Scriptural texts have

been quoted. Still, in all the Systems of the Vedanta, there are numerous

independent arguments by means of which the Upanisadic Doctrines have

been fully expounded and supported, and rival Doctrines disposed of. All

these are, indeed, of a high order and definitely prove the great critical

capacities of the Vedanta-thinkers.

(ii) Sravana-Manana-Nididbyasana.

It may be thought here that as all these reasonings and argumentations
are within the scope of the Scriptures only, these cannot, by any means,

prove the capacity for independent thinking and critical reflection of the

Vedanta Philosophers But the reply to it is that the acceptance of

Scriptural Authority constitutes only the first stage in the Philosophical

Method of India. This first stage is called "^rava^a" or Hearing. As
the name implies, this is the stage of Authority, the stage of learning from

others, and accepting uncritically, for the time being, what we known from

the Scriptures or from our Gurus, Spiritual Preceptors. If this were the

end, then surely, the charge of Dogmatism conld have been brought easily.

But this is not the end, only the beginning.

The second stage is called "Manana," or Thinking. As the name

implies, this is the stage of Independent Reasoning, the stage of reflecting

over what has been learnt at the first stage on grounds of Authority
alone, and accepting or rejecting the truths accepted before uncritically.

Then, the third or the final stage is called "Nididhyasana" or

Meditation. As the name implies, this is the stage of Direct Realisation, .

the stage of constant reflection on the Truth, first accepted on trust from

others, at the stage of "SravaQa" and then on grounds of one's own reasons

at the stage of "Manana." Through this kind of reflection or meditation* ,
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there is a Direct Insight into or Perception of Truth, for attaining which

there is such a constant striving on the part of the seeker after Truth.

This Philosophical Method shows that no Indian Philosopher can

ever remain Dogmatic in his search for Truth. That is, he can never

stop at the stage of Sravana or Authority. For, this indirect, second-

hand knowledge is never counted as real, final knowledge in Indian

Philosophy. All knowledge, worth the neme, must be perceptual,

immediate, direct. So, until and unless the preliminary knowledge, due to

Authority, is, finally, elevated into "Darsana" or Direct Seeing, it is useless

and cannot bring about Salvation.

That is why the term for "Philosophy" in India is

"Darsana" a supremely appropriate term, which definitely

shows that Philosophical Knowledge must be a direct, immediate,

perceptual knowledge any other kind of knowledge, any indirect,

mediate knowledge cannot be called 'Philosophical Knowledge'. Hence,

neither knowledge through Authority, nor knowledge through Inference

can be called Philosophical Knowledge. Of course, Philosophy involves all

these here we start with Authority, then proceed to Inference, but we

have to end finally in Direct Perception, Intuition Insight, in "Darsana"

or Seeing. Hence, in India, a Philosopher or a wise nan is called a

"Drasta" Le a Seer, one who directly and immediately "sees" the Truth,

as clearly as, or even more clearly than, we see ordinary objects.

(iii) Purvapaksa- handana-Siddhanta

There, is another kind of Philosophical Method, besides these

"Tri-Sadhaua" or three-fold spiritual meaus S Sravana, Manana and

Nidhidhyasana, mentioned above. This is the Method of Purva-paksa,

Khaijdana and Uttara-paksa or Siddhanta. This, really, falls, under

'Manana'. According to this Method, before proving his own

theory, a Philosopher has to state carefully and impartially

the theories of his opponents. These constitute the "Purva-paksa"

or Opponents' Views, Then, he has to criticise these and prove the

same to be false on logical and philosophical grounds. This is called

"Khafl4ana" or cutting. Then he has to prove his own theory on

logical and philosophical grounds. This is called "Uttara-Paksa" or

"Siddhanta" or Philosopher's own view. This compulsory Method also

inevitably prevents an Indian Philosopher from being dogmatic, or

obstinately sticking to his own view, without even caring to know

about other possible views. A Philosopher who, thus, starts at the

beginning to prove his own theory, will not be listened to. For, how

can one start to build a house until the existing one is demolished ?

So, first other existing views have to be taken notice of ( Purva-pakja )
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and demolished ( Kha^dana ) ; aud then only can the edifice of a new
view be raised ( Uttara-paksa or Siddhauta \

(iv) Two kinds of Dogmatism.

Thus, "Dogmatisrri" may mean two things : First, blind faith in

Authority or uncritical acceptance of Truth ; secondly, blind faith in

one's own self, or uncritical sticking to one's own opinion. The
first Philosophical Method of "6ravana, Manana aud NididhyHsana"

prevents against the first kind of Dogmatism ; the second Philosophical

Method of "Purvpaksa, Khandaua and Uttara-paksa or Siddhanta", against

the second.

(v) Three "R's" of Indian Philosophy : Revelation,

Reasoning, Realisation.

Thus, it is altogether wrong to suppose that simply because, the

Indian Systems start with Vedic Authority, they are all dogmatic

through aud througn aud there is 110 place for Reasoning in Indian

Philosophy. But the Indian Philosophical Method, as we have seen,

is one whole of Authority, Reason and Parception or Insight or Intuition.

In Western Philosophy, Reason and Revelation are ordinarily taken to be

opposed to each other. But in Indian i Philosophy, the two are taken to

be complementary to each other "Sravaiia" leading to "Manana",
"Manana" to Nididhyasana Authority or Revelation leading to Reasoning,
and Reasoning to Realisatiou, Thus, these are the supreme three "R's"

of Indian Philosophy : Revelation, Reasoning, Realisation.

Indicating the organic relation between these three, 6ajnkara has

beautifully said :

i" ( ^ngjT 3Ti^i R-V^ ) i

Mere, dry Reasoning is of no use here. But Rescuing, which is in

conformity with Scripture, alone has to be resorted to as auxiliary to

Realisation.

also asserts in the very same strain :

i f^5 ^r

i ( s-v ) i

Brahman cannot be known through Inference, Yet, Inference that

conforms to Scripture, may very well be a proof with regard to Brahman.

(vi) The Value of Inference.

Now, here a very legitimate question may be asked, as follows :

Here, only that kind of Inference has been accepted as a proof whkfh
14
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conforms to Scriptures. That practically means that Inference is not an

independent source of knowledge, but is concerned only with elucidating

and confirming what has already been stated. In that case, what is the

value of such a satellite Pramana ?

The reply to this is as follows :

Simply because here Inference has been said to be conforming to

Scripture, it cannot be said that there is no scope for any independence
on its part. As a matter of fact, when there are so many different

interpretations of the very same Vedas, how can it ever be said that there

is no scope for independent thinking here ? In the very same Vedanta

System alone, there are as many as Ten Schools ; and each and every of

these claims to have been based on the Vedr.-Upanisads directly. Thus,here

each founder of a Sect or a School first interprets the Vedas-Upanisadas

by means of his own thinking, reasoning, logical argumentation
and philosophical reflection, and then, forms a new Sect or founds a new
School on the basis of the same.

In this way, Inference conformig to Scripture or "Manana" after

S=>ravana has two main functions : (i; Immediately after "Jsravana,"

definitely determining the meaning of the Vedas in accordance with its

own logical and philosophical canons ; (2; proving the same and

disproving rival views in details on strict logical and philosophical

grounds.

(vii) The Necessity of Authority in Inference

Thus, here Scripture simply forms the starting point of Inference,

and nothing more. We know that according to logical rules, Inference

is the process of passing from the Premise to the Conclusion. Here,
the Vedas constitute only the Premise of this kind of "J:>rutyanugrhita-
Tarka" or Inference conforming to Scripture.

According to Indian Tradition, the Vedas are "Apauruseya,"
or not composed by any ordinary, ignorant or little-knowing individuals

or human beings. But the Vedas are "Divine Words." That is, the

Vedas are the immortal instructions issued forth from the mouths
of extra-ordinary individuals or saints and seers who are but
the messengers of God on earth. Ordinary, ignorant, little-knowing

individuals, like us, can have the first inkling into,

supra-mundane, fundamental, profound Philosophical Truths through
such Scriptures only. For, we lack intelligence and power to grasp such

deep matters without any help from others, through our own independent
efforts only. In ordinary spheres also, we find that in the beginning
we have to depend on our parents, teachers, elders, and other persons, for
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learning, for a long time. So, naturally, in the very difficult spiritual

or philosophic sphere, such a kind of preliminary help is necessary for us

a thousand times more.

(viii) Sastra-Yonitva and Guru- Vada

That is why, "6ravana" or "6raddha" i. e. reverence for

Scriptures and Gurus ( Spritual Preceptors ), has been taken to be

the very first step in the Path of Philosophical Knowledge or Spiritual

Striving. This is the real import of the much-maligned "6astra-Yonitva"

of Brahrnari and the Indian-"Guru-Vada." Ignorant persons, puffed up

with pride for their so-called abilities, think that they can easily know

Brahman through ordinary sources of knowledge, like Perception and

Inference. It is for teaching such foolish persons that the Vedanta-System

has described Brahman as "astra-Yoni." The warnings by the Upainsads

also have this purpose in view :

1 From whom Speech with Mind turn back, uot getting" (Tait 2. 4)

"He who thinks that he does not know Brahman, really knows Him.

But he who thinks that he knows Brahman, really does not know Him."

( Kena 2. 3 )

(ix) Gradations in Knowledge.

As a matter of fact, as there are Degrees and Gradations every where,

so there are Degrees and Gradations in the sphere of knowledge, no less.

Hence, here, there must be differences as regards the sources of

knowledge also. That is, what is a proof in the case of ordinary knowledge,

is not, naturally, so in that of philosophic knowledge.

Thus, ordinary Perception regarding worldly objects is

a proof in the case of ordinary knowledge, but not in that of

philosophic knowledge. Here, the Perception of Truth, of Brahman,

of Atman (Soul) is not sense-parception, but entirely of a different kind.

In the same manner, ordinary Inference, from Premises arrived at previously

by ordinary individuals regarding ordinary objects, is a proof in the case

of ordinary knowledge ; but not in that of philosophic knowledge. Here,

the Inference must start with the Scripture as a Premise. Similarly,

ordinary Authority of worldly books and teachers regarding worldly

objects and events is a proof in the case of ordinary knowledge, but not

in that of philosophic knowledge. Here, the Authority is Scriptural

Authority. That is why, we have special names, viz, "Sravapa" for

Authority, "Mauana" for Inference, "Nididhyasana" for Perception, as

sources of valid knowledge ( Prama ) or methods of Philosophical

Realisation.

In this way, it is clear that though apparently "Sruti" or Scripture
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is the be-all and end-all of Indian Philosophy, yet, really, as we have seen.

Reasoning and Perception, too, are considered absolutely necessary

here.

(x) Place of Reasoning in Indian Philosophy

So, it would be manifestly wrong to hold that Reasoning has no

place in Indian Philosophy. Just as an ordinary Inference is not

possible without a Premise to start with, and the conclusion of the

Inference has to conform to that Premise or follow from it, so in

Philosophical Inference, too, the conclusion has to conform to

the Scripture, the Premise. ^ ''isrutyanugrlma-Tarka" )

In the case of ordinary Inference, the Premise is obtained

through Observation, Experiment and the Inductive Method
of causal connection and uniformity of Nature. And it has to be

taken for granted by the reasoner, on the basis of the results

of scientific investigatiou by celebrated scientists. In the

same manner, in the case of Philosophical Inference, the Scriptures
are to be taken for granted on the basis of the results of direct realisation

by celebrated seers and saints. In the case of ordinary Reasoning,
the scientific results or formulae may be interpreted entirely differently

by different scientists, though not by ordinary persons, and conclusions

drawn therefrom. In the same manner, in the case of Philosophical

Inference, the same Scriptural texts may be interpreted entirely differently

by inspired saints, and seers, though not by ordinary persons, and

ccnclusions drawn therefrom. So, what difference is there between

ordinary Inference and Philosophical Inference ? If the former be

not taken to be dogmatic, why should the latter ?

In fact, it is undeniable that Inference, the very prop of Critical

Method as against Dogmatism, itself contains an unavoidable element of

Dogmatism in so far as it blindly accepts the premises on the basis of the

work done by others. So, where the premises are blindly accepted,

Dogmatism inevitably results, whether in ordinary or in Philosophical

Inference, as the conclusions are drawn from the Premises and there

is not much scope for really independent thinking here. But where the

premises are first interpreted in the light of the reasoner's own

independent thought and then the conclusions drawn there is no

Dogmatism, whether in ordinary or in Philosophical Inference-

In the case of Philosophical Inference- in India, we have seen, great

saints and scholars interpret the Scriptural Premises in the light of their

own independent thinking first, and thereby found many different Schools

on its basis. These Schools, again, have Sub-Schools, and so on. This
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peculiarity of the Indian Philosophical Method is a proof against

Dogmatism.

(xi) Doctrine of Last Prophet unacceptable to Indian Philosophy.

Another definite proof that there is no Dogmatism in Indian

Philosophy is its fundamental aversion to the Doctrine of Last Prophet,

accepted by not a few Religious Systems as their central dogma.
According to this Doctrine, a particular "Prophet" or Founder of a Sect

is the last one to interpret the Message of God on earth, and after

him, there cannot be any new interpretation of the Scriptures, no new

Sects, no new thinking.

But according to the Indian View, as Truth is infinite,

so the ways of interpreting and representing it are also so. Hence, each

and every one is at perfect liberty to interpret the Scriptures according
to his own judgment and comprehension and found new Sects. 'Let no
one be so foolish as to claim that his is the only or the last interpretation
of the Scriptures' this is the eternal warning as well as the inspiring

Message of Hope of Indian Philosophy. So, in what else has the glory or

grandeur of Reasoning been manifested in such glowing colours ?

"Dharma itself is jeopardised, if there be acceptance of any
thing without reasoning".

This superb Maxim of the Sm^tis, forms, indeed, the very tasis of

Indian Philosophical Thinking.

(xii) Tarka and Upalabdhi : Reasoning and Realisation

In fact, in Indian Philosophy, the teiin "Thinking" has a unique and

a wonderful meaning, not found elsewhere. The equivalent term for

"Thinking" is "Tarka", literally. But in India "Tarka" is only ordinary,

empirical phenomenal, thinking, concerned with worldly things and

events it is, by no means, extra-ordinary, philosophical, noumenal

thinking, The Indan term for tMs latter kind of thinking is JftSna in the

beginning and "Upalabdhi" or "Anubhiiti" in the end. "Jfiana" or

knowledge belongs to a higher plane than "Tarka" or Reasoning ;

"Upalabdhi" or Realisation belongs to a higher plane than "Jfiana" or

knowledge, in the same sense as union is higher than division,

comprehension than union. Reasoning, as pointed out above, divides,

being analytic in nature ; Knowledge unites, being synthetic in

nature ; but Realisation comprehends, being universal in nature.

(xiii) Tarka, Janana, Upalabhi . Analysis, Synthetis, Comprehension

Thus Analysis, Synthesis, Comprehension this is the natural
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order of thought. But the thing, the object we strive to know is

one and one only, from the very beginning to the end the "Vastu",

"Dravya," "Tattva" or "Satya", call it by any name, is one and one

only, it does not and cannot change, it is there from all eternity
in its entirety, whether known cr not, or in whatever way known. That
is why, our ways of knowir / may be analytic or discursive ; it may proceed

step by step, part by part hut the final knowledge must invariably be of

the Whole. And the Whole can be reflected in the Whole alone, and so.

the final knowledge of the
"
Vastu", "Dravya", "Tattva" or "Satya" must

of necessity be a Whole Knowledge, a Total Realisation.

(xiv) Real Relation between Reasonning and Realisation,

For this reason alone, Reasoning is said to be inadequate for

philosophical comprehension and not for anything else, For "Reasoning"
is one thing, "Vision" quite another. Are they opposed ? In one sense

they are ; in another, not. They are opposed in the sense 'Two* is opposed
to 'One* ; 'Division' to 'Union*. They are not opposed in the sense

'Two' is transcended in 'One,' Division in 'Union', It is in this

latter sense alone that Reasoning has been taken in Indian Philosophy.

Just as in other spheres, so here, too, the Lower is not exactly negated,

but really consummated in the Higher. In this sense, Reasoning, too,

has its just and honourable place in the scheme of things in India.

(8) Utility of Quotations

A very common feature of Indian Philosophical Work is abundance

of quotations from Scriptures and other celebrated treatises. Here, a

question may, naturally, be asked as to whether such quotations serve

any useful purpose, or not. In fact, the prejudice against such quotations

in modern times is as strong as was the love for the same in ancient.

However, such quotations did serve a very useful purpose in those days.

First, the weight of Authority is not something to be derided of

lightly. Especially, in Philosophical Works, dealing with very profound

problems of life, the additional confirmation by superior individuals is,

undoubtedly, very welcome. This habit of quoting from well-known

authorities has been, ordinarily, interpreted as a tendency towards

Dogmatism, or bl nd faith or uncritical acceptance ot Authority. But

really, it indicates the characteristic humility of Indian thinkers, and

nothing more. It is, really, against Indian Tradition to claim to be

the Founder of a Sect or a School of thought, or to have propounded a

new Theory. So, every new thinker seeks for support in ancient lores,

and takes special pains to quote from as mauy sources as possible in

support of his own theories. This does not, as pointed out above, imply
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any lack of original thinking on the part of Indian thinkers or their

inability to stand on their own without the help of others. For, then,

how can the fact that the very same texts have been quoted joyously

by different Schools, be explained ? This definitely proves that original

thinking precedes quoting from Authority, and, not vice versa, viz not

that theories are propounded according to quotations.

Secondly, such well-known quotations do, indeed, serve to represent
facts in a clear, sweet, yet forceful manner. Nothing can be compared
with the inspired utterances of those mighty minds of old. But facts are

facts, they do not change with ages or places. So, when the same facts

are revealed anew to later thinkers, naturally, the same beautiful

expressions cannot also recur. For this reason, too, quotations should

not be looked down upon as something to be adyoided like poison.

The over-diffident tendency to lean wholly on others is, indeed,

regrettable. But equally regrettable is also the over-confident tendency
to ignore totally the contributions of others. The Indian custom to quote
from others in support of one's own theories is really an antidote to both

the above extreme kinds of tendencies
; and as such, it is, indeed, a very

beneficial and salutary one.



CHAPTER III

I Creation (Srsti)

(1) One and Many

The Problem of Creation is, indeed, the second fundamental

Problem of Philosophy. For, metaphysically, if we start with the "One,"
the very next question that naturally arises is : How does the "Many"
arise from the "One" ? Epistemologically, if we start with the "Many,"
then also the same question remains : How does the "Many" arise from

the "One" ? In one sense, really, it might also be said that the "Many"
is the more real of the two ; for the "Many" has never been absolutely

and permanently negated, like the "One*. Every one, in fact,

has to start with the "Many", to begin with. So, for the time being, it

has to be taken to be real, whatever its ultimate fate may be at the hands

of different thinkers. Thus, a kind of temporary and relative existence

has been attributed to the '"Many" by all. But the Materialists, e. g.,

have not conceded even this much to the "One," which has been eternally

and absolutely denied by them.

In this way, the "Many", indeed, poses an important and an

unavoidable problem for the Monists, for the Monotheists, for the

Pluralists for all, equally. For the Monists, the problem, briefly, is : How
to deny the "Many", and keep only "One" ;

for the Monotheists : How to

adjust and keep the "Many," with the "One" ; for the Piuralists : How
to make the "Many" appear as one whole, with or without the "One".

So, let us, now, proceed with this fundamental problem, and try to see

what solution has our great and good friend Srlkantha to offer in

this important respect.

Hence, let us once more, pose the essential philosophical questions :

(1) How does the world arise from God f

(2) Does it arise at all ?

(3) If not, what is its explanation ?

(2) Brahman as Creator

J-Jrlkantha is a simple and straight Moiiotheist. So, he does not

even pause, for a moment, to reflect as to whether the world is real, or

only apparent ; but at once, straightway, takes it to be a real, very real

effect, springing out of that real, very real Cause : Brahman. That is

why, in his Commentary on the celebrated Second Sutra
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"Prom whom arise birth and the rest of this" ( Br. Su. 1. 1 2. ).

he asserts in his usual direct manner :

*rat ^ra^sfft ?R: i" ( i-i-* )

"He alone is Brahman from whom arise the origination, preservation,

destruction, bondage and salvation of all sentient beings and

non-sentient objects.

i" ( t-v* )

"He alone who possesses six qualities, like omniscience and the rest,

and eight names (See P. 16 -19
,

is iva ;
and He alone is, again,

said to be Brahman, the Cause of the world."

All these have been set forth in details ( See Pp. 56ff ) above
1

,
and so

need not be repeated here. The meaning of Brahman's Creatorship has

also been discussed. ( See Pp. 77S ).

(3^ The Order of Creation

Some Schools of the Vedaula take the Order of Creation to be

somewhat similar to the Samkhya Order with, of course, the very

fundamental difference viz tint Sliiikhya Prakrti is an independent,

physical reality, which the Ve latita Prakrti is not. The VedSnta Prakrti

is nothing but the Acit 6akti of Is *ara, the Sakti or Power through which

He manifests out of Himself, the physical world,

(i) Samkhya Order of Creation

The Samkhya Order of Creation, as well-known, is as follows :

In the beginning of Creation, there is "Sainyoga", or contact, so to

speak, between Purusa ( Soul ) and Prakrti ( Primal Matter ). Due to

this, the^Trigunatmika Prakrti" or the Primal Material Energy, consisting

of the three constituents : Sattva. Rajas and Tatnas, manifests out of herself

the entire Universe, step by step, Thus, the first product of Prakrti is

Mahat ( Cosmologically ) or Buddhi i Psychologically ). The 'Mahat' is the

germ of the whole Physical Universe ; Buddhi, of the Psychical The second

product is AhamkSra, having three forms : Ssttvika, Rajasika, Tamasika,

due to the preponderance respectively, of the Sattva, Rajas and Tamas

Gunas. From the first arise the five organs of knowledge, the five organs of

action, and mind ; from the second, according to some, nothing directly,

it only helping the other two to produce their respective effects ; from the

third, the five Tanmatras or subtle, pure, unmixed essences of Earth,

15
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Water, Fire, Air, Ether. Finally, from the five Tanmatras, arise the

five Mahabhutas or gross, mixed elements of Earth, Water, Fire, Air,

Ether. These gross, mixed elements arise out of the subtle, pure,

unmixed elements according to the process of Pancikarana or

Quintuplation, as follows :

1 Gross Earth = ^ Subtle Earth -fj Subtle Water +J Subtle Fire

^ Subtle Air + Subtle Ether, and the same for the rest.

(ii) Vedanta Order of Creation

Of course, the Vedanta Views in this respect, are quite divergent,

some similar to the Satnkhya View, as stated above, some not.

For example, we may take, at random, one example, each, from the

Monistic and Monotheistic Schools of the Vedauta.

(a) Monistic Vedanta View

The first is given in the celebrated A dvaita-Vedanta treatise

"Vedanta-Paribhasa" of Dharmarajadhvarlndra ( 7th Chapter ). It may
be, conveniently, represented in a chart form, thus :

Isvara (with Mava and Jlva-karmas)

Five Tanmatras

I

S
I I A 1

.

attvika '2, Rajasa (3) Tamasa (4 kinga-Sanra.

(1 Sattvika-Tanmatras
I

I I

Taken Singly Taken Collectively

I I I I I I I I I

Ether Air Fire Water Earth Manas Buddhi Citta Ahaipkara
I I I I I

Ear Skin Eye Tongue Nose.

Or Five Organs of Knowledge.

(2) Rajasa Tanmatras

Taken Singly Taken Collectively

w I I I I I'll I I I

Ether Air Fire Water Earth Prana Apana Vyana Udana Samana
I I I I I

Speech Hand Foot Organ Organ Or Five Vital Airs.

of of
Excretion Generation. Or Five Organs of Action
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(3) Tamasa Tanmatras

Five Gross Elements ( According to the Process of Pancikarana )

Earth Water Fire
I

Air
I

Ether.

Thus, we find that this Advaita Order is quite distinct from the

Sainkhya one.

(b) Monotheistic Vedanta View

Then, secondly, we may take the Chart given by PurusottamacSrya
of the Monotheistic School of Nimbarka. in his famous "Vedanta-ratna-

Manjusa" a copious commentary on Nimbarka's "Dasa-slokl" :

(1) Prakjrti

I

(2) Mahat

(3) Ahainkara

Bhtitadi

(Tamasika)

(15) Sabda-Tanmatra
(16) Akasa
( 1 7) Sparsa-Tanmatra
(18

A

Vayu
1 9) Rfipa-Tanmatra
(20) Tejas
(21) Rasa-Tanmatra

(22) Ap.
(23) Gandha-

Tanmatra
(24) Prithivi

Thus, this Scheme is very similar to the Samkhya one, with the

vital difference, as mentioned above, viz that the Vedanta Prakrti is not

an independent physical principle, but the 'Acit-6akti
f

of Isvara.

The Vedanta-Sutras, however, refer not to 'Paftcikara^a", as done by
the Sainkhya System, but to 'Trivirt-Karana or the Process of Tripartition

(Br. Su. 2, 4. 20-22. >amkara-Bhasya\ This is taken from the Chandogya
Upanisadic account of Creation ( Chand. Up. 6. 2. ). Here, it is said that,

in the beginning, there was only the "Sat", the Existent. Then, He
desired to be many, and created "Tejas" or Fire, That Fire desired to
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be many, and created "Ap" or Water. That "Water" desired to be

many and created "Anna" or Earth.

6rikaritha, also, in his Bkasya accepts this Doctrine of Trivrtkarana

{ Sfi. 2 4. 17-19). In this Section, he points out that the Process of

Tripartition is due to Brahman, alone ; and net to Brahma. For, here,

from the tri-partitioned Fire, Water and Earth, first the 'BrahmSiida'

or the Universe arises, and then Brabnia ; and then the Jlva or the

Individual Soul. ( Sti. 2. 4.17.)

In this connection, 6rikantha, from his Sectarian Viewpoint, takes

special pains to refute the views that not Brahman or '{Siva, but Narayana,

Brahma etc, are the Creators of the Universe. [ See under the Section on

"Refutation of the Fifth Objection against the Law of Karma" included

under the general Section : "Refutation of the Seventh Objection against

Brahma-Karaiia-Vada" ].

(4) Brahman, the Sole Creator.

The Doctrine that Brahman is not only the Creator, but also the

Sole Creator of the universe, is a fundamental Cosmological Doctrine of

theVedanta. For the Monistic Vedautists, like 6arnkara, this question

does not really arise at all from the transcendental point of view. From

the phenomenal point of view, also, as he always keeps Theology out

of Philosophy, his problem is only to show that only Isvara is

the Creator if we have to speak of Creation at all and not Prakrti

or Primal Matter of the Samkhya-Yoga Schools, Pramanus or Primal

Atoms of the Nyaya Vaisesika Schools, and so on. But the problem

for him is not to prove one sectarian Deity like vsiva or Vif.iiuas the Creator,

to the exclusion of others. However, this very problem poses itself largely

before Sectarian Monotheists, like Vaisnava and 6aiva ones ; and not a few

pages of their otherwise deeply philosophical works are devoted to

such sectarian matters. So, the question may, legitimately, be asked as

to the philosophical value, if any, of such discourses and discussions in

philosophical works,

(5) I he Sectarian Interpretation of Brahman.

( i ) Necessity for Sects.

This inevitably leads to a fundamental question, viz, Why should

there be Sects at all ? All of these, we find, strive to prove their own

respective Deities as the very same as Brahman, as possessing the very

same nature, attributes and activities, as standing in a more or less same

relation to the Universe of Souls and Mattter- But the fact is that human,

mind, by nature, hankers after varieties variegated are its thoughts and

feelings and desires, apparently contradictory, yet really harmonious. For,
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really, contradictory things cannot exist in the very same substratum. So,

unity-iii-plurality is the order of the psychical world the mind is one,

having a unity and a continuity of its own, as its most fundamental

characteristic, and combining all the different mental states and processes

into a total, organised, systematised, harmonious, well balanced

mental life If the Mind fails to do so, then it really ceases to be a

Mind at all, but disintegrates itself into a number of chaotic processes,

which we call abnormal states. In the very same manner, the physical

world, too, is a cosmos, and not a chaos, Here, atoms cl'ui? forth to

atoms to make up a part, parts attach themselves to parts to compose a

whole
;
wholes co-exist with wholes to fashion the world. Yet, the world is

not full of useless repetitious and exact replicas of the very same things,

and ij there be something different from repetitions and replicas, there

is bound to be not only differences, but also apparent contradictions. Yet,

the world is one whole. So, who could deny that it is a unity-in-

diverbity ?

Thus, this unity-in-diversity or diversity-in-unity is the very

pattern of things on earth. So, it is naturally the pattern of those

Philosophical Systems that take things to be real and try to interpret their

real nature. That is why, we find that the Monotheistic Schools mostly

conceive of the relation of God to the universe of souls and matter as one

of unity-in-difference. In the very same manner, this fundamental

tendency of those Monotheistic Philosophers is reflected in their attempts

to conceive of God. God is One, the Absolute is One Isvara is One,

Brahman is One. Not only that, as stated above, God's nature, attributes

a~d activities are all one. Yet, His Names are diffeient, and all

dissensions refer only to these names.

( ii ) The Value of Names,

But are Names, really, mere empty symbols, mere meaningless words,

mere out-pourings of a uncontrolled faucy ? The Indian View definitely

negates all these. According to Indian Philosophy, as well known, Sabda

or a Sound, or a spoken word has an intrinsic connection with its object,

So, naturally, if words be different, the corresponding objects are also so.

But in that case, what about Synonyms? When s}iionymsare

derivative in nature or by themselves carry different meanings, though

referring to the very same objects, these naturally emphasise different

aspects of the very same thing. Compare the synonyms of

'Father', viz ; "Janaka" and "Pita", having different derivations, and,

thereby, emphasising that the father "procreates" ( Root Jan = to create.),

as well as "protects" (Root Pa - to protect). Or, compare the different

names of Durga, referring to Her different attributes : ''Gauri and Kali",
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the first meaning Her fair form ; the second, dark. Or, "Jagaddhatrl and

CSmutjda", the first meaning Her protective form ; the second, destructive.

But what about the synonyms that do not come under any of

the two categories, mentioned above/ like "Kanaka" and "Hirana" or

''Kusuma" and "Puspa". ? These are mere poetic utterances by
different Poet-Seers who knows when, who knows why, who knows how ?

Thus, names may be both descriptive and non-descriptive ;

synonyms, too, just the same. Now, the names of Isvara are all

descriptive in nature, like Visnu, Krsua, Han, v->iva etc. So, these are

meant to emphasise different aspects, attributes, powers, functions of the

very same Isvara or Brahman, although His total nature, attributes and

functions are just the same.

(iii) The Value of Divine Names*

Thus, although the Names of God have ever been a bone of

contention amongst different Religious Systems of the world, yet when
one comes to reflect over the whole matter, one finds that every Name
has an intrinsic merit of its own none is to be rejected, none is to

be given undue importance, none is to be taken to be of a greater or a

lesser value for, if there be God and if He be gracious enough to

listen to the supplications of men, how can He be partial to one,

like one, favour one, to the exclusion of all the rest ? That is why,
the numerous Names of God, arising out of the numerous ideas,

feelings and desires of numerous individuals, are really all one, whether

descriptive, onomatopoetic. or ordinary,

This, in fact, is the real, philosophical and theological explanation
of 'synonyms', whatever be. their technical, grammatical or philological

explanations, in this case, there is a beautiful combination of three

things the apprehended object, the apprehending mind, and the

name by which the latter denotes the former. By whom have the names
been coined ? Leaving aside the deep philological implications of

this fundamental question, it may be said, safely, from the straight,

philosophical standpoint that even if we accept the Nyaya view that

the Sakti or potency of each word to denote an object is fixed by Isvara or

God Himself, and is, as such, unalterable, still there is nothing wrong
in the view that these words or names represent to us the many-sided
human nature, rich in content, wide in extent, full and flowing.

It is this human self that has for ever, striven to raise its eyes to the

Divine, to see Its lyight, to hear Its Voice, to express its Glory. That is

why, the presence of Sects is not condemnable by itselfwhat is

condemnable is their bigotry. When the white dazzling sunlight is
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broken in the prism in the enchanting form of *'Vibgy?-r" or seven lovely

colours, like violet, indigo, blue, green, yellow, orange and red, from one

point of view, it becomes, so to speak, more beautiful, easier to be perceived,

softer and sweeter. In the very same manner, when the Divine Light is

reflected on the prism of the soul, what lovely colours it produces, how

glorious and numerous, how heart-capturing and soul-stirring J
The

various Sects are nothing but the various colours of the All-coloured

All-beautiful, All-luminous God. So, like their sources, these, too, are really

things of beauty and joy.

That is why, in India, Religious Sects have never been looked down

upon On the contrary, it has always been freely an 1 gladly admitted that

the existence and emergence of these Sects are welcome sii^ns, being signs of

ever-fresh hearts and ever enthusiastic minds, of expanding lives and

exhilarating strifes, of newer and newer vision and fewer and fewer

delusion.

( iv ) Sectarian Names for Brahman.

For this reason, the Vedanta attempts to identify Brahman with

Sectarian Deities do not, in any way, go aganist its fundamental spirit

viz,, that of unity and universality. Brahman is One, Brahman is

All-pervading ; and what does it matter if we call Him by a Sectarian

name, when we know very well and admit fully that He is the epitome
of all our religious inspirations and philosophical realisations, the end

of all our logical apprehensions and ethical attainments, the be-all and

the end-all, the blood and the bone, the heart-beat and the pulse-throb

of our very essence and existence. In fact, when there is the rise of such

a Beatific Vision, there are no names, no forms, no sects, but all are

reduced to one great and grand and glorious Name, Form, Sect that

of Brahman and Brahman alone

This is the real implication of an Indian religious Sect.

Hence, when the Holy Founder of a Sect visualises only one name

amidst numerous others as the Name of God, does he not visualise

also the fact that, that Name contains all other names,

that From conglomerates all other forms, that Sect combines all

other Sects 1 This is clear from the attempts of the Vaisnavas, e. g.,

to prove that all the texts regarding Visnu really mean &iva, and none

but 6iva. The same is found in all other cases.

In this way, the sectarian interpretations of Brahman do, indeed,

show the intense virility and vitality, the inherent value and validity of

the Vedanta. This, indeed, is no small gain.



Kl. Reffuftaftioira of Objections against
Brahma-IICarainia-Vada or the Doctrine

of the Caysalitty of Birahvnan

Although a truth is a matter of realisation only, yet a Theory

requires proof. Proofs may be of two kinds positive and negative.

Positively, that particular Theory or Doctrine has to be shown to be

grounded on solid f*cts ; negatively, other Theories or Doctrines have to

be shown to be wrong.

Here the process may be from Truth to Theory ; or from Theory
to Truth. The first is found in the case of inspired saints ; and the

second, in that of infused scholars and scientists. Thus, the divinely

inspired saints and seers first realise the Truth in an inspired moment
in the twinkling of an eye, and, then, try as best as they can, to

explain this philosophical Truth in the form of a logical Theory to others.

Oa the other hand, scholars and scientists, infused with external

knowledge, justifytlieir Theories, first, by a chain of arguments ; and

then, may, in a few cases, be blessed with a Divine Realisation,

bringing forth before their views the Truth in all of its Glory and

Grandeur.

As a Philosopher, 6f ikaiitha, too, in common with other VedSntists,

starts with the Truth in the First Chapter. Then, in the Second Chapter,

he, again in common with other Vedantists, takes up, in right earnest,

the necessary, though, surely, the less pleasant, task of buildirg up a

Theory of the Causality of Brahman, or, Brahma-Karana-Vada.
The Positive proofs are given in the First Quarter ( Pada ) of the Second

Chapter, where he refutes several possible objections against Brahma-
Karana-Vada ami thereby adduces his own reasons for the same. The

Negative proofs are given in the Second Quarter of the Second Chapter,
where he himself raises several objections against other Theories and

thereby tries to bring to light their inherent defects and fallacies The
first will be considered in this Section ; the second, in the next.

The possible objections against Brahma-Karana-Vac a may be

classed under seven heads as follows :

(1) (i) First Cjbection against Brahma-Karana-Vada
( 2.1,42.1.13 )

The first objection that may be raised against the Doctrine of

the Causality of Brahman is based on a fundamental question, viz. What
exactly is the relation between the Cause and the Effect ?
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That is, is it a relation of absolute identity (Abheda) ; or, one of

absolute difference ( Bheda ) ; or, finally, one of identity- in-difference

( Bhedabheda ) f Every one of these'alternatives seems to be something

impossible. For, first, if the Cause and the Effect be absolutely identical,

then, why should there be two names and two forms, as found in the

world ? Again, secondly, if the two be absolutely different, then, how
can the Effect arise from a totally different Cause ? Finally, if the two

be identical as well as different, theu,is that not asserting something

self-contradictory ?

Each and every of these questions raises a very profound philosophical

problem which need not and cannot be discussed under the present

Section. Here, only the second alternative need be taken as embodying
the First Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada, as visualised by

6rlka$tha and other Vedantists in this connection.

Thus, the First Objection is as follows :

The Cause is the creator or producer ; and the Effect, the created

product. Now, here how does the Cause create or produce its Effect ?

The process of creation is not that, the Cause produces a totally different,

Effect, which, when you come to think of it, is impossible. For, how, can

a thing create or produce out of itself something else that is totally

different from itself f So, here the process is the transformation of the

Cause into the form of the Effect. And, if the Cause itself be transformed

into the Effect, then, surely, the Cause and the Effect must be similar

in nature.

Take a simple and an ordinary example. A potter, as an efficient

cause ( Niinitta Karana \ takes a lump of clay as the material cause

( Upadana-Karana ) and produces a clay-jar from it. Here, as the jar

has been fashioned out of clay, it itself is, naturally and inevitably, clay

and nothing but clay. In this way, the very process of Causation

essentially implies a simlarity between the Cause and the Effect.

Now, let us come to the point at issue here. According to the

Doctrine of the Causality of Brahman, Brahman is the Cause and

Universe is His Effect. So, it is expected that Brahnian and the

Universe will be similar in nature But are they actually so ? Definitely

not. For, who does not know that Brahman is sentient, the world

non-sentient
;

Brahman is Ever-pure, the world impure through
and through ; Brahman is eternal, the world changeable ; Brahman is

Knowledge in essence, the world ignorant. Brahman is Bliss in nature,

the world sorrowful, and so en indefinitely ? Hence, how can there

ever be any Cause-effect relation between the two ? This, in short, is the

First Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada, summed up by 6
himself thus :

16
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''How can there be any Cause-Effect relation between these two (viz.

Brahman and the world \ as between a cow and a buffalo ?"

(ii) Refutation of the First Objection against

Brahman Karana-Vada. (?ee above Pp. 59 If).

Srikantha, in common with other Vedantists, brings in counter-

arguments here, as follows :

(a) The Cause and the Effect are not always similar in appearance.

First, he points out that there is no absolute rule that the Cause and

the Effect must be similar to each other Examples of this are not lacking.

We find, as a matter of fact, that sentient scorpions etc. arise from

non-sentient cow-dung ; again, non-sentient hair and nails arise from

sentient persons. So, on the same analogy, why cannot the non-sentient

world arise out of the Brahman ? (2.1.6.)

So, he says :

Of course, this argument may appear to be a laughable one to many,
for the simple reason that the examples given here are both faulty. For,

who does not know of the simple, yet fundamental biological principle

viz. 'Life comes out of life alone
1

? Hence, sentient scorpions are not really

produced by the non-sentient cow-dung, but by the sentient parent

scorpions ; nou-sentient hair and nails are not really produced by the

sentient person, but are parts of the living body. So, why have these

examples been given by all the Vedamists in unison, led by 6anikara

.himself? Were they really so ignorant as to be wholly unware of the above

fundamental principles ? This, evidently, cannot be admitted, ^rikantha

himself refers to the same examples in Brahma-Sutra-BhSsya or

Commentary on Brahnia-Siitra 1.4.27, and clearly says that hair and

nails cannot arise from the body alone or from the soul alone, but from the

body and soul together (See P. 48). So, what did these wise scholars

and deep thinkers really have in their minds ? What did they really

mean here ?

What they really meant is that the cause and the effect are not always
similar in forms. From a particular cause, there may arise an effect that

has na similarity in form at all \\ithitscause. What similarity, e. g.,

is there between the small seed and the huge tree with roots, trunkt



First Objection against Brahma-Karaga-Vada 123

branches, leaves, flowers and fruits that ultimately springs out of it?

What similarity is there between the hard seeds and the flowing oil we get
from the same ? What similarity is there between the liquid milk and the

solid caisin produced out of it? If we leave aside these cases of single

causes, and proceed t" consider those of a combination of causes, the

matter becomes more evident. For, who does not know, e g. of the

vagaries and surprising conduct of the chemical elements ? Hence, it is

that such compounds seem to bear no resemblance at all to their

constituent elements. What resemblance has water, to cite a simple well-

known example, to H 2O, Oxygen cud Hydrogen separately. In this way,

although a clay-jar is seen to be similar to the lump of clay, its cause, and

a gold-bangle to the lump of gold, its cause yet there are many causes

as shown above, where nothing of the kind, no similarity between the

cause and the effect can be seen at all.

But, then, how do we know that the two are casually related ? We
know this, first, on the ground of Authority, or, if possible, on that of

Inference ; and, then, on that of Perception. Thus, we are told here, first

that a particular, element will produce a result quite different from it : or,

that a particular combination of elements will bring forth a product

totally dissimilar to it. Again, if we have advanced farther, we may also

ourselves infer about the same, Then, when the knowledge we have

gathered is put to a practical test, we ourselves see the results with

our own eyes.

The case of Brahman and the world falls under this category of

dissimilar causes and effects. For, here, too. no similarity between

Brahman, the Cause, and the world, the effect, is seen. The main of these

dissimilarities, as pointed out above, is that, while Brahman is a Supreme,
Sentient Being, the world is not sentient at all. So, here, too, the very same

question may be asked, as to how, then, do we come to know that there is

really a cause-effect relation between Brahman and the world ? Perception,

evidently, is out of the question here. For, who can claim to be able to

see the production of the world, when that will happen again at the end of

Pralaya (Universal Destruction) and beginning of Srstf (Creation) ? Hence

Inference, equally, is impossible here, as Inference, depends on prior

perception. (See P. 91 above). Suppose, here we argue thus :

All cases of Pralaya are followed by Sjrsti.

This is a case of Pralaya.

Therefore, this is followed by Srsti

Here, the Vyapti or the universal and necessary relation between

the major and the middle terms in the Universal Major Premise, may
be established, only if there be, first, uncontradicted experiences of
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Pralaya being followed by Srstf. But how can that be ever possible f In

the same manner, the Minor Premise, too, need be observed, which also Is

impossible. Hence, no Inference is possible here at all.

Thus, 6rlkantha comes to his second counter-argument in this regard,

viz. that the hypothesis that the world has been produced out of Brahman
has to be accepted on the ground of Scriptural Authority.

(b) The ausality of Brahman is proved on the

Grounds of Scripture : No Dogmatism

This, indeed, is a hypothesis which, though inexplicable, is, yet,

equally unquestionable. So, 6rlkantha is not ashmed to assert with full

confidence :

''So, it is established that mere dry reasoning can never set at naught
what has been proved on the ground of unanimous Scriptural Authority*.

But this, indeed, is not Dogmatism, not a kind of blind faith or

irrational belief. As we have seen above, the creation of the world is an

established, inevitable, unchangeable fact (with, of course, apologies to

{Uqikara !) And, such a fact, which we have to face and explain, being

beyond both Perception and Inference, can be known through

Authority and Authority alone.

Indeed, that is not Dogmatism at all ; that is an inevitable and also

an indubitable fact that has to be recognised, willy nilly this being a

fact known by all, known at all times, known everywhere how can it

be denied ? It can be done so only on the ground of an equally strong,

equally unanimous, equally universal authority of wiser persons. E. G.

that the sun is moving round the earth is a kind of cosmic illusion,

known by all, known at all times, known everywhere. So, it has been set

at naught by a very strong unanimous, universal authority of scientists,

and we have to admit that it is the earth that is going round the son, and

not vice versa. This is done purely on the grounds of Authority ; and

here, we have to accept Authority even though it goes against our own

clear, unanimous, universal perception. If that be so, if Authority can

set at naught even direct, clear, universal, perception, why cannot it

confirm such a perception ?

According to ^rikantha, in the case in hand, this is exactly what

happens. The world is there, with all its beauty and glory, with all

its vastness and variety, with all its conglomeration and complexity.

But however beautiful and glorious, however vast and various, however

conglomerated and complex it, still, manifests no sign of being a cause.

For, a cause is eternal, which the world does not appear to be, Lo
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is not everything transitory in Nature ? Does not the dancing brook dry up,

showing nakedly the rough pebbles underneath ? Does not the lovely

flower dry up, scattering its petals all around ? Does not the sweet baby

grow up to be a sour grand-father, to die soon and be wiped away from

the face of the earth ?

So, the receptacles of all these, viz. the world, cannot by itself be

taken to be eternal fr^m an absolute point of view, though it may be

so from a relative one only. Specially, ac:ording to the Indian View, it

is the past Sakama Karmas or selfish acts of the Jivas or individuals,

that is responsible for every new creation (See P. 35, also the Section

on "Refutation of the Sixth and Seventh Objections against Brahma

Karana-VAda"). So, the universe is not a cause, but an effect.

In this way, we know the objects of the world to be non-eternal,

the events of the world to be so -in fact, any and every thing in the

world to be so. And our knowledge, our perception is confirmed by

Authority. So far well and good. But then the question is asked ; 'So,

who or what, then, is the cause of the world ? Here, neither Perception,

nor Inference being of auy avail, the only source of knowledge or

'Pramana we have, finally, to fall back again is Authority, Scriptural

Authority, as the last resort.

But though last, it is by no means, the least, for according to the

Indian View, incomplete, imperfect, fallible Perception and Inference

of incomplete, imperfect, fallible human beings are far less valuable, fair

less reliable, far less acceptable than the complete, perfect, infallible

testimony of complete, perfect, infallible saints, sages and seers, who,

though possessing incomplete, imperfect, fallible human bodies,

have within them the light of the complete, perfect, infallible souls,,

which light is nothing but the Divine lyight, which souls are none

else but the Divine Soul.

So, where is Dogmatism here? (Pp. 102 ff) When we fail to

attain something through our own independent efforts, we have to take

the help of others -this is but a very natural law of life. Life would,

surely, have been impossible if we had to, or, for the matter of that, tried

to, live by our own independent efforts alone, without relying on any one

else, without taking the help of any one else, without having faith in

any one else.

Take the ordinary, worldly life of a child. Physically and

mentally, how much does he depend on others, at every step ! In fact,

the extent to which he has to depend on others far exceeds that to

which he can depend on himself Take his physical development. For-

so many years, he has to rely, in this respect, wholly on others, on his
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loving parents, well-wishing relatives and friends who tell him what to

take and what not, what to do and what not, at every step. It is only

many years later, when he grows up to be an intelligent adult, that he is

able to take a proper care of himself. But still, even then, can he wholly

rely on his own iudepeudent judgment alone, on his own independent
efforts alone, on his own independent resources alone ? No, never. Then,

again, take his mental development. In this sphere no less, or rather

more so, his dependence on others far exceeds, both in extent and

importance, that on his own self. For, learning never ceases for any one at

any time. Thus, for so many years, all throughout his school and college

career, he learns so many things from so many persons in so many
ways ; and even when he is a mature adult, he has to learn, or accept
on trust, so many things from others, all throughout his life. In this way,

Authority has to be admitted to be one of the main sources, really speaking,
the main source of our knowledge even in ordinary spheres, even in

this age ot reason and individual freedom.

So, why cannot Authority be so in a still more difficult sphere, viz.

the spiritual, where reason, naturally, cannot have so much sway ? of

course, it goes without saying that independent realisation or direct

perception is the goal. But still, before this supreme goal is reached,

we have to start actually on the way to it, for which, as we have seen,

we have to depend on others.

Thus, it goes without saying that external Authority has to be

elevated to a state of internal perception ; dependauce on others, to that

of independence of the self; mere apprehension, to that of realisation.

That is why, we have the very appropriate name for Philosophy in India,

viz. "Darsana" or Vision. It is a direct, complete, perfect vision of Truth

that we aim at, and not a second-hand indirect knowledge. But still,

as we have seen before ( P. 103 ), we require essentially, first, 6ravana

or Authority, then Mauana or inferences, and then only can we, finally,

be blessed with Darsana or Perception or Vision of Truth through

Nididhyasana or Meditation on the Truth we have accepted on the

above two grounds.

In this way, {-Jrlkantha, in common with other Vedantists, does not

decry Authority as smacking of Dogmatism, as totally rejectible and

condemnable. On the contrary, he accepts Authority gladly and thankfully

when Perception and Inference fail to offer any legitimate explanation for

an actually present, existent, undeniable fact.
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(c) The Cause and the Effect are Similar in Nature

But, ultimately, being a Seer himself, blessed with the beatific

vision of Truth, he does not really stop here ; but goes on to offer himself

the real and the final solution of the apparently baffling problem as to

how an altogether different effect can arise from an altogether different

cause.

'%ra: snw-^TOipft: srn^ s^mft: Rte3T *t ^teufr r (v*-^)

In his celebrated ''Sivarka-Mani-Dipika-Tika" Appaya Dlksita

explains the phrase.

"SRwJRIT" as "^s^^HT I

So he says :

This means that the Cause and the Effect are one and the same

"Vastu" or ''Dravya" or, one and the same thing, object or substance.

Whatever be their differences in other respects, like forms and functions,
their identity in essence cannot be denied in any way whatsoever. For

example, a mere lump of clay and a well-finished clay-jar are, no doubt,
different in forms and functions, yet both are clay in essence, and nothing
but clay. So, even in those cases, where the effect appears to be absolutely

distinct from the cause, really and actually speaking, the effect is the

same as the cause in essence.

Iii this way, if Brahman be taken to be the cause of the world, then

it has also to be admitted, at the same time, that the world, the effect,

is Brahman in essence. If that be so, what does it really matter if the

world be "acetana" or non-sentient ? For, if 'Cetanatva' be the essence

of Brahman, the Cause, and not only a quality, thereof, then the very
same 'Cetanatva' is also the essence of the world, the effect, no less. And
in that case, 'acetanatva' is only a form or a quality or external appearance
of the world, and nothing more.

(d) Iha Universe is not really Impure and on-sentient.

Thus, it is only apparently that the world is different from
Brahman ; but really, it is itself 'Brahnia-svarupa, nothing less. It is

because, of this that the Rsis, or seers, saints and sages, declared with

firm faith "6arvam Khalvidam Brahma" "All this, verily, is Brahman

(Chandogya Up. 3. 14. 1). So, how can there ever beany doubt that the

world is Brahman is essence, Brahman through and through, nothing
but Brahman and Brahman alone. Hence, it is only by form, only by
external appearance, is the world, the effect, non-sentient or 'Ja<Ja 't

impure or 'Asuddha' imperfect or 'Apurtja', etc. But by essence, by

reality, it is sentient or 'Ajada', pure or 'Sudd ha9

, perfect or Purna',

like Brahman Himself (See Page 69, also below under the Section ;

"Refutation of the Third Objection.") ; being the very same "Vastu",
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the very same 'Dravya' the very same object, the very same substance

as Brahman Himself (See Page 41).

This, in fact, is the real implication of the Vedauta Conception of

the world as 'Jada and Asuddha'.

(f) reation out o? 'Asat' or Non-Esiatenee

It may be asked here as to \vliy in reply to the above First Objection

against Brahma-Karana-Vada, tbe Brahma-Sutras do not say this

straight, (See below) instead of trying to justify the production of an

entirely different kind of effect from an entirely different kind of cause,

by means of two faulty examples (cf. Brahma-Sutra 2. I. 6.)

This has been done purposely, as stated above, for emphasising the

fact that the cause and the effect need not necessarily be very similar

in form or appearance. Hence, says >rikantha, in the Scriptures, no less,

sometimes, the ^orld is said to spring out of 'Asat' or the Non-existent.

Compare the following from the Upanigads :

"irate*m strata^ *KU*fau" ( w5^ vu-* ;

"This was Asat or Non-existent, in the beginning. Then, it became

Sat or Existent".

"sro?; 3T s?*w srrefci I ^ ^ s^rpra i" ( sfafa ^-u> )

"This was Asat or Non-existent, in the beginning. Then, the Sat

or the Existent arose out of it".

"This was Asat or Non-existent in the beginning, One only, without

a second. Hence, from the Asat or the Non-existent, the Sat or the

Existent arose."

But here the same question arises: -How can 'Sat' arise out of

'Asat' ? How can the world arise out of Nou-entity, or Non-existence ?

The purpose of this, says Srlkantha, is only to show that there is no
fixed rule that the cause and the effect must always be very similar to

each other. So, he says in his Commentary :

: r

(

So, very appropriately, &rikagtba states three reasons : the first,

from the empirical standpoint ; the second, from the epistemological ; the
third, from the t>hilosoDhical.
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Thus, from the empirical standpoint, it can be said that the Cause and

Effect need not necessarily be similar in form. Then, again, from the

epistemological standpoint, it has to be admitted, however impossible or

unintelligible that may appear to be that Brahman, and none but

Brahman, is the sole, Cause of the world. Finally, from the philosophical

standpoint, there is really no difference of essence between Brahman and

the world, and the world isBrahma-svarupa or Brahman in essence.

In this way, logically, yet beautifully, indeed, does 6rika^tba dispose

of the First Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada (See above the Section

on 'Brahman as Pure, though Immanent* P. 31).

(2) (i) Second Objection against Brahma Karana-Vada,

(Su2. 1. 142. 1.20).

The Second Objection against Brahma-Kara$a-Vada follows logically

from the Refutation of the First.

(a) Brahman cannot be Impure-like the World.

Thus, it has been just said that Brahman and the world are

identical in essence or "Eka-Vastu ', "Eka-Dravya". (P. 127). So, in that

case, the two are really identical. In that case, again, all the faults and

failings of the world are sure to pertain to Brahman Himself, no less.

It has been said above that Brahman and the world are identical

in essence (P, 127), and this may mean two things, viz (1) either,

Brahman is like the world, possessing, as it does, its essence or nature ; (2)

or the world is like Brahman, possessing, as it does, His essence or nature.

Now, the second alternative is an impossible one, for, who, in his

senses, would assert our gross, physical, impure world to be the

imperceptible, finest of the fine, non-physical, pure Brahman ? So, the

only alternative is to take Brahman to be identical with the world,

possessing, as such, all its ignoble qualities like mutability, materiality,

impurity, and so on. In that case, also, does not our Beautiful God,

Immutable, Nou-material and Pure, disappear immediately like a vanishing

mirage, like a deluding illusion, like an empty dream ? (See P 25, 31 ff;.

(b) Brahman cannot experience pleasure- paint, like

the Individual Soul.

Here, the Objection has been raised specially in connection with the

Jiva or the individual soul. Thus, it is said that if Brahman and the

individual soul be identical, or if the individual soul be the body ofBrahman,
then Brahman, too, will become subject to Bhoga, or He, too, like the

individual soul, must experience pleasures and pains.
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But OUJT theological, idea regarding One God is, fuu4amentally9l

different. The very first characteristic of God; of Religion is purity,

perfection and contentment,, full and eternal. He is, thus, Nitya-suddha^

Niitya-buddha*, Nitya tjrpta* Nitya-mukta eternally Pure,, eternally

Knowing, eternally Contented, eternally Free. How can such a. Supueme
Being^ ever become subject to. worldly experiencing of pleasures and

pains which are the results of SakamarKarmas or selfish activities of

any kind whatsoever ?

(ii)< Refutation of the Second Objection against

BraJima-Kftrana-VacUu

Jsrika^tha refutes this Objection in two ways.

(a) Brahman and-Jiva-Jagat are not totally Identical

Firstly, Brahman and the world are not absolutely identical, as held by
the Advaita Vedanta School ; but there is also a difference between them.

(Pp. 42ff,*. The main fact to note here is that the relation between Brahman
and the world is a peculiar one, because of which, Brahman and the

world are (i) one in essence, yet not identical ; (ii) not identical, yet not

wholly different. This will be discussed below under the Section on

"The* Relation between Brahman, Jiva and Jagat."

OW Bcahmaaiand Jiva-Jagat are. Non-different in Essence :

Jiva is Nitya-Mukta.

(2) Secondly,, Brahman, the Cause, and. JIva-Jagat, the Effects, are

"Auanya" or non-different. This, in fact, is the real crux of the whole

matter. Brahman and JIva-Jagat are the very same object, the very
same substance ( Vastu, Dravya ) (Pp. 127 \ and so Jiva-Jagat are, by

nature,. pure, perfect, full. ('See P. 127). During the state of Bondage,, or

'Baddhavastha', Jiva Jagat may appear to be impure, imperfect,,

incomplete and so on. But, as pointed out above (P. 127 ), how can the

universe of souls and matter be impure, imperfect and incomplete, when
their Cause, their Essence, their Soul, viz. Brahman, is Himself Pure

Perfect and Full ?

Also, Bhoga (experiencing, of the resuJta of Sakama-Karmas) of Jivas,

and the results thereof : Sukha Dufrkha (worldly pleasures and pains), are

all worldly things; so are the mutability, materiality and mortality of

the world. These do not represent the, real nature of either theJIvA
or the Jagat, being only passing phases during the temporary state of

Bondage. Now, Brahman, cannot have any real connection with anything
that is not lasting, not to speak of being affected by the same in any

way. Hence, the states, of the Baddha JIva-Jagat cannot affect Brahman
and make Him impure, mutable, mortal. Thus, here the question, of
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Braftnrian being contaminated by such ^worldly .states, does not arise at

all ( See above Pp, 81 ff ).

It has been stated above that Brahman contains all defects in Him,
yet is Himself Pure and Perfect ( P. 18 ) ; also, that He is immanent in

the impure Jiva-Jagat, yet remains nticontamiuated. (Pp 31-32.). But
all these are true, as pointed out above, ( P. 127)., only from the worldly
or empirical point of view, and not from the absolute or transcendental.

In fact, the state of Bondage or Boddhavastha, according to all the

Schools of the Vedanta, is not an actual state, for according to all, Jiva
is Nitya-Mukta or eternally free. It is ntft that the Jiva, in its empirical!

*tate or state of Bondage, ceases to be free, loses its real nature and

actually becomes some one else for the time being. Really, no -sudh

changing of one's own nature or Svarupa is ever possible. So, during the

state of Release, as during the state of Bondage, the Jiva remains what

it really is ; only, during the latter state, it fails to realise or recognise

its real nature due to the veil of ignorance or Ajnana.

If this be so, then we have to admit that the Jiva is never, fora

single moment, really impure or imperfect or {incomplete. It only

appears to be so to itsslf and to others, so long as it itself and others fail

to realise its real nature due to .Ajnana or ignorance. Thus, if the Jiva's

impurity, imperfection., incompleteness, mutability, mortality in short,

mundaneness, be not only passing phases, but also mere appearances,

then what question is there of such ultimately false appearances affecting

and contaminating Brahman, the Real, the Eternal, the Pure, the Perfect,

the Full, the Immutable, the Supra-mundane ?

The same applies to the case of the world, no less.

(c) Brahman is never Contaminated by His Connection

with Jiva-Jagat.

Thus, Brahman is, indeed, eternally connected with the Universe

of Souls and Matter, as His very own Body, as His very own Attributes

and Powers, as His very own Parts and Parcels, as His very own Effects

and Manifestations. So, how can there be any question of any foreign, baser,

lesser elements or characteristics entering into Him and polluting Him,

through snch a connection ? This connection is an essential one, a natural

one, a fundamental one it being the very nature of Brahman to be

connected with Jiva-Jagat, as it is the very nature of a soul to be

connected with its body; of a whole, with its parts; of a substance,

with its attributes and powers ; of a cause, with its effects. Thus, what

is natural and essential to Brahman, what pertains to His very nature

and flows from His very essence can never go against His own nature or

destroy His own essence.
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If we realise this great truth once, then all the seemingly difficult

theological problems of how from a conscious, non-material Brahman, an

unconscious, material world can arise ; how the All-Pure and All-perfect

Brahman can retain His own purity and perfection in spite of the infinite

impurities and imperfections of the Universe of Souls and Matter with

which He is connected, and the like, are solved at once, in a way at

once interesting, ingenious, and illuminating.

The question may, again, be asked, as done before (Pp. 122, 128)

as to why the Vedanta does not say this straight, instead of bringing

forward other extraneous arguments unnecessarily ? The reply is that

the Vedanta reserves this fundamental argument to the last for the

discerning, for wiser scholars and purer saints, and, very wisely and very

sympathetically starts with such arguments as would be more intelligible

to ordinary persons, not yet far advanced in the long and difficult Path

of Spiritual Realisation.

The Tiuth is eternally there to be known, to be realised ;

but, naturally, it takes time and requires gradual approach.

And, the Vedanlic Seers, flowing with the milk of human kindness and

knowing well human frailities, faults and failings, have only made

provisions for these, and nothing more. All these prove clearly the

fundamental catholic spirit of the Vedanta its inner sense of universal

sympathy, and its inborn feeling of love for all.

(3) (i) i bird Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada.

(Sutrs 2. 1. 212. 1. 23.)

The Third Objection against Brahma-Kara^a-Vada follows logically

from the Refutation of the Second It has been said there, finally,

that the Cause and the Effect being "Ananya" or non^difierent, Brahman,
the Cause, is non-different from, or identical in essence with, the universe

of Souls and Matter, the effect. Now, if that be so, the question may,

naturally, be asked as to why should the Omniscient, Omnipotent Brahman
create a world, so full of pains and sufferings, sins and errors, impurities
and imperfections, and Himself suffer there infinitely in the form of the

Jlvas ? No rational being in his senses ever desires to subject himself

to sins and sufferings unnecessarily, when he himself possesses the power
to prevent the same.

So, the creative act of Brahman must be considered to

be a very foolish one, and, in that case, He cannot be taken to be an

All-wise Being, knowing and acting intelligently, as befitting an

All-knowing and All-powerful Being.
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(ii) Refutation of the Third Objection

against Brahma-Karana-Vada.

(a) Brahman and Jiva-Jagat are not totally Identical.

As the above Objections are similar in nature, the ways of

disposing of them are also, naturally, so. Hence rikantha refutes

this Objection in a way, very similar to the other two, discussed above,

Thus, he points out, first, that though Brahman and Jiva-jagat

are non different in essence, yet there is a difference, also between them,
as Brahman is ''Adhika" or transcendent, far execeeding Jiva-jagat in

might and majesty, purity and perfection, beauty and bliss. In

this way, Brahman is "Sarvajfia," or Omniscient ; Jiva "Ajna" or

ignorant ; Brahman in l4Cetana" or Sentient ; Jagat is "Acetana" or non-

sentient. So, are they not very different ? Hence, how can the impurities

and imperfections, sins and sufferings, faults and failings of Jiva-jagat

affect Brahman, at all ?

Now, this is the explanation offered by 6rikantha from the worldly

standpoint. As we have already seen, from the worldly standpoint,

the Universe of Souls and Matter, is quite distinct from Brahman^

Of course, their Essence, their Substance, their Soul, their Whole, their

Cause, viz. Brahman, is always there, and is always identical with them in

*Svarfipa' or nature. Yet, from the worldly standpoint, this identity of

nature is not discerned ; rather, it is the difference of forms and attributes

only that is seen.

In this way, from the empirical standpoint, when the

world is taken to be distinct from Brahman and impure, imperfect,

sinful, sorrowing naturally, Brahman Himself is not all these. So, no

charge of acting foolishly and subjecting Himself to impurities and

imperfections, sins and sorrows, by creating the Jagat and living there as

the Jivas can be brought against the All-wise, All-powerful Brahman.

(b) Jiva-Jagat, are, however, as Pure as Brahman.
But from the real transcendental point of view, as we have seen,

(P 127), the Universe, as a part, an attribute, a power, an effect and the

body of Brahman, can never be impure, imperfect, incomplete, siuful and

sorrowful. From that standpoint, the Universe is UmS, the Para-6akti of

Siva Himself (P. 47 48). So, from this point of view, the question of

foolishly doing harm to one's own self iHitakarana, does not arise at all.

From this standpoint, 6iva plays with Himself, with His Para-{->akti Uma,
and hence is the creation of the world. (See the Section on "Uma or Maya
as Para-6akti" Pp. 4749). Thus, the Universe of Souls and Matter is

nothing but an embodied form of the joy or the frolic of Brahman. (See

below under "Refutation of the Sixth Objection against Brahma-Kajana-
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Vada"). Hence, htfw >c*n tbe^cresbted univcsrtei* inrpure and imperfect,

sinful and sorrowful at all ?

In this way, it has to be admitted that though fIka^tha tries to

refute the above Objection apparently on the ground that the impurities

and imperfections of the created universe cannot touch the Creator

"Brahman, the Creator being different from, other and more than, the

created object (Pp. 30 32), yet, the real ground is that the created world is

ttspure and perfect as the Creator Himself, being the manifestation of

His pure and perfect nature, which is nothing but pure and perfect Bliss.

(c) "Bheda" and "Abhcda" between Brahman
and Jiva-Jagat.

Thus, really speaking, all the above Objections against Brahma- Kara^a-

Vada are, evidently, based on a wrong conception regarding the "Bheda" or

difference between Brahman, on the one hand, and JIva-Jagat, on the other.

The Monotheistic Schools of the Yedanta all emphasise this "Bheda" also,

side by side with "Abheda", or non-difference between Brahman and Jiva-

Jagat. But what do these two really imply, and how can these^be reconciled ?

These are, indeed, difficult questions for the Monotheistic Vedantists, who
do not, on the one hand, accept 6aipkara's Doctrine of pure ''Abheda'

5

,,

and on the other, Madhva's Doctrine of pure ''Bheda" between Brahman
and Jiva-Jagat. This will be considered in details below. (See below the

Section on ''Relation between Brahman, and Jiva-Jagat.").

But one thing is clear here. It is this, that whatever be the precise

and peculiar nature of this relation, from the real and ultimate standpoint,

Jivftrjagat can never be impure and imperfect, sinful and sorrowing,

mutable and mortal, when their Cause, Brahman -of whom they are

manifestations, according to the Monotheist Vedanta Doctrine of Pari^ama

(See above Pp. 59ff) is Himself eternally and essentially Pure and

Perfect, Sinless and Blissful, Immutable and Immortal. ( See above

under, Section "The Universe is not really Impure -and Non- sentient

P. 127)-

Od) The Difficult Monotheistic Concept of "Bhda.'

To think that the Monotheistic Vedanta Doctrines involve this

Icind 6f inner .contradiction, is, surely, absolutely absurd. Hence, their

^concept oi "Bheda", which has to be admitted, is really a difficult one

for them, and has to be interpreted and understood in a very careful

manner. (See under the Section "The Concept of Individuality." P. 43)

!Por here, the question naturally arises as to what ''Bheda "can there

Stiirbe left between Brahman and Jiva-Jagat, if they have to be admitted

to be all equally pure and perfect, sinless and blissful, immutable and

OP. 127 -.
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However, leasing. aside* all these difficult problems for later

discussion (See below the Section- on? "Relation between Brahman, and

Jiva-Jagat"), let us, here, proceed on the basis of the undeniable fact that

the Universe of Souls and Matter is really as true and perfect, as sinless

and blissful, as immutable and immortal as Brahman Himself.

4r. (i) Fourth Objection agai st Brahma-Karana-Vada.

(Sutras 2. 1. 242. 1. 25).

The Fourth Objection against Brahma-Kara^a-Vada seems to be rather

a childish one, based, as it is, on a false analogy between Brahman^

th* Universal Creator,, and other worldly creators, like, pottery

caorpenters, chariot-makers, and the like.

Thus, the Objection is as follows :

The world is a vast aud variegated one ; and ultimately^ it is due

to the Five Great Elements, or Panca-Maha-Bhfitas, like Earth, Water,

Ffre-, Air, Ether ( Ksit, Ap, Tejas, Marut, Vyoma ). Thus, this "Vicitra-

Jagat" or Variegated World cannot be due to one and the same Cause,
like Brahman. In the world, it is found that even in the case- of a single

effect, many causes combine together to produce it finally :

Thus, if a person wants to make a chariot, he has to take the help
of so many other things. E ., he has, first to, take a suitable material*

like-a log o wood. Then, secondly, he has to get hold of certain Instruments

etc., like swords, saws and the like ; and certain implements, like wedges*

nails,, and the like. In this way,, through, the help of so many other

things alone,, can he, finally, make that chariot ; and never by himselfi

alone.,

Now, if this be so in the case of a simple and single effect like a

chariot, then, surely, how many more accessory causes will be necessary
hi the case of this vast and complex world can well be hnagmed

5

.

Further, the question also remains as to how so many different

effects can be produced out of the very same Cause Brahman. In the

world, we find that different causes produce different effects. So, how
can the same Cause Brahman produce so numerous and variegated
effects by Himself alone f

Thus, the above Objection Can be split up under two heads :

(i.) Brahman, cannot, produce a single effect by Himself alone*.

(ii) Brahman cannot produce many effects by Himself alfone.



136 Doctrine of 6nkajrtha

(ii) Refutation of the Fourth Objection

against Brahma-Karana-Vada

(a) A seemingly Childish Objection.

As pointed out above, this Objection seems to be rather a childish

and a frivolous one. For, if it not very childish or foolish to expect any

analogy between the Cause of the world and causes within that world ?

Good analogy requires essential similarity ; and similarity requires

equality. But what equality can there ever be ( from the worldly point of

view, of course ) between the worldly causes which are themselves effects

of Brahman, and Brahman Himself ? In fact, what analogy is really

there between the whole world as an effect and the smaller effects within

it, that we can expect here an analogy between Brahman, the Cause, on

this side, and other worldly causes, on that ? The matter appears to be

too evident to require any further argumentation or discussion.

ib) Yet, not meaningless : fhe Value of Analogy.

So, the question may, naturally, be asked as to why should the

Brahma-Sutras, compiled by the wise saint Badaraya^a, contain such an

obviously foolish and meaningless Objection ?

The answer is that, at the first stage of spiritual realisation, analogies

do play an important part. Understanding unknown facts on the analogy
of known ones is, indeed, a common intellectual process, and has to be

resorted to by all. Indian sages, who always manifest a deep sympathy
for the ignorant masses, and, accordingly, always take special pains to

illustrate their abstruse discussions by means of well-known, concrete

examples.

That is why, as well-known, "Udahara^a", or concrete illustrations

have always been taken to be so very essential in Indian Philosophical
Discourses. Hence, it is thought here, that ordinary persons, who are

trying to know something about the World-Cause through the

Brahma-Sutras, will, naturally, at the first stage, try to understand the whole

matter in the light of their ordinary, every-day experieuces. That is

why, in the Brahma- Sutras, as well as in other Indian Philosophical

treaties, such obvious, easily disposable, and apparently foolish Objections
are sometimes found, as well as, answers of the some calibre.

(c) T he Ch arge of Childishness against Indian

Philosophy is Unjustified

But the supreme beauty of the whole thing lies in this that,

everything is taken very seriously, and no sign of any neglect or

haphazardness is ever shown, even though all these are meant for

ordinary persons, like you and I.
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In fact, if you come to think of it, it is for the enlightenment of

the ignorant masses mainly that philosophical works have to be

composed. For. those who have advanced a little, do not very mnch

require any such external help or expos
:

tion, but can proceed

further by their own inner light and spiritual vision. Hence.

the charges, sometimes brought against Indian Philosophy even by Indian

scholars, viz. that Indian Philosophy is rather childish or frivolous in

nature, is wholly unjustified. Indeed, if it be childish to provide for those

who are but mere children in the lore of the Atman, and help them to

be grown-up adults in the same, then Indian Philosophy is undoubtedly

'childish.' But, if it be veteran-like to ignore no one, however weak

and meek, then, surely, Indian Philosophy is a very wise, veteran one.

(d) Brahman alone can produce Single Effects and Many Effects.

However, nothing daunted, {srikantha, tries to refute the above

Objection on the ground of Analogy, or by means of concrete examples

from everyday life.

Thus, in reply to the first part of the Objection \iz. (i) Brahman

cannot produce a single effect by Himself alone, he points out that, that

is, of course, possible

, W,

Even in the world, we find that a single cause can be transformed

into an effect, that is, produce it by itself alone. For example, milk is

by itself transformed into the form of curd. So, why cannot Brahman

by Himself be transformed into the form of the universe ?

In the same manner, in reply to the second part of the Objection,

viz. (ii) Brahman cannot produce rcany effects by Himself alone,
-

6rikantha cites another familiar instance from our everyday life- -

Even in the world, we find that many effects follow from a single

cause. For example, hair, nails and the like arise out of the very same

man. (See above Pp 48, 122 for the appropriateness of this example,) So,

why cannot the same thing happen in the case of Brahman, too ?

In this way, very cleverly, indeed does Srikantha tackle the

problem by defeating his opponent in his own game through citing

counter-instances of the very same type.

(e) P rah man is Omniscient

But really speaking, 6rikantha fully knows that mere worldly

analogies are of no real avail here. For, from the merely worldly or

18
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empirical point of view, there cannot be, really, any analogy between

Brahman and the Universe. Hence, finally, be resorts to, as before, to

Scriptural Authority (Pp. ;24ff,. Also, see under "Refutation of the

Fifth Objection.";

That is, from the Scriptures, we come to know that Brahman

is Omnipotent. -P. 34 \ So, nothing is impossible on His part.

In fact, this Omnipotence of Brahman, to which repeated refereuces

are made in the Vedauta, can be proved very well on the grounds of

reason, no less. Really sreaking, here resort to Scriptural Authority is

not at all needed. For, Brahman cannot be Brahman at all, if. He be

not Omnipotent at the same time. Brahman is One, Brahman is without

''Sajatlya and Vijati)a Bhedas" ( See above P. 37 ). So, what rivals can

He ever have to flout His authority, to impede His powers, to obstruct

His will ? ( See above Pp. 19, 20, 34).

In fact, the Omnipotence of Brahman fellows necessarily from His

Oneness, discussed above ( P. 33 ). This Oneness, as we have seen,

constitutes the fundamental nature of Brahman. And if, Brahman be One,
He is also, at the same time, Omnipotent, as shown above. (Pp. 19, 20, 34).

(f) Brahman is Omnipresent

Now, although here, on the grounds of Omnipotence, it may be said

that Brahman can do any and everything He likes, yet in order that this

may not be taken as a kind forced silencing of opponents, some other

reasons may be advanced here, ?s follows :

(i) Brahman is Omnipresent. So, there being nothing outside

Him, there is no questicii at all of His requiring any external or

additional help, like material implements, and the rest. In the language of

Logic, all these e.g. in the case of the production of a chariot, the

carpenter, the log of wood, the nails, wedges, swords, saws etc. are

not really "causes
11

, but only" ''conditions" ; and all these and other various

"conditions", positive and negative, constitute one whole *'cause". But
iij the case of Brahman, who is Omnipresent, there is no other alternative

but to take Him as the "Cause", containing within Himself whatever is

necessary for the production of the Universe of Souls and Matter.

(ii) Further, here the effect : the Universe of Souls and Matter,

too, cannot be outside Brahman, as the effect, Chariot, is outside the

carpenter. Creation, in fact, is nothing but a play of Brahman with
Himself ( See above P. 80. Also see below the Section on "Refutation of

the Sixth Objection against Brahma-Karaua-Vada".) Hence, all the above
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questions as to how Brahmau caii create th* Universe without some

external help, and the like cannot arise here at all.

Still, accusto*med, as we are, to taking things on the basis of Analogy,

good or bad, all Objections have to be tackled and satisfactorily disposed
of. That is why, as pointed out above (P, 136) all these Objections

against Brahma-Karana-Vada have been taken so seriously by our wise

philosophers throughout the ages.

5. (i Fifth Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada.

(Sutras 2. 1.252. 1. 31. )

The Fifth Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada seems to be a

rather serious one, as follows :

It has been established above that Brahman, the Cause, is transformed

into the Universe of Souls and Matter, the effect ( Pp. 59 ff, 122). In that

case, we are, inevitably on the horns of a dilemma, as follows :

If Brahman be without parts ( Amsa or Avayava ), then the whole of

Brahman will be transformed into the Universe ; and if Brahman be

possessed of parts, then Scriptures will be contradicted.

Either, Brahman is without parts, or He is possessed of parts.

,*. either the whole of Brahman will be transformed into the

Universe, or Scriptures will be contradicted.

Now, as in the case of a Dilemma, neither of the above two

alternatives can be accepted.

For, firstly, if the whole of Brahman be transformed into the form

of the universe, then, Brahman will be wholly immanent in the universe.

But the Vedanta View is that Brahman : s neither wholly immanent,
nor wholly transcendent, but both ( P. 30 ),

Again, secondly, if Scriptures be the only sources through which

Brahman can be known, (then) how can a view regarding Brahman that

contradicts Scriptures be accepted ?

So, the only conclusion we have to accept here, willy-nilly, is

"rfwr^ asrcj: qftmurt * 3^: r ( *-w )

"No transformation of Brahman is, thus, ever possible."

Hence, Brahma-Karana-Vfida or Parhiama-Vada is a totally

unacceptable Doctrine. ^See Pp. 591T;

(ii) Refutation of t \e Fifth Objection against Brahtn^- araua-Vada

(a) Scriptures prove Crahman to be both

Transcendent and Immanent.

(1) Here, as usual, Srikantha, in common with other Vedantists

starts with "6ruti-Pramaija" or Scriptural Evidence. (Pp. 91, 124, 134, ),
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jt: i srfafonsr wrapt, ^

r ( v*-*v0 )

"The Doctrine that Brahman is transformed into the form of

Universe, does, indeed, stand to reason, there being Scriptural texts to

that effect, Here Scripture, alone, is the proof, and not anything

else/'

The Value and Validity of Scriptures in proving Brahman are,

indeed, great, as shown above. ( Pp. 9 Iff).

(b) World!/ Analogies prove I rahman
to be both Transcendent and Immanent

(2) But, again, as usual, 6rikantha, in common with other

Vedantists, does not stop here, but also puts forward other arguments, no

less. Thus, here, too ( P. 136 ), Analogy is a fruitful proof. For, in the

world, too, similar examples are found.

For example, "Jati" or the Universal or the Generic Essence, is

present through and through in each and every of the infinite number of

individuals. But c<

Jati" has no parts; and so, if it be fully present in

one individual, then it becomes wholly immanent in it alone, and cannot,

then, be fully present in an infinite number of other individuals of the

very same class. However, that is not the case. On the contrary, '"Jati,"

though not possessed of parts, is yet present, through and through, in

an infinite number of individuals, being immanent in each, yet

transcendentt So exactly is the case with Brahman. He is, of course,

without parts, yet He can be immanent, through and through, yet remain

transcendent. (Pp. 30-31).

(c) Brahman'is Omnipotent.

(3) But, again, as usual, orlkaijtha, in common with other

Vedantists, discards Analogy for a higher kind of proof. For, Good Analogy

implies that the object with which comparison is made and the object

compared belong to the same category,- rather, the first is somewhat

superior to the second. For example, it is asserted that animals,

being similar to men iu possessing physical bodies must be subject to

similar kinds of physical pleasures and pa-us. But here, Brahman is

infinitely higher than the world, and so, what real Analogy can there be

between the two, from the empirical standpoint ?

That is why, the third proof given by 6rikantha, here, is based

on another fundamental characteristic of Brahman, already referred to

above (Pp, 34, 138; viz. His Omnipotence. No Analogy is needed

here, rather the uniquely Omnipotent Brahman is said to be capable of

any and every thing.
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(A) Brahman's Omnipotence proved on the grounds

of Scripture.

Vehemently, indeed, does irkantha assert this repeatedly, with

full faith and vigour :

: \"

"He is quite different from all other objects, known from other

sources, and possesses unseen Powers. Hence, no contradiction is involved

here. That is why, He, the Full, can be both the Cause and the Effect

at the same time
"

"From Scriptural passages, it is kiiDwn that He is the Substratum

of all Powers. So, what is impossible on the part of such an Omnipotent
Brahman 1"

*'Thus, no question of possibility or impossibility can be raised in

the case of iva, the Supreme Lord, the Supreme Brahman who is free

from all stains of faults, who can be known through Scriptures alone,

and who possesses, by nature, all pelf and powers
f>

(B) Brahman's Omnipotence prove J^on the grounds of Authority.

This Omnipotence, as pointed out above -.Pp. 138 ff.\ is a fundamental

characteristic of Brahman. (P. 34.) and is proved not only on the grounds
of Scriptural Authority, but also on that of Reasoning. In this connection,

{Jrlkantha brings forward another reason as to why Brahman has to be

admitted to be Omnipotent. This is as follows (Br. Sfi. Bhasya 2. 1. 28.)

Jiva and Jagat possess manifold powers. These powers of the Jivas
are not found in Jagat, and vice-versa. Again, different Jlvas possess
different kinds of powers ; different material elements like Fire, Water
and the rest also do the same. Thus, the existence of

BBahu"and "Vicitra",
numerous and "various, powers -in souls and physical objects is a fact of
Nature. Now, Brahman is tliefSubstratuin of Jiva-Jagat, and as such,
much Higher, much more Powerful than the same, (Pp. 30, 31, 41). So,
it stands to reason that Brahman must possess infinitely more numerous,
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infinitely more varied powers, in fact, all powers. For, how can the

Substratum be ever less powerful than the things that inhere in it ?

(d) Examples from Other Systems

Here, Srikagtha also resorts to the common device, of taking

'Attack as the best form of Defence'. So, he points out succintly :

"The faults, like entire transformation etc., pertain really to the

non-sentient Pradhana of the Samkhya System, not possessing any parts ;

and never to Brahman, established by Scriptures".

That is, Pra'lhRna of the Samkhya System is conceived to be the

root cause of the physical world, which is nothing but it? 'Parinama' or

transformation. But Pradhanq has no parts. Sc, the very same difficulty

arises here, no less, viz. that the whole of Pradhana must be transformed

into, and immanent in each and every of the numerous physical objects

which is impossible. For, if Pradhana be wholly transformed into

and immanent in one physical object, then, it wll be fiully exhausted in

that single object' alone ; and cannot, again, be transformed into any
other object besides it. Thus, on this view, Pradhana can produce,

at best, only a single physical object of the world. That is against the

Samkhya View itself. And, really, is that not an absolutely absurd

view 1

(e) Brahman Creates without Organs.

Incidentally, 6rlkantha disposes of another Objection in this connection

viz. that Brahman, having no organs, cannot be the Cause of the Universe

Here, as before.he has recourse to Scriptural Authority, and concludes

with firm faith :

^rerc* wi: OTwritaw *refe i" (

"The Supreme Lord, variegated through possessing infinite and

variegated powers, and possessed of the Supreme Power Maya. (P. 51.)

voluntarily assumes the form of the Universe, yet is beyond it (P. 30;."

''Here, the Holy Scripture alone is the Proof.'
1

(Pp. 93, 124).

(f ) Real Implications of the Doctrine that Brahman is Nirvikara or

without changes, yet transformed into the forai of the Universe, and

that He is without arts, yet not wholly Immanent in the Universe :

Concept of Sakti or Energy.

Now, after referring toSrlkantha's, refutation of the above Objection,
let us now pause a little to consider the real implications of the same.
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For, as pointed out above (P. 139\ this Objection appears to be a rather

serious one.

From the rational standpoint, the argument contained under Section

(b; above (P. 140, is the best.

This is nothing but the celebrated Modern Concept of^aktior

Energy.

Take the case of Ssmkliya Pradhana ( P. 140 \ Pradhana, the root

material cause of the material universe is, evidently, not itself a material

object, but rather a kind of eternal, ultimate, fundamental Physical Energy,
not having any parts, like a material object. So, the question that may be

raised in connection with an ordinary material object, baviug parts, viz.,

as to whether it, as a cause, is wholly or partly transformed into its effects

cannot be raised here at all.

In this way, this eternal, ultimate fundamental Physical Energy
manifests itself and takes form in each and every physical object of the

Universe ; yet is not exhausted in any of them.

The same, and more so, is the case here. ,See P. 145). In the

Vedanta System, Creation (Srsti) has been described as "Sva-^akti-

Viksepa", or expansion of the Cit and Acit Saktis of Brahman Himself ;

and Destruction (Pralaya\ as contraction of the same.

The real implications of this Parinamavada have been discussed

above, (Pp. 70, 79).

Thus, Brahman is, surely, devoid of parts : Nirarnsa or Niravayava,

although He is taken to be an Organic Whole. < P. 36 ff ). Hence, Cit

and Acit are not His parts, as a leg is a part of a table, or, finally, an atom
is a part of a physical whole. These constitute only His Gunas and

Saktis : Attributes and Powers, which are, by no means, His physical

parts, in the ordinary sense,

(g) Relation between Brahman and His Gunaoaktis.

Then, what are these Gunas and Saktis : Attributes and Powers ?

That raises a fundamental question of the real relation between

Substance, on the one hand, and its Attributes and Powers, on the other.

According to the Monistic Schools of the Vedanta, the relation is one

of absolute identity ;
or rather, there is no question of any relation at

all, as the substance has only "Svarupa" or a nature or an essence of

its own, and no attributes or powers at all. This seems very plausible, as

what necessity, nay possibility, is there for Attributes and Powers, over

and above Nature or Essence ?

Thus here, too, we seem to be on the Horns of a Dilemma, as

follows :
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If Attributes and Powers are identical with the Substance, then, these

are superfluous ;
and if Attributes and Powers are different from the

Substauce. then these are impossible.

Either, Attributes and Powers are identical with the Substance, or

these are different,

Therefore, either Attributes and Powers are superflous, or these are

impossible.

Thus, here, as natural in a Dilemma, there are two equally

unpleasant, alternatives, and these imply the following :

Firstly, if Attributes and Powers are identical with the Substauce,

then their very existence is wholly unnecessary for, what is the use of

positing again a multitude of Attributes and Powers, when these have the

very same nature, the very same essence as the Substance itself.

Secondly, if Attributes and Powers be different from the Substance,

then is it ever possible that there should be contradictory Attributes and

Powers in a Substance, of an entirely different nature f

But the Monotheistic Schools of the VedSnta have, necessarily, to

face and resolve this Dilemma, because of their fundamental Conception of

Brahman, as referred to above, as an Organic Whole (See P. 36).

And, how they have solved the problem by their Concept of

Individuality has also been shown there. (P. 43.)

(A) Attributes and Powers are different manifestations

of the same Substance.

In fact, Attributes and Powers are but different sides or aspects of

the very same Substauce. The Substance is, indeed one, yet it has

different manifestations.

The river is, indeed, one ; yet flows forth in endless ripples

and eddies. The lotus is, indeed, one ; yet. blossoms forth in numerous

petals and seed-vessels. The sun is, indeed, one ; yet shines forth in

countless rays aud shafts. The cuckoo is, indeed, one ; yet sings forth

in manifold tunes and melodies.

In the very same manner, and more so, Brahman is, indeed One
; yet,

manifests Himself in infinite Attributes and Powers (See P. 17).

As the white light of the sun is broken forth in a prism in seven

enchanting hues, so the Nature or Svarupa of Brahman is broken forth,

so to speak, in Attributes and Powers, the former implying more static

aspects, the latter, more dynamic.

Thus, Attributes and Powers differ from the substance, not

qualitatively, but only quantitatively (See Pp. 36, 4 Iff,) So, these are

'Bhedas', or differences, or separate realities in Brahman but not any
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parts. For, the term 'part* ordinarily, implies a divisible and a divided

portion of the whole, which these are, definitely, not.

In this way, according to the Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta, to

keep Brahman's richness of content, His Svagata-Bhedas have to be

admitted, without, however, implying any divisible 'parts'. (P. 42],

Thus, the 'Niraiiisa-Brahmau. or Brahman devoid of parts, is by no

means 'Nirvisesa' aiid 'Nirgima, or an Abstract Reality, but essentially

'Savisesa' and Saguna', or a Concrete Unity, an Organic Whole.

(h) The Question of Total or Partial Transformation from the

Transcendental Standpoint.

In the case of Brahman, specially, the above question of total or

partial transformation cannot be raised at all. For, does not Creation

finally imply that the Loving God the Playful God, the Blissful God is

playing with Himself, with His Para-^akti-Uma ? (See P. 47ff). This,

really, applies to all the Objections against Brahma-Karana-Vada.

(i) The Vedanta Conception of Divine Energy.

Still, if we persist in considering the matter from the ordinary

standpoint, an easy, yet scientific solution can be found, as shown above,

(P, 143. in the celebrated Modern Concept of Energy.

Due to this Concept, as we have seen, the whole idea of Causation

has been revolutionised, and the age-old whole-part conception has been

appropriately revised. It is held now that it is not really and ultimately

a divisible material object that is transformed into the form of an effect;

but it is only the Energy inherent in it that is done so. Thus, it is the

Energy inherent in the Seed that gradually blossoms forth into a beautiful,

majestic, full-grown, huge tree, through every part of the tree, this

Energy is manifested, yet it is not fully exhausted in any one of the same.

In the same manner, it is the Energy inherent in the Milk or Milk-

particles that takes form in butter or curd. This Energy is eternal, it

is never exhausted, never dies. Such is the great and grand conception
of Energy, even from the empirical standpoint.

So, how much greater and grander is this Vedanta Concept of

Divine Energy ! The Vedanta Concept of Brahman is, of course,

a static one . (Pp. 70ffj That is, here Brahman is conceived to be

eternally full, eternally perfect, eternally blissful, eternally satisfied. So,

He eternally 'Is', and never 'Becomes 1

(P, 83. Also see below ''The

Concepts of Ivila and Maya" and "Static and Dynamic Conceptions of

Brahman" under the "Refutation of the Sixth Objection against Brahma-
Karana-Vada". "How can Llla be reconciled with Jiva-Karmas ?

"

under the Section : "Refutation of the Seventh Objection against

Brahma-Karana-Vada".)
19
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Stll He being All-powerful, is an Eternal Storehouse of Energy ;

and it is this Energy, pulsating throughout His own Self, permeating
His own Self, vitalising and vivifying His own Self, that works in His

every Attribute, every Power in Cit and Acit, variously called His

"Gujia" or Attributes, and "akti" or Powers

The Cit and the Acit are also taken to be constituting tbe Body of

Brahman; He being its Soul. Now, when the Soul vitalises the Body, who
would raise the question of the Soul being wholly or partly immanent in

every part of the Body ? The S ml, indeed, has no parts; yet it is not

wholly exhausted in any of the parts of its body ; yet it is fully present in

each of the same.

(j) The Paradox of "Fully" and "Wholly".

Thus, from whatever standpoint, is the matter discussed, the same

conclusion is arrived at, viz. that the Paradox of Energy is the Paradox of

Brahman, the Paradox of Life is the Paradox of Brahman, the Paradox of

Soul is the Paradox of Brahman. Thus, e g ,
the partless, indivisible Life

is "fully" present in the smallest particle of the living body; yet not

"wholly" exhausted and immanent in it.

It is this Paradox between "fully" and "not wholly" that constitutes

the real crux of the master here. Very beautifully, indeed, does the wise

Bjrhadaranyaka-Upanisad refer to this Paradox thus :

'*
ifJ&T?: ^fa?' 'JJSV ^5?^^ I

i" ( y-vt )

"Om. That (Unmanifest. Brahman is Pull. This (Manifest) Brahman
is Full. From the Pull, the Pull emerges. If the Pull be taken away
from the Full, then, too, the Full remains."

Thus, as pointed out above, Brahman is '"fully" present in the

world ; yet He is not "wholly" exhausted therein That is why, Brahman,
in His Unmanifest, Casual State is Full

; and Brahman in His Manifest,
Effected State, or as present in the universe of Souls aucl Matter, is Full ;

and even when He is fully transformed in the same. He remains Full for

ever, as before.

The real meaning of such a 'Transformation, has been shown above

(Pp. 68rT.)

Thus, in every particle of dust, Brahman is fully present ; every

particle of dust is Brahman Full Pure and Perfect ; still when millions

of such particles are combined together, the very same Full, Pure and
Perfect Brahman remains. This is the wonderful Mathematics of the

Vedanta : If from 100, 100 be subtiacted, still then 100 remain ! Again,
if to 100, 100 be added, still then 100 remain ! How ? For the mere
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reason that here there is really no 'subtraction', no 'addition* at all, there

being only One, All-pervasive Reality, having no outside and inside. So,

nothing can be subtracted from and taken out from It; and nothing can be

added to and taken in in It. In this way, the Full is Full, at every place,

every moment, every time, through and through.

(k) Eternal, Unchangeable Brahman

In fact, this is the ouly kind of Existence that an Eternal,

Unchangeable Being cau have, if He has to exist at all. (P. 70 ff j. For,

Eternity and Unchangeability necessarily imply that there is no change
at all from the existing state, either qualitatively or quantitatively.

So, just as the Eternal, Unchangeable Brahman cannot beccme otherwise

qualitatively by being something else; so also, He cannot become otherwise

quantitatively by becoming 'more* or 'less', in any way. Hence, whenever
He is, He is what He is eternally ; wherever He is, He is what He is

eternally ; whatever He is, He is what He is eternally. In this way,

transcending all conditions of Space, Time and Circumstances, He Is, only
Is. (P. 70 ff). Accordingly, when He is the universe, He simply is as He
is, what He is. (Manifest, Effected State), just like, when He is not the

universe (Unmanifest, Causal State). (See above 82 ff).

(1) Real Implications of the Vedanta Doctrine of Creation. (Pp 68 ff.)

This is the sublime Vedanta- Doctrine of Creation Creation is not a

happening in time, not a change of states, not a result of needs yet it is

a new something, yet it is a real transformation, yet it is a necessary

activity. What s sweet and sublime Paradox is this ! But is not life

itself a Paradox, and more so, its interpretation, viz. Philosophy ?

But after all, why "new" ? Why "actually transformed" f Why a

a "necessary action"?

''New" because Brahman is eternally New as He is eternally existent,

yet never grow.s, never changes, never becomes old. So, everything
within Brahman is eternally new.

''Actually transformed" because the world is as real as Brahman

Himself, containing Brahman 'fully" (P. 146 ff.)

"A Necessary Action" because Creation is Nature itself \,P. 78 ff), and

Nature is Necessity.

Very strange, yet very sweet is this Monothesistic Vedanta

Conception of Creation.

"Strange", because it is not easily amenable to ordinary reason ;

"Sweet", because it brings to light a sweet play between Brahmau and

Jlvas, a sweet vision as to how the All-Sweet God, with His Ambrosia of

Love and Bliss, is eternally sweetening the lives of the so-called suffering

and sorrowing souls.
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(6) (i) Sixth Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada

(Sutras 2. 1.322, 1.33)

The Sixth Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada is a still more

formidable one, arising, as it does, from a fundamental question, viz. that

of the Purpose of Creation. This, as well-known, is a main problem of

Philosophical Cosmology. It may be put thus :

fa) I he Nature of a Voluntary Action.

If we carefully analyse the nature of a Voluntary Action, we find the

following characteiistics and steps in it :

Firstly, the agent or the Karta lacks something, for example, water

in his system.

Secondly, due to lacking this, he has a feeling of want in him. This

is called the "Spring of Action."

Thirdly, this feeling of want, naturally, makes him think of an

object which will enable him to get rid of it. This object which he

chooses after due deliberation, as lie thinks it will enable him to get rid

of this painful feeling of want, is called the "End.", and the idea of the

End, is called the- "Motive*.

Fourthly, when he has an idea of the End, naturally, he has a strong

desire for it.

Fifthly, he thiks of the Means to that End, and chooses certain

means which he thinks will enable him to attain that End. The idea

of the choosen End and Means together is called "Intention".

Sixthly, and finally, he actually begins to act, that is, follow the

Means to attain the End. Here, thus, he takes certain materials, uses

certain implements, and thereby tries to attain the End as best as he can.

In this way, a Voluntary Action necessarily implies, first, some want

or defect on the part of the agent. For, as shown above, if he does

not lack a thing, he cannot have any desire to get that thing and

act accordingly.

Secondly, a Voluntary Action necessarily implies also numerous

changes on the part of both the agent himself and the materials and

the like with which he is working.

(b) Five Kinds of Causes.

In the terminology of Indian Logic, here we have the combination

of five kinds of Causes viz. Samavayi-Karana. i.e. the threads, in the

case of the produciion of a piece of red cloth; Asamavayi-Karan.a, i, e. the

red colour of the threads; Nimitta-Knrana. i.e., the instruments and

implements, like spindle, weaving-machine, wheels, etc.; Prayojaka or the

agent, i. e. the weaver himself ; Bhokta or the buyer of that piece of red

cloth.
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Here, Sanmavayi-Karana and AsamavAyi-Karaiia, i. e. the red

threads, constitute the UpadSna-Karana or Material Cause of the effect, viz.

the piece of red cloth ; Nirnitta-Karana and Proyojaka or Directive Cause,

its Nimitta-Karana or Instrumental or Efficient Cause.

(c) The Ever-Satisfied Brahman cannot be a Creator.

First, let us apply these marks to the case of Brahman Himself*

the Cause, the Creator of the world.

Now, Creation must be a voluntary action on the part of Brahman.

So, it also must spring out of a feeling of want or defect on His part. Or,

it must also imply an unattained end or an unfulfilled desire on the part of

Brahman. But the fundamental nature of Brahman is that He is 'Apia-

Kama' : 'Nitya-Trpta', 'Nitya-Suddha', 'Nitya-Buddha,' 'Nitya-Mukta'

Eternally Satisfied, Eternally Pure, Eternally Knowing, Eternally Free,

with all ends eternally attained, all goals eternally reached, all desires

eternally gratified. So, how can such a Full, Pure, Perfect Brahman have

any want or defect, any unattained end or any ungratified desire at all ?

In this way, the Purpose of Divine Creation caunot be exp'ained at

all. All rational, free, acts require Motives. That is, each and every one

of such acts must have a reason or a purpose behind it. But what motive,

reason or purpose can be attributed to Brahman, the All-perfect, All-pure,

All-full, All-blissful Being ? He does not need the world for His own

perfection, development, completion, fulfilment, as He is fully Perfect,

fully Developed, fully Complete fully Fulfilled from all eternity, through
all eternity, to all eternity.

Thus, He cannot create the world for His own sake. Again, to take

the only other alternative, He cannot create the world for the sake of

Jivas or individual souls for, then, how can He be called an All-merciful

Being, if He, in this way, subjects the Jivas to infinite, mundane
miseries ?

Thus, Brahman can have no purpose at all for creating the Universe

of Souls and Matter. And, to act without a purpose is to act like an

immature child incapable of reasoning ;
or a madman, devoid of reasoning.

But how can Brahman, the Oninescient Being, behave childishly or

foolishly in this way ?

(d) The Unchangeable Brahman cannot be a Creator.

Secondly, Creation will also imply numerous changes on the part of

Brahman, the Creator. As we have seen (P. 60,) Creation implies numerous

changes on the part all the five Causes which combine together to

produce an Effect Or, more briefly, all the three Causes here, viz. Upadana
or Material Cause, Nimitta or Efficient Cause and Bhokta or Final

Cause, undergo numerous changes.
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Take the above example of a weaver, weaving a piece of cloth for

a prospective buyer. Here, the Efficient Cause weaver, together with his

instruments and implements, naturally undergoes many physical and
mental changes, due to different movements, gestures, postures, utterances

and the like, as well as, different thoughts, feelings, desires and the like

Then, the Material Causes, the red threads too, are subject to constant

changes of shape, size and the like. Again, the Final Cause, the buyer,

too, changes in the sense that at first he did not possess that piece oi

cloth, but now does so.

In this way, Causation, meaning a kind of Creative Activity,

necessarily and naturally involve numerous changes on the part of all the

Causes present here.

Now, in the case of Brahman, He Himself has to be taken to be both

the Material Cause aud the Efficient Cause simultaneously. (See P. 57 ff.)

As such, He has to undergo infinite kinds of changes, doubly, as a Material

Cause, as well as an Efficient One. But Brahman is essentially an

Unchangeable Being, Nirvikara, as all Vikaras or changes necessarily

imp'y imperfection. For, as pointed out aoove (P. 60,\ all changes
are either changes for the better, or for the worse, Now, changes for the

better imply a prior state of imperfection which now changes to become

more perfect. Again, changes for the worse is still worse, implying a

later state of imperfection which now results from a better prior state.

In this way, no change or transformation is possible on the part of

Brahman (See P. 60).

Hence, it is said, finally, that the very analysis of a rational and free,

i. e. a voluntary activity, reveals clearly that Creation cannot be a voluntary

activity on the part of Brahman. But, how can it ever be conceived to be

an activity of any other kind ?

(e) Five kinds of Mechanical Acts.

Thus, besides Voluntary or Purposive Activities, there are Non-

Voluntary or Non-Purposive Activities of five main kinds, viz. Spontaneous
or Random, Reflex or Sensory-Motor, Instinctive, Habitual and Ideo-

Motor. Of these, again, the first three are original ; the last two, acquired.

Thus, the random movements of new-born chicks etc., or running, jumping
etc, by children, and the like, are. Spotaueous or Random Acts. The
automatic and immediate removal of the hand, when ifc accidentally comes

into contact with a burning stove, and the like, are Reflex or Sensory-Motor
Acts. Here, the mere sensation of heat automatically leads to the act of

removing it immediately. Next, building of nests by birds and the like,

are Instinctive Acts. Walking, and the like, are Habitual Acts. The
automatic putting into one's pocket of another man's match-box, and

the like are Ideo-Motor Acts. Here the mere idea of the match-box,
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automatically leads to the associated act of putting it inside the pocket.

These last two kinds of Acts were originally Voluntary,but have become

Non- Voluntary through constant repetition.

(f) Mechanical Action is also impossible on Brahman's Part*

Now, all the above kinds of Non-voluntary Acts, as evident, are

purely mechanical or automatic in nature, without any thought or

reflection, without any prior idea of the means and the end, without

any choosing of a particular means and end, without any pre-

conceived plan of any kind whatsoever, In short, these Acts indicate

no mark of intelligence at all. So, how can the supreme, creative

activity of All-knowniug Brahman be one of this kind ?

Thus, the Divine Activity, cannot be, as pointed out above, a kind of

impulsive, irrational or forced one. If He acts, He does so voluntarily,
with lull knowledge, desire aud free will full knowledge of the End to be

attained and the Means thereto, full desire for the End to be attained, full

will to attain it.

But a Voluntary Activity is impossible on the part of Brahman, as

pointed out above. And, a Non-voluntary Activity is still more imposible
on His part, as pointed out just now. Thus, no Activity of any kind
is at all possible on the part of Brahman. So, that Creation of the

universe of Souls and Matter is impossible. Hence, Brahma-Ksrana-Vada
or the Doctrine of the Causality of Brahman is an impossible one.

(ii) Refutation of the Sixth Objection against Bnhma Karana-Vada.

(a) Creation is a Sport : Lilavada.

The above objection has been very aptly and ingeniously refuted

in the celebrated and oft-quoted Brahma 6utra.

r ( *-\-\\ )

"Only a Play, as found in the world.

This contains the famous Vedaiita Doctrine of Lila.

According to the VedSnta View, Creation is nothing but a "Ula* or

a Play on the part of Brahman. This has been already referred to above

(P. 52).

(b) Nature of 'Lila' or 'Play'

Now, what is a "Play?" A Play is, indeed, a kind of Voluntary

Activity, but not a Purposive Activity at all (See below).

It is, in fact, absolutely wrong to identify a 'Voluntary Activity"

with a "Purposive One." Ord ;

narily, of course, voluntary activities are

also purposive ones, as shown above. But there is. at least one kind
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of Voluntary Activity viz. 'Play', which is not a purposive one, in

the sense that it does not arise out of any want or defect or impurity or

imperfection, any uuattained end or ungratified desire of any sort

whatsoever.

On the contrary, Tlay' implies the absence of all wants and

defects, all impurities and imperfections, all uuattained ends and

ungratified desires. For, when does one, when can one indulge into

play ? Only when one is fully happy, with no wants or defects or

complaints of any kind, at least for the time being.

Thus, Tlay' serves no purpose here, except to give an outer

expression to an inner happiness. In this sense, 'Play' does not warrant

any want, but rather, the absence of the same.

(c) Worldly Examples.

An ordinary example is given here, viz. of a man, playing balls,

happily, not out of any necessity, but simply because he is feeling fully

satisfied. In fact, happiness is an emotion, and an emotion has, naturally,

a tendency to manifest itself in outer expressions, gestures, activities

and the like. This is not a need or a necessity, but nature itself.

For example, the sun shines, the wind blows, a flower blooms, a river

flows by nature alone, and not out of any want or defect. ( See below

under the Section '-'The Nature of Niskama-Karma" under "The

Refutation of the Seventh Objection ")

In exactly, the same manner, does a happy, contented man engage

himself in various kinds of sports by nature alone.

So, why cannot Brahman, the All-blissful, All-contented, the All-

perfect, All-pure, All-full Being do so ?

Accordingly, in his simple, straightforward manner, J-Jrikantha

says :

"This, of course, is possible. The Supreme Lord acts, without any

need, but only in sport."

(d) View of Sivarka-Mani-Dipika.

Appaya Diksita in his Commentary "ivarka-Maiii-D5pika" makes

the matter clearer. He, thus, discusses the problem from a wider

standpoint, aud points out that in one sense, even a 'Sport or Play' may

serve a purpose. Accordingly, 'Sport' may be classed under two heads

thus :

i
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(e
v Two kinds of Sport : Purposive and Non-purposive.

Here, Appaya Dlksita first defines "LJla" by pointing out that ''

or Sport means the activities, due to the feeling of pleasure, on the part
of a happy man.

Sports are of two kinds those due to some purposes, those not due

to these. The former are called Trayojana-Lila or "Purposive Sport";
the latter, "Kevala-Iylla" or ''Mere Sport".

Thus, in the case of a "Purposive Sport", a purpose is served, viz. it

gives pleasure, for the time being, to the person engaged in that kind of

sport. That is, sometimes, a person may play or engage himself in sports
for the sake of pleasure. Here, he wants to enjoy that kind of pleasure

through that kind of sport Hence, this kind of "Prayojana-LUa"
or Purposive Sport", is like an ordinary voluntary activity and springs
from the lack of something, viz. pleasure, in that person who engages
himself in that kind of spoit.

But the second kind of Sport or "Kevala-LIla or "Mere Sport" dees

not involve any purpose at all. On the contrary, it is but a natural

expression of pleasure or happiness, already present in that person.

For example, when a person is stricken with grief) he expresses
IT'S sorrow by means of weeping ; when a man is overjoyed, he expresses
his joy by means of laughing and singing. In all these cases, only

reasons or causes of weeping, laughing, singing etc are asked,

and never their purposes. That is, the reasons or causes of weeping
and laughing are the corresponding emotions of sorrow and joy, which

thus, as pointed out above, naturally manifest or express, themselves in

these effects or external signs,

Thus, in such cases we do not ask for the Final Cause or the

purpose ; but only for the Antecedent Cause or the reason. So, we
do not enquire here as to for what purpose, or for gaining what end, that

person is crying or laughing ; but only, why or for what reason he is

doing so.

In the very same manner, in the case of Brahman's act of Creation,

we should not ask as to for what purpose. He is creating the universe of

Souls and Matter ; but on 1
y, at best, why or for what reason, He is doing

sp. The reason, as mentioned above, is that He is an All-blissful Being
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and, that is why, He is spontaneously, expressing His Supreme Bliss,

in the form of this Cosmic Sport or "Lils" with His own Self (Pp. 76,81\

That is why, Taittiriya Upanisad has declared beautifully :

i siRr^req*^ afewrfr

"He came to know of Brahman as Bliss. From Bliss, verily, do all

these beings arise. Through Bliss, do they live. To Bliss, do they

return and enter in."

Thus, this Doctrine of Divine Sport or "Ulavada" beautifully brings

to light the real nature of the Vedanla Doctrine of Creation, as well as the

nature of the created effect or the Universe of Souls and Matter. If this

Doctrine, which forms the very core, the very quintessence, of the

Monotheist Schools of the Vedanta, be properly understood, then there

will be no further possibility of any objection against Brahma-Karaiia-

Vada being raised at all, as done above, such as : How can an impure
non-sentient world be produced from a Pure, Sentient Brahman (P. 121) ?

Will not the impure universe vitiate the Pure Brahman during Pralaya

or Universal Dissolution (P. 129)? Will not Brahman and Jiva-Jagat be

absolutelly identical (P. 129)? Will not Brahman and Jiva-Jagat be

absolutely different ? (P. 124
s

? Will not the whole of Brahman be

transformed into and immnauent in the universe 'P. 139; ? and the like.

(f) Creation as a Sport

That is why, Appaya Dlksita in his "JsivArka-Mai.ii-Dipika," points

out that the Doctrine of Divine Sport "or" LiUlvada clearly indicates

the following :

(i) The act of Creation on the part of Brahman does not imply

any want or defect on His part, (See P. 80), but is only a sport, springing
from Infinite Bliss.

(ii) It is only a very natural act on His part, following from His

very Nature or Svarfipa. So he says, in continuation of the above

quoted passage :

'

sjvrarfq aw

f
I,

That is, the term Liia" may mean either a kind of Activity, or
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a kind of frivolous indulgence in sense-pleasures. But, here, evidently,
it can mean only the first. The term "Kaivalya" or "only" in the above

Brahma-Sutra <
offagffi ^fraPfcSRqq" ( R-^-^ ) means, as stated above,

that this Divine Sport is not due to any need on the part of Brahman,
but only to His own Nature itself. Just as, the act of winking
on the part of a person is due to his very nature, and not to any need ;

just as, the act. of moving the heads and the fingers on the part of a

person, who is singing, or explaining something, respectively, are due

to his very nature, and not to any need so the act of creating the world
on the part of Brahmau is due to His very nature, and not to any need.

(iii) The act of Creation on the part of Brahman is not due to any
effort on His part, but is only a very easy act. So, he says :

: i

era * sra^R-w. i Tier*

r

(

That is, the third meaning of the term "Ula" is that, it is a very easy

kind of task. For example, it is said, in common use, that. 'It is only

a child's play on his part to carry these three loads of rice,' Thus, just

as moving the fingers and the like are very easy kinds of task on the part

of a man, so is the Creation of the universe of Souls and Matter on the

part of Brahman That is why, the Divine Creation has been described in

the Scriptures as a kind of 'breathing' on the part of Brahman, without

any need at all. (Brh. Up. 24 10
; 4. 5. 1 i.)

Of course, in a sense, breathing is a very necessary act. Still, when
a person is breathing, he does not do so on the thought that it is

necessary for him to breathe but, only, spontaneously. Creation, is such

a kind of 'spontaneous* act on the part of Brahman.

Thus, according to Appaya Diksita, the term
'

Ljla" in the above

Brahma-Sutra ^2 1. 33) means three things :

Viz (1) it is an act due to the feeling of happiness; (2) it is a

natural act, '3) it is an easy act.

55^: i"
(

Thus, thesa three characteristics of 'Sport* are present million-fold

in this Cosmic Sport which we call "Creation". Hence, Creation is an

expression of Brahman's infinite bliss, flows from His very nature, and is

infinitely easy 011 His part.
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(g) Processes of Divine Lila

It has been stated above that Divine Ula is absolutely spontaneous,
natural and easy, (Pp. 154 155). Now, the next question is : What,

exactly, is the Process of such a Divine 1/i'a ? This has already been

discussed above, to some exent, (Pp. 52, 75 ff.) Let us now pause a little

to reflect over the matter anew.

(A) Nature of a Play

1. Psychology of a Play.

Now, what are the main features of 'Play', as commonly understood ?

(i) First, 'Play', requires a person or an object (one or more) to play
wi f h. In this way, it always implies a distinction between the two the

player and the played or the object of play.

This 'play-object' may be external (as usual
,

or internal (as rare).

Thus, a boy, as common, plays with his play-mates or balls etc., existing
outside hitn. Again, a baby plays with his own limbs, fingers and toes and

the like, inside his body. Again, an adult plays cards with his friends, or

chess alone, existing outside him. But very rarely, if at all, do normal

adults play with themselves physically.

Psychologically, however, p'ayiug with one's own feelings, thoughts
and desires is quite common in the case of both adults and youngsters.
This takes the form of 'Day-dreaming', 'Fantasy

1

etc.

In this way, 'Play' essentially implies an 'Another', and a knowledge,
full or otherwise, of that This is the Cognitive Condition of 'PJay'.

fii) Secondly, 'Play' requires the emotions of love and happpiness
as its core. Hence,, evidently, there cannot be any play with a person or

an object with whom or with which one has no relation of amity or

friendship. A boy does not play ball with those of his class-mates whom
he does not like ; an adult does not play cards with his antagonists
or those whom he dislikes.

In ordinary language, we, sometimes, get 'expressions' like:

'Playing with his victims before killing them'. This is not unoften found

in the Animal World, like a cat playing with a mouse before killing

it outright, But it is clear that such cases are not those of 'Play' at all.

In fact, if there be no feeliug of love, there is no 'Play' at all this is

an essential condition of 'Play' in all its forms. Hence, the so-called

'playing* with one's victims, whom one hates, cannot be taken to be

'Play at ail It is only an aggressive activity, a vindictive activity, a

part of the total activity of killing or destroying which springs entirely

from anger and hatred.
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Again, 'Play* is essentially an expression of happiness Happiness or

bliss, by nature, is effluent, effusive, effervescent. It has a tendency to

sprout forth, flow out, gush over Biologically, Play is taken to be an

outlet for surplus energy (Spencer). But, psychologically, it is essentially

an outlet for happiness.

What, after all, is happiness ? Leaving aside its higher, philosophical

meaning, we may say that happiness implies a fulness of heart which,by

nature, overflows into external expression and action.

But why only 'happiness ? Have not all strong emotions the very
same tendency ? Does not grief express itself into weeping, striking the

forehead and the breast, tearing off the hairs, rolling on the ground ?

Does not anger express itself in shouting, cursing, striking, breaking and

the like ? Does not fear express itself in trembling, fleeing, crouching,

falling and so on ?

True. But in all these cases, ordinarily, only isolated expressions,

gestures and activities are found. In the case of 'Happiness', however,
over and above the isolated expressions, gestures aud activities, like

smiling, laughing, singing, dancing, clapping, jumping and so on

there is one, whole connected act like 'Play', not found in other cases.

That is why, it has been said aboveithat 'Happiness', specially, has a

natural tendency to express itself outwardly, not only in isolated gestures

etc., but also in one whole connected act, viz, 'Play.'

Thus the emotions of Love and Happiness are the Emotional

Conditions of 'Play.'

(iii) Thirdly, 'Play* is entirely non-purposive. (P. 153). It is wrong
to hold that 'Play' can ever be purposive, aiming at an end, egoistic or

altruistic.

So Appaya-Diksita's view in this connection, as referred to

above VP. 153}, cannot be accepted. Thus, if a man plays ca'd with his

opponents for winning some money from them that is not a 'Play' at all,

but a kind of selfish activity, fulfilling none of the above two emotional

conditions of 'Play', viz. Love and Happiness, and so, really, desiguable

by other names, such as, 'Money- extracting', 'Cheating' and the like.

In the same manner, playing for winning power and pelf, prizes and

medals, honour and succour, are not real plays at all, but only respective
activities in connection with those respective ends.

This is the couative condition of a 'Pjay'.

2. Uniqueness of Play

All these have been referred to above. <P 52,80) But what is worth

noting here, again, is that 'Play is, indeed, a unique and a wonderful
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something, from all points of view Physical, Psychological, logical,

Ethical, Metaphysical.

Play from the Physical Stand- point

Thus, from the Physical Standpoint, a 'Play
1 involves a series of

physical activities in a physical setting. Still, it has no actual reference

to actual physical events, no actual connection with actual every day life,

no actual dealings with actual daily transactions.

Hence, though physical, it is yet, non-physical. How ? Simply
because, it, by nature, arises above all those present conditions and

physical environments, and regales in a non-physical world of make-belief

and imagination (P, 8 P. For, who wcuM call an act a Play if it refers

to actual needs and necessities, like eating and drinking ? Really, a 'Play'

is a play because it plays or frolics about in a non-factual world of its

own creation.

Take any kind of 'Play'. It is clear that plays by children are

mostly imitations of elders, and as such, do not refer to actual facts Thus,
a boy plays a soldier ; a girl, a mother; a student, a teacher; a patient, a

doctor. Kven plays by elders, like cards, chess etc. refer to an imaginary
world where Kings and Queens, Horses and Chariots, CardsandChess-nien

behave in a way entirely their own.

And, strange though it may sound, even those plays or games that

are supposedly very robust and realistic, making the players very robust

and realistic, are, as a matter of fact, entirely non-realistic in nature. For,

the world they live in during the period of the game is a small, detached

world of their own where they are taking parts which they do not or

cannot do actually. Ask any player, and he will convince you of the

truth of this statement.

So, is not Tlay' really a wonder-inspiring something, that can, thus,

without any great or high enterprise of any kind, on the contrary,

beca-ise of being absolutely sxxnitaneous and natural and easy (P. 155)

lift all up in a special world of its own ? Thus, is not 'Play' a unique
and wonderful kind of physical and actual activity ?

Flay from the Psychological Standpoint

From the psychological standpoint, smilarly, a 'Pay' is fully

emotional, yet wholly selfless ; fully voluntary, yet wholly non-purposive.

Is that not, too something unique and wonderful ?

Play fro.11 the Logical Standpoint

Again, logically, a Play t is 1 neither a 'Cause or an 'Effect', in the

ordinary senses of the terms. It is not the cause of any desire, e.g. for

happiness ; it isalso, not the effect of any desire, e.g. for happiness being
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simply a natural and spontaneous outer expression of inner happiness

itself, without any desire to that effect also. Is that not, also, something:

unique and wonderful ?

Play from the Ethical Standpoint

Further, ethically, a 'Play* is voluntary, yet amoral or not subject to

any moral judgments of good or bad, not being purposive in nature, not

being the effect of any desire at all.

But, suppose, a boy steals a ball to play with, a girl bites her mother
to get a doll to play with, a card-player hides a card to cheat his fellow-

players, a chess-player willfully moves back a figure to win what then ?

Are these not to be judged as morally bad ? The reply is that these are

not 'Plays' at all, but some other kinds of purposive activities. Plays are

spontaneous and natural ; and, what is spontaneous and natural cannot

be immoral ; what is purposive, can only be so Thus, though voluntary,
a 'Play* is, at the same time, non-purposive, spontaneous, natural

and amoral, Is that too, something unique and wonderful ?

Play from the Metaphysical Standpoint

Finally, metaphysically; a
c

Play' is not a 'fact
1

, yet a 'reality*. Why
not a fact ? This has been explained just above (P. 81, 158). It is not a

'fact' because it has no connection with actual facts, but creates a dream

world, a sweet fantasy, a lovely imagery of its own. Still, it is a 'reality',

and not false or a non-entity, as this make-belief, this imitation, this

imagination, constitutes its very nature, very essence, very existence

otherwise what is 'Play ?
'

In this way, when a boy plays a soldier, and

a girl a mother, then the plays, as expressions of their joy, are very "real".

although these do not represent "facts". In this way a "Play" is not a

"fact", yet a "reality".

Is that not finally, something unique and wonderful f

Thus, a 'Play' has rather a narrow of scope, which fact is not

ordinarily realised. That is why, many acts which are not really 'JPays
1

,

pass off as such/ giving rise to a grave misunderstanding as to the real

nature of 'Plays'. So the play by a professional is not a play, aiming, he

does at money ; the play by an amateur is, also, equally not a play, aiming
as he docs, at name and fame. In this way, the slightest trace of a desire

of any kind destroys the very essence of a 'Play.
1

(B) The Nature of Divine Play

It goes without saying that Human Play can, by no means, represent

Divine Play at all from any point of view whatsoever, as in other cases.

Yet, as shown above (P 84ff\ Anthropomorphism is the only way through
which we can at all come to know of God. Of course, it is true that

wordly categories, like Substance, Attribute, Space, Time, Cause, Power,
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Design, and the like, are wholly inadequate to describe God fully to us.

Yet, before we reach the state of 'Upalabdhi'. the state of Speechless

Realisation such categories are necessary for both instruction, on the

part of the Teacher, and understanding, on that of the Students.

So, let us proceed fearlessly in our attempts to probe into the secrets

of the Supra-mundane Reality through the Muandane. What better

proof, here, can be for Inner Teleology ?

1. Can a Tranquil God Play ?

Now, Divine Play embodies the above exhilarating features of a Tlay'

million-fold. Thus, as a Loving and Blissfull-God, He loves His own Self

and plays with the same (Pp. 50, 53\

But, after all, what a strange, unintelligible, unimaginable concept

is this I Why should He, thus, love Himself f Why should He, then, frolic

with Himself? Why car uot He keep still, why cannot fie keep tranquil

or calm ? Is He not Bantam' ? (Mundukya Up 7) (P. 27). So, why should

He play, like a child, with Himself ?

.2 Tranquillity Makes for Playfulness

However, is this Concept of Divine Ij'a really so very absurd as to

be altogether beyond comprehension f Why should it be that ? From

our human standpoint only, is 'Play' regarded as something rather

childish, something that is indulged in by children only, and very seldom

by adults. The reason is that 'Play* being an express'on of joy, being

wholly without any reference to any desire or any end of anv kind

whatsoever, being essentially a kind of make-belief cannot, naturally, be

indulged in much by grown-up persons, devoid of joy, always running

after selfish ends, and in a constant contact with the stark realities of life,

hard like a stone itself.

But the God of Religion is essentially suited for 'Play'. For, what is

our conception of such a God ? Our conception, imperfect and incomplete

as it is, is, yet an exhilarating conception of a Sweet, Innocent,

Pure, Joyful, Playful Child-like God saturated with Sweetness, shining

with Innocence, sparkling with Purity, bubbling with Joy, filled with

Frolic. All these, by no means, disturb His tranquillity or calmness a

bit for, all these constitute His very nature or essence, just as calmness

itself does As a matter of fact, as already, stated (P. 27 \ He is &Anta or

Calm or 'Tranquil', because He has no inner conflicts and contradictions,

no efforts or attempts to make, no desires to fulfill and ends to attainand,

really, such a Being alone is Sweet, because He has nothing to irritate or

embitter Him ; Innocent, because He has nothing to make Him grow or

age ; Pure, because He has nothing to sully or contaminate Him ; Joyful,

because, He has nothing to make Him grieve or be grave; and,
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finally, Playful, because He has nothiug to obstruct or obliterate is

Eternal Essence, Existence, Expression.
In this way, Brahman's 'Playfulness' marks the climax, the maximum

completeness and consummation of His whole Nature. The main

sides of His Natnre, viz. Snpreme Might and Majesty, as well as His

Infinite Softness and Sweetness (Pp. 19,20) combine together to make
Him a Playful and a Blissful Being.

3. "Blissfulness" Sums up all other Characteristics of Brahman
As a matter of fact, if we have to choose or fix upon only one

characteristic of Brahman, amongst His numerous ones (P. 17), which will

enable us to have an inkling into His real, fundamental Nature there is

one and only one such fit one from all points of view, according to all

Schools of the VedSnta viz, "Ananda" or "Bliss/' This single

characteristic sums up within itself, in a wonderful enchanting manner,
all other possible, all other plausible, all other imaginable characteristics

of the Monotheistic God, of the God of Religion.

Hence it has been taken by the Vedautists to be the very core of

His Being, the very Essence of His Existence, the very Prop of His

Nature (P. 22 .

For, what does it not imply f It implies all all His Glory and all

His Love, all His Strictness and all His Mercifulness in fact, all His

Perfection, full and complete. Really, full 'Ananda or 'Bliss* necessarily

implies full 'Puriiata or 'Perfection', as, evidently, if there be any

imperfection, any incompleteness, any impurity, any incongruity in Him,
He cannot have a full 'Bliss* in Him, and be full 'Bliss* in essence. That
is why, 'Ananda' or 'Bliss' inevitably stands for full 'Perfection of Being' ;

and full 'Perfection of Being
1

inevitably stands for a full combination of

all other characteristics of Brahman.
In this way, 'Anauda' or 'Biiss', as stated above, is the one

characteristic and the only one that can by itself represent fully the

infinite other full characteristics of Brahman.
4. "All- Perfection' cannot do so Fully

But why not the characteristic of "All-Perfection ? Does it not, too,

as pointed out just above, imply all other possible, full characteristics of

Brahman ? So, how can it be said that the characteristic of 'Ananda' or

'Bliss* alone is fit to stand for other possible, full characteristics of

Brahman ?

The reply is that, theoretically, of couise, the characteristic of

'All-Perfection, can, and does, include in it all other possible, full

and perfect characteristics of Brahman. Yet, it cannot take the

place of the characteristic of 'Auanda', for the simple reason, that

it practically or actually is neither so rich in content, nor so sweet

in sound as the term 'Ananda' It has been said above that all words.

21
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Scriptural or non-Scriptural, denote Brahman (P. 1Q1\ It has also

been said that synonyms are meant, for indicating the different aspects

of the same thing (P. 117), So, here also, we have many, names for

Brahman for indicating some of His numerous aspects.

Now, of these, the term "Perfection" is, indeed, very wide in

Connotation, implying as it does, perfection of all other characteristics :

attributes and powers. Still, it cannot be denied that it is rather

abstract and colourless in real implication, indicating nothing in

particular from the cognitive, emotional or conative standpoints.

But as contrasted with this, the term 'Anauda' is concrete, colourful,

warm and full from every standpoint. From the cognitive standpoint, it

implies full perfection of Knowledge and Realisation, or Omniscience,

for, ignorance is a great cause of pains and sorrows ;
from the conative

standpoint, full perfection of Desire and Effort, or Ever-satisfaction,

for, unsatisfied desires and unrewarded effoits, too, are great causes

of pains and sorrows. And, at the centre, as the core, it implies 'Bliss,'

full perfection of Emotion, as the result of the above two. In this way,

indeed, does the characteristic of 'Aiianda' or 'Bliss* eternally stand for

the real nature of Brahman, in all His aspects, fully and wholly.

5. Ananda and Lila

'Ananda and Lite' are tie same. For, Lila is the expression of

'Ananda', as stated above (P. 76,81 ,152,154', and in this case, the expression

and the thing expressed are one and the same, as the expression is the

expression of Nature, and not an isolated activity, as in ordinary cases.

6, Lila as Expression of Ananda

Here, too, the term 'expression* is used in two different senses.

E G. we say, 'Ram expresses his joy by singing', Here, 'Joy' is a passing

emotion of Ram, and is not taken to be his very nature, So, here 'singing*

is also taken to be not the expression of the nature of Ram, but only an

isolated activity, manifesting it. But suppose we say : 'The sun expresses

its light.' Here 'l
;

ght' constitutes the very nature of the sun, and so,

naturally, the expression' 'light* and the object expressed, the sun' are one

and the same,

The same is the case here will, 'Anauda' or 'Bliss,' as 'Ananda,' as

explained above, constitutes the very nature or essence of Brahman, (Pp. 21,

161). Hence here 'Lila' or 'Play,' being an expression of 'Anauda,' is the same

as the 'Auanda-Svarupa' Brahman, or Brahman who is Bliss in Essence.

So, what is strange here if Brahman engages Himself in 'Lila.
1

?

In fact, as 'Ananda-Svarupa-Brahman' is also 'Lila-svarupa-Brahman/

Lila is as natural to Brahman, as light to the sun. So there is nothing

strange if He plays. On the contrary, it would have been very strange
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if He did not do so just as, there is nothing strange if the sun emits

light ; on the contrary, it would have have very strange, if it did not do so.

And this Lila does not, by any means, disturb His nature or

tranquillity. It involves no excitement, no effort, on His part, as it is

His very Nature itself. As the emission of light does not, in any way,
involve any disturbance to the sum itself, on the contrary, makes it what

it is so is the case here.

(C) Can God play with Himself.?

Finally, the question of playing with Himself is not at all anything

strange or absurd. Do only children play with themselves ? Do not

saints and sages, poets and scholars do just the same ? Of course,

instead of playing with their own limbs, or toes, or fingers and the like, as

done by children in their innocence, they, in their supreme innocence

of non-attachment and non-selfishness, p'ay with their own selves with

their own thoughts and sentiments, For, are they not, essentially,

dreamers of dreams and seers of visions ? Thus, they are not interested in

external objects and their values. Their own thoughts and sentiments,

their own dreams and visions are all that they possess, all that they love,

all that they regale in, all that they play with.

In the same manner, are they not also controllers of their own selves

and developers of their own souls f Thus, they control their selves

and develop their souls, not like outsiders in a strict, stringent

manner, but like insiders in a manner at once loving and joyful.

And, this is nothing but 'Play', provided it is strictly neutral and

unselfish in nature, not even aiming at Salvation or Beatitude.

In this way, this Tlay', indeed, is a 'childlike', but, by no means, a

'childish' activity. For, as shown above, even hoary- headed, venerable

saints and scholars indulge into it unashmedly.

And, Brahman, too, is, undoubtedly 'childlike
1

,
but never 'childish*.

Being Omnipresent, He has no one or nothing outside Him to play
with. Further, as Play* is His very nature, He is always playing within

Himself, with Himself. So, this kind of Internal Play or Self-Play,

constituting, as it does, the very nature, essence and core of Brahman,
is nothing absurd or impossible.

In fact, 'Svagata-Bhedavada and lyiia-Vada* the Doctrine that

Brahman possesses internal 'Bhedas* or, differences, and the Doctrine

that He eternally plays with Himself are complementary ones. For,

then, we have to admit automatically that His very Nature being play in

essence, He plays with Himself, or His 'Svagata-Bhedas.'

Just look around and you will see as to how this is happening every

day, everywhere in Nature. The vast corn-field is playing with itself

in tossing bunches of corn ; the large river is playing with itself in
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dancing ripples ; the stately tree is playing with itself in swinging
branches and leaves. Thus, who does not play in this world ?

And, so does the Life and the Breath of the world, Brahman, the

most Superb Player, play with Himself in a most superb manner, making
the whole Universe a superb embodiment cf Play, Joy and Love.

Of course, as pointed out above ^P. 156), Play is essentially dual

in nature, as it requires at least two. But these two need not be external to

each other, as shown just above ; but may, very well, be one and the same,

or, internally dual.

vD) Two Kinds of Divine Flay.

It has been said above (P 52) that Brahman plays with Himself in

two ways- -He plays with His Para-Sakti Uma; again, He plays with

the Jivas, His 'Svagata-Bhedas*.

1. Distinction between Uma and Jivas.

The distinction between Uma and Jivas, is that, though all of them

constitute the 'Svagata-Bhedas' or 'Internal Difference (P. 37), yet Uma
alone is identical -with Brahman, not the Jivas.

2. How can Uma be both identical with and
different from Brahman.

The question as to how Uma can, at the same time, be different

from Brahman, yet identical with Him, need not be asked here.

(Pp. 45, 49). For, it is the Paradox of all Concrete Unities, Organic Wholes
or Substances having Attritutes and Powers

3. Relation between Substance and Attributes.

The question here is as to what exactly is the relation between

Substance, on the one hand ; and its Attiributes and Powers, on the

other. This has already been discussed above (P. 143),

4. The "Moreness" of the Substance

But the point to note here is that a Concrete Unity or an

Organic Whole is not a mere sum-total of its parts ; a Substance is not

a mere sum-total of its attributes and powers. but something more an

inexplicable 'More,' may be, yet an undeniable 'More'.

Or, rather, why inexplicable, as, it is the Law of Life itself,

Existence itself, Nature itself?

5. Worldly Examples

A tree for example, is not a mere sum-total of its internal

parts or 'Svagata-Bhedas', like roots, branches, leaves, flowers and
- fruits, but undeniably something much more. A river is not a
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mere sum-total of its internal parts, or, Svagata-Bhedas, like ripples

and eddies, but undeuiably something much more. A mountain is not a

mere sum-total of its internal parts, or Svagata-Bhedas, like stones and

grains of dust, but undeuiably something much more. A body is not a

mere sum-total of its internal parts, or 'Svagata-Bhedas, like limbs and

ligaments, but undeuiably something much more. A mind is not a mere

sum-total of its internal parts, or 'Svagata-Bhedas', like thoughts,

sentiments and desires, but undeuiably something much more.

In this way, examples may be multiplied to show that a Substance,

a total Whole has a peculiar existence of its own that is above all its parts

it is fully immanent in all its parts or attributes and powers yet fully

transcendent over the same.

It is in this 'Moreness' that lies the Individuality (P. 43) or the

'Substantiality* of the Substance concerned.

6. A Whole and an Aggregate.

Herein, in fact, lies the main distinction between a 'Whole* and an

'Aggregate
1

. An Aggregate is merely a sum-total of its so-called 'parts'.

E.g. a bundle of pencils tied by means of an external piece of string.

Here, the 'bundle' is nothing more than a sum-total of a nuijiber of

pencils ; and the pencils have no real, inner connection with one another,

or, with the so-called 'whole* viz. the bundle. In fact, in the case of an

'Aggregate', the terms 'whole' and 'part' are wholly inappropriate. Rather,
the terms 'Aggregate* and 'Items' are more suitable.

7. Distinction between Substance and Para-Sakti.

Now, this 'Moreness1 or 'Substantiality', in which the 'thinghood' of

the substance lies, may be called the 'Para-Sakti' of that Substance itself,

to distinguish the former from the latter, from other ordinary isolated

Saktis and Gunas, Attributes and Powers of Brahman.

This Para-Sakti is the concrete embodiment of all the Guiia-Saktis

of the Substance, of course, also transcending the same infinitely. Now,
such a 'Para-Sakti' is identical with the Substance, as the Substance, too, is

the sum-total of its Attributes and Powers, yet something more infinitely.

Still, a distinction has to be drawn here between a 'Substance* and its

'Para-Sakti, or Supreme Powers, as the former is more or less abstract,

the latter, wholly concrete.

8. i he Abstract and the Concrete

Thus, a Substance and its Para-Sakti are identical in so far as both

consist of all the other 'Svagata-Bhedas' or Attributes and Powers, yet
are 'More* than the same. But a Substance and its Para-Sakti are taken

to be different, in so far as the Substance is abstract, the Para-Sakti,

concrete as implied by the vefy term 'Sakti', retained here purposely.
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In fact, every concrete thing can belookedat from two standpoints

from the standpoint of its bare or mere existence, from the standpoint
of its concrete expression in attributes and powers-

A tree e. g. may be thought of simply as a 'tree', without any explicit

reference to its internal parts, like, roots, branches, leaves, flowers and

fruits or, as a sum-total and more, i.e., a whole, of these internal parts,

like roots, branches, leaves, flowers and fruits.

But can an Organic Whole be ever conceived of without its parts ?

And, what is the necessity of such an abstract and artificial conception?

The reply is that, abstract and concrete ways of thinking, implicit

and explicit conceptions, are well-known and possible.

Aud, the necessity lies in this that it clearly brings to light the

great necessity and utility of 6akti in a Monotheistic System. How an

abstract God is realised to be a Concrete One through His 6aktis this is

the main theme of such a Monotheistic System, Hence, to show that God
is a Concrete God, not because of any thing else, but solely and simply
because of His {-Jaktis -such a distinction has to be made, and is necessary,

between God and His Para-6akti. That is why, the Concept of Tara-6akti

is the Central Concept of Monotheistic Systems of Thought.

9. Brahman and Uma

For the very same reason, Uma, the Para-6akti or Supreme
Power of Brahman or 6iva has been, in Monotheistic Systems, endowed

with all paradoxical qualities, as mentioned above aud declared to be

a 'Maya* or something seemingly inexplicable (Pp. 51,52) though not

really so in the end, as shown above.

However, to resume the discussion started, the L/ila or Play of

Brahman may be with His Para-^akti Uma. or with his Jivas or

Individval Jsaktis.

(E) Brahman's Play with His Para Sakti

As stated above (P. 46), the Para-Sakti, as identical with Brahman,
consists of both Cit and Acit->aktis and is both the Material and

Instrumental Causes of the Universe of Souls and Matter. This is,

of course, only from the point of view of the universe as known to us. But

Brahman really possesses an infinite number of attributes and powers,

beyond ordinary human comprehension (P 17), and, Uma as His very Self,

as identical with Him, as making all His attributes and powers possible

for Him, must consist of all these infinite attributes and powers, and

still go beyond the same.
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In this way, when Brahman plays with Uma, surely, an infinite

number of infinitely blissful and beautiful universes, infintely beyond
human comprehension must be there, of which, our own universe of Souls

and Matter is just a tiny bit. So this Para-6akti or Cidambara or Uma
has been very appropriately described as an ocean where numerous
universes appear and disappear, like mere bubbles. (P. 45).

r ( *-v* )

The Parama-akti, of the form of Parama-Prakj-ti, is like an Ocean
where arise numerous bubbles of numerous worlds,

(F) The Concept of Organic Play

1 . What is Organic Play ?

Now, when a tiny bubble of our present universe arises, so to speak

(Pp. 51, 80 ff), out of this Cosmic Play of Brahman with Uma, the Cit or

the individual souls, as well as the Acit or the material world, are

manifested, so to speak (Pp. 51, 80ff). So playing with Uma means

simultaneously playing with the Svagata-Bhedas of Brahman, like Cit and
the Acit, and so also of Uma, identical with Him.

In this way, Brahman's Play with Himself or Uma is a rich, warm,

sweet, concrete kind of Play, consisting of numerous Plays with numerous

Jlvas individually. Thus, the Divine, Cosmic Play is itself an Organic

Unity, a Concrete Whole, having numerous plays each organically

connected with, yet each different from, all the rest.

In fact, such a conception of "Organic Play" is essential to

Monotheistic Vedanta. For, according to Monotheistic Vedanta, here,

Brahman plays with His own Self, or Uma. Now, His own Self or Uma is

a Concrete Reality, not an Abstract One, as repeatedly pointed out above

(P. 37). A Concrete Reality means a Reality of mutually different

'individuals' (P. 43), each 'individual, being, definitely, a fully separate

reality, though wholly dependent on Brahman, as natural.

Hence, if there be a Play with such a Concrete Reality, it cannot

be an abstract play or only one play ; but it must, of necessity be a concrete

play, or, a combination of a multitude of plays referring to the multitude

of the 'parts' the term is used for want of a better one (P. 139, 140, 143ff).

constituting it. That is why, Brahman's Play with His own entire Self

of Uma means also His plays with all His 'Svagata-Bhedas', at the same

time, and also something more P. (165\

2. Wordly Examples of Organic Play

Thus, what an absolutely enchanting picture is this !
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Just try to imagine it, only a tiny bit ! Just glance around to see

examples of it, only a tiny bit !

Thus, if you just touch a well-tuned harp, all the various strings

will vibrate and sing forth, in harmony. If you just press a single,

well-organised switch, all the variegated lights will blaze up in numerous

colours. If you just shake a sprightly tree, all its branches, leaves,

flowers and fruits will move gaily in rhythm in unison. If the wind

touches the surface of the river, millions of ripples will dance and clap

together in joy. If a gust passess over a field, hundreds of corn-

bunches will toss and bow their heads together, in awe.

3 " One-Many
" and

"
./any-One

" F lay

Thus, everywhere, you will see the same enchanting picture how

through 'One* alone, 'All' also are stimulated,

This is a Law of Nature and a Law of Life ; this is a Law of

Love and a Law of Joy. In this way, Nature is one in many as in this

vast world, natural characteristics are present in all physical objects;

Life is many in one as in the same person, vitality is manifested in

manifold ways; 'Love is one, yet universal as it always transcends

itself ; Joy is one, yet catching as it always overflows itself.

Similarly, although analogies are imperfect (P. 136), yet through

these we can at least get an inkling into the Process of Divine Play of

{Jiva-Uina.

Thus, this is, at the same time, a 'One-Many', and a 'Many-One'

Play.

It is 'One-Many', because though it is a Play with One Para-Sakti,

Para-Prakjti Uma, yet at the same time, it is also a Play with many
Svagata-Bhedas or Guna-Saktis of Brahman.

Again, it is 'Many-One', because though it is a Play with many
Svagata-Bhedas or Guna-6aktis of Brahman, yet, finally it is, over and

above, also a Play with One Para-Sakti, Para- Prakjti Uma, who as pointed
out above , P. 165), is not a mere sum-total of all the Svagata-Bhedas or

Guna-Saktis alone, but something over and above.

In a similar manner, this Divine Siva-Urna Play is, a manifold Play,
no doubt, yet, after all, it is One, Unique Play of Brahman Himself
with Himself.

4. Organic Play Most Wonderful of all

What a Wonderful Play is this !

All the varieties, all the beauties, all the colours, all the music,
all the fragrances, all the sweetness, all the softness of myriads of world?

are there in their fullest glories and grandeur Yet the total Play infinitely

transcends all these So, One is One always, from whatever standpoint
is the matter looked at
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(G) Brahman's Play with Jivas

As we have seen above, Brahman's Play with His Para-akti UrnS

means, at the same, His play with all His 'Svagata-Bhedas' or 'Gtina-

Saktis'. The 'Cit' or Jivas, or the individual souls, as found in the

present universe, are just a few, amongst the above.

1. Brahman's P/ays with Jivas Mutually ifferent

As each Jiva is a separate 'individual', not reducible to any one or

anything else (P. 43\ Brahman's play with each Jiva also is individually
different from His play with every other each is an absolutely new,

unique, unparalleled kind of Play.

Thus, Brahman's Plays with the Jivas are, at once, orderly in

nature, and various in kinds. It is orderly, because Brahman cannot play
with the Jivas arbitrarily or just as He likes ; but has to take into

account the distinct individualities of the Jivas, in a systematic way.

Again, as already stated, the Jivas being different. Brahman's Plays
with them are also so, so that the Plays are variegated in nature.

2. Order and Varieties of the Same

These Order and Variety, springing inevitably from the irreducible

individualities of the JTvas themselves, make room for Karma-Vada and

reconcile it with L/Ila-Vada. All these will be discussed later on 'See the

Section on: "Concluding Remarks'. Liia-Vnda and Karma-Vada ; included

under the Section on "The Refutation of the Seventh Objection against

Brahma-Karana-Vada").

3. How can a \\ hole Play with its Parts ?

But here let us pause only just a minute to consider as to how a

whole can ever play with its parts Can we ever conceive that a vast

ocean is playing with a single wave
;
a huge tree is playing with a tiny

leaf ; a wide meadow is playing with a humble blade of grass ?

But do we not see here that e\en a single wave reflects the vigour

of the vast ocean; even a tiny leaf emits forth the beauty of the huge

tree; even a humble blade of grass embodies the softness of the wide

meadow? If a part can, thus, mirror the life of the whole, then that is

nothing but the whole playing with and in that part.

4. Real Meaning of 'Play'

Specially, in the case of an Organic WlK^e, each and every part, big

or small, is essentially connected with the whole ; and the whole, in its

turn, with each and every part. And 'Play* simply stands for this inner,

intimate, indissoluble relation between the whole, on the one hands, and

the parts, on the other.

22
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The greatest and the best play, in fact, is such a play of the 'Essence*

of one in the very 'Existence* of the other in an absolutely natural and

spontaneous manner, just like the flow of the vital-juice from the root to

every part of a tree. If this vital relation, this natural relation, this

spontaneous relation, be not one of 'Play', then what is ?

So, it has to be admitted that the term 'Play* or 'Lila' is very

appropriate in indicating that relation between an Organic Whole and its

parts. The essential characteristics of 'Lila', as we have seen, are

non-purposiveness, spontaniety, naturalness, easiness, blissfulness etc.

(P, 155-156 . And the relation between an organic whole and its parts, do

manifest all these characteristics prominently.

Thus, it is not a purposive kind of relation. When the pencils are

tied up together by means of an external piece of string, to form a

bundle that is due to a purpose, for the bundle was not there in the

beginning, but is, later on brought into existence artificially for the sake

of some end. So, such a 'bundle' can be neither natural, nor spontaneous,
nor easy, nor blissful, being due to some efforts on the part of some

external agency.

But an Organic Whole is there from the beginning, being, thus,

natura 1
, spontaneous, easy, and blissful. with no external efforts and

strain, nD inner disharmony or disturbance and hence, blissful or calm.

Also, the Organic Whole itself may serve a purpose, a very gocd purpose ;

but the relation between itself and its parts, cannot be purposive at all,

as it is due to the very nature of that Organic Whole'.

Thus, there is nothing absurd that the Whole should 'Play' with

each of its parts

5. Everything is 'Play', yet 'Real'

In the case under hand, the Whole, viz. Brahman, is 'Uia' by
uature. So, His whole Self is playing eternally and so, His every
internal 'part* we use the term for want of a better one (P. 39, 140,

143, 167; is playing eternally, at the same time.

In this way, everything is a Play God is a Play, the World is a

Play ; yet every th'ng is real, very real God is real, very real ; the world

is real, very real.

Such a sublime, yet sweet, Doctrine of Creation is, indeed, un-paralleled
in the History of Human Thought. For, to show that the Creator God is a

real Creator, yet this involves no imperfection on the part of the Creator ;

that the created world is a real world, yet this involves no transformation

or change on the pait of the Creator; that Creation is a real act,

yet this involves no purpose and effort on the part cf the Cieator is

surely, not, a natter of joke. But the Vedantists have, indeed, been able
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t o make this a natter of joke aud joy by their joyous and frolicsome

Doctrine of 'Lila' or Divine Play.

(H) The Concepts of Ananda, Lila an J Maya : NTahamaya

Some references have already been made to, the Concepts of Prema,

Maya and Lila above ( P 50, 53 ), Now, before we conclnde this Section

on lyilavada or Doctrine of 'Play', let us reflect on it, once more, to probe

into its innermost core or meaning.

1. /fahamaya : The Universal Mother

A very common name for the Para-Sakti or Supreme Power of

Brahman is MahSniayS. Of course, this is specially, a Saiva name, being a

synonym for Durga or Uma Still, it i* a common, generic name, accepted

by all the Monotheistic Systems to indicate the Parama JaninT, or the

Supreme Mother, who, as the Para-akti of Brahman and as. such

identical with Him, is taken to be the Cause of the Universe of Souls

and Matter.

The question bere, is; Why should the Mother of the world, the

Procreatress of universe, be called 'Mahamaya or one who possesses 'Great

Maya ?

2. What is Maya?

Now, what exactly do are mean by the term 'Maya', in this

connection t

As well known, the Concept of Maya is a fundamental Concept of the

Advaita-Vedauta Doctrine. And, so, in the Advaita Vedanta, we meet

with many definitions and explanations of the term ''Maya". Now, leaving

all these technicalities and formalities aside, we may safely say that

from the ordinary standpoint, Maya is a kind of Guna or 6akti, attribute

or power that deludes all and makes them take a false thing to be real, and

a real thisng to be false,

For example, an expert magician, through his magical powers, seems

to produce a person walking in the sky, by means of certain materials,

like ropes, bamboo poles etc. Here, it appears as if the person is a real

one and that he is really walking in the sky. But as the magician himself

knows very well, as those clever persons in the audience also know very

well, that there is no real person here at all, and so no one is walking in

the sky at all It is only a kind of 'magic* that by nature, makes non-

existent things appear as existent for the time being.

If we accept this ordinary meaning of the term 'Maya', the question

naturally arises as to why should the Mother of the Universe : Mahamaya,
who is Truth in Essence, resort to this kind of 'Maya', or magical

devices, to delude all ?
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3. Maya necessary from two standpoint?.

The reply is that, this is absolutely necessary both from the

cosmological and ethical standpoints.

4. Necessity from the Cotmo!ogicel Standpoint.

From the Cosmological Standpoint, as we have seen repeatedly

above (Pp. 52-53, 80 ff, 151 ff ), the only possible explanation of

Creation is 'Lilavada*. The Universal Mother is 'Anauda-Svariipa' or

'Bliss in Essence'. Bliss, by nature, is self-manifesting ; and, so, by

nature, expresses itself in 'Lila' or 'Play'. 'Lila', again lequires at least

two, there can be 110 play alone, although these 'two' may be external or

internal (P. 156 )

Through such a 'Lila
1

or 'Play
1

,
the player sees his own bliss, light,

beauty, .sweetness and glory reflected in his companion for play ;
and

these five attributes are reflected back, again, in him, fifty-foM, from

his p^ay-companion. Through this kind of give-and-take, reflection

-aud-couiiter-refleciion, this already full Anaiida or Joy, appears to be

fuller, deeper, sweeter.

In exactly the same manner, as pointed out abo^e, Tarama-Lila-

May! Jagajjanaui, 'the Blissful, Playful, Universal Mother, making

Herself apparently dual, is eternally playing with Herself. So, Creation

is only Mahamaya's Lite or Play.

5. Nature of Mahamaya's Lila.

Now what is the nature of this Play of the Universal Mother ?

Such a 'Play' has two sides : separation and re-union, disappearance

and re-appearauce, nou-maniifestation. and ie-mauifestation, If both be

identical with each other, then how can there be any sweet play between

the two ? The very sweetness of a ptey essentially lies in this : frcm one

side, the player jokingly hides himself at first, and then, lovingly lets

his companion seek him out and catch him. The very sweetness of a play

essentially lies .in this :
- from another side the companion of the player

seeks her beloved frantically, at first ; and then, gratefully gets him.

This is the real essence of 'Lila' or a Play on the part of the Universal

Mother-Herself.

6* Lila involves May*
For this reason, 'Lila essentially involves 'Maya*. For, through the

help of such a 'AJS)a', as if, this Frolicsome Universal Mother hides

Herself away from Her Companions: the Jivas; as if, appears to be some-

thing else, viz the world. But this is only a 'Maja', on Her part, not

a real something. For, She is not really leaving Her Play-Companions ;

not really becoming something else, viz. the world. Her Play-Companions,

too, caught in this net of Mays, seem to lose Her for the time

being ; and then/tearing off this net of Maya, seem to get Her, again.
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Such, indeed, is the Eternal Play hiding and manifesting, losing

and getting.

Just glance at Nature Herself is She, too, not constantly playing

the same sweet game ?

Look, the sun hides itself, off and on, under the cover of the

clouds; again emits its golden beams on the surface of the earth, the

next moment. Look, the waves recede away from the shore, every

minute ; again, jump back on it, the next moment. Look, the honey-

loving bees fly away from the full-blown flowers, now and then ;

again come back, humming, with renewed vigour, the next moment.

Thus, if you just glance around, you will see the same sweet, loving,

joyful play everywhere, every moment in the universe.

7. Necessity of Play from the Ethical Standpoint.

In the same manner, the Divine Play-Ground of Mahflniaya, the

Para-akti, the Para-Prakrti is this physical world, is this human heart.

Pilled with Her own infinite Bliss, She playfully, jokingly, joyfully, hides

Herself, as it were, in every smallest part and particle of the world, in

every smallest petal and pollen of the heart lotus.

Such is Her great and unfathomable 'Maya' ; and, that is why, She

is 'Mahamaya'. Because of the deluding power of Her 'Ma>a', the Jagat

appears to be what it is not,- appears to be non-sentient and impure ;

the Jiva appears to be what it is not-appears to be small and subject

to sins and sorrows. Such an appearance, such an apprehension, Is,

in fact, 'Maya
1

the appearance, the apprehension of the real as false,

and the false as real.

But this, too, is the Mahalila of Mahamaya-the Great Play of

the Universal Mother. For, if She be, uot thus, away and hidden from

the Jivas, then, how can any Sadhana or Spiritual Striving be ever

possible on their part ?

Thus, from the spiritual or ethical standpoint, the Jlvas have to

tear off the cloak of Maya, and seek Her out here, in the so-called

non-sentient and impure world ; in the so called small and sinful-sorrowful

Jivas. Thus, they have to see that the world is not world, as such, but

Brahman Himself ; that the Jiva is uot Jiva, as such, but Brahman Himself

"All this, verily, is Brahman' (Chand. Up 3, 4, 1), "I am Brahman"

(Brh. Up. 3.4.10.)

Such a Seeking alone is 'Sadhana' or Spiritual Striving ; such a

Seeing alone, is '^iddhi' oa Salvation. It is only, because of the 'Mahati

Maya
1

or Great Maya of 'Mahamaya* that this kind of 'Sadhana-Siddhi',

or in one word, Spiritual Life, i< possible on the part of the Jivas.

For, what is eternally there, needs no Sadhana ; what is eternally not

there, makes Sadhana futile, as it were. But what is eternally there, yet
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temporarily not there, needs intense Sadhana. That is why, for making a

life of constant Sadhaua possible on the part of the Jivas, the Universal

Mother, through Her inscrutable Maya, seems to veil Herself up from

thejivas iii this way, joyfully, playfully.

8 Int'insic Connection between Ananda, Lila and Maya :

Three Aspects cf the Universal Mother.

Hence, the Auanda or Bliss of the Mother is expressed inevitably in

Lila or Play ; and 'I/ila* or Play, again is expressed inevitably in Maya or

obliterating Power.

Thus, Ananda, Li a and Maya are the three main aspects of Her

wounderful, enchanting Nature.

In this way, first, when the Jiva-Jagat are one with Her. when She

alone is there that is Her 'Auanda-riipa' or Bliss-Aspect.

Secondly, when She playfully separates Jiva-Jagat, so to speak, from

Her own Self, when both She and the Jiva-Jagat are there that is Her

'Liia-rupa' or 'Play-Aspect'.

Thirdly, when She hides Herself, so to speak, inside Jiva-Jagat,

when Jiva-Jagat alone are the-e that is Her 'Ma\a-rfipa' or 'Obliterating-

Aspect'.

Of course, as pointed out above, all these processes of hiding and

manifesting, losing and attaining etc. imply no changes on Her part, and

are not real from the transcendental standpoint ( Pp. 70 ff)

. Para-Sakti as the Creatress of the Univerie.

Thus, although it has been said above ( P. 66 ; that Brahman is the

Creator, and the rest, of the Universe of Souls and Matter, yet in

Monotheistic Systems, Para 6akti is the real Creatress. That is why,
She has been designated as the Material and Efficient Cause of the

Universe. (P. 46). The fact is that, only a Concrete. Brahman can be the

Creator, and this is nothing but Para 6akti ( P 53 ). Hence, very

rightly, the universe has been called a form of Uina Herself ( P. 48 ).

This Conception of the Para-^akti as the Direct Cause of the Universe

is at once, a sublime and a soul-stirring one. Who would not say, at least

an Indian, that the conception of a Mother is much more sublime

and soul-stirring than that of a Father ! In fact, Mother is an

Epitome of the sweetest essence of the Father. And, the scholar and the

devotee alike naturally desire to see the world ultimately as, a sweet one,

a joyous one, a lovely one. The a ;m of all their learned speculations and
fervent prayers is the same to be able to penetrate the hard crust of the

earth and reach to the life-giving water beneath ; to remove the dark
veil of mist and see the clear sky above ; to breakthrough the dense forest

and reach the 'Eldorado' in the middle. Now, when such a hard crust is
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penetrated, such a dark veil is removed, such a dense forest is broken

through, what do we expect to see there ( P. 33 ) ? All the unalloyed glory

and gaiety, all the sweetness and softness all the love and loveliness of

Brahman, the Immanent One and this is nothing but the Para-6akti of

Brahman.

What, after all, is the Beauty of a tiling ? It is its Fulness, it is its

Harmony, it is its Warmth. And, Para-Sakti stands for the 'Beauty* of

Para-Brahman ; and the ultimate beautiful natuie of the universe is due

to this, only to this.

(I) The Static and Dynamic Conceptions of Brahmar..

A very hit resting question may be raised here in connection with

this Problem of Creation.

1. 'Staticism' and 'Dynamism' in Philosophy.

As mentioned above, there are two main Conceptions of God in

Philosophy : Static and Dymanic. According to the first, as we have

seen (P. 71ff.\ God is eternally Full, Complete, Pure, Peifect, Satisfied,

and as such, an absolutely Unchangeable Be'ug. So, it is rather difficult,

as pointed out above, to explain Creation which is an act and as such

implies changes, on the part of God ( Pp. 60, 68 ff. )

But according to the Dynamic Conception of God, Change or

Transformation is the very Nature or Essence of God ; and, as

such God, is being naturally transformed into the form of the world.

And, such a change or transformation docs not, by any means, imply any

imperfection or defect or want on the part of God. For example, a seed,

containing the tree within it potentially, naturally changes and grows
or is transformed into a tree in course of time.

Now, this change or transformation is
; surely, not a sign of

any defect or want on the part of the tree. On the contrary,

if the seed is not changed or transformed into a tree, if it remains a

mere seed just as it is now, then that would be the greatest defect on its

part as a seed, and such a barren, useless seed will very soon become dry
and disappear from the face of the earth. That is why, it is wrong to

say, as ordinarily done by the protangonists of the Static View of the

Deity, that all changes necessarily imply wants or defects. For, changes
that are due to the very nature of the object do not, at all, imply the

above, but just the contrary, as its real consummation or fulfilment lies

only in such a change or transformation.

2. 'Dynamism' in Indian 'Stat'ciim'

In Western Philosophy, we have got a celebrated example of this

Dynamic view of Reality in the Absolute Idealism of Hegel. In Indian

Philosophy, as pointed out above, we have the Static View of Reality.
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^P. 71 ff. } So here, as pointed out above (Pp 52-53, 80 ff, 152 ff),

or Doctrine of Lila is the only solution.

Still, the interesting point to note here is that even this Static

View of God does, indeed, involve the Dynamic One, no less. For, this

'I/ila' or 'Play' on the part of the Divine Being, Brahman or Isvara, is

taken to be due to the very "SvabhAva'* or Nature of Brahman or Isvara

Himself So, from this very term ''Svabhava" we come to know that

Brahman cannot but, by nature, engage Himself in this Cosmic Sport and

thereby produce the Universe of Souls and Matter.

3. View of Samkara

In ^amkara-Bhasya, for example, we find a direct mention of the

term "SvabhSva" or Nature. Compare the following :

\'
9

( *-^3 )

That is, Isvara or God acts without any need what-so-ever, but

only by nature.

Here, a beautiful example is given, viz, of the act of breathing.

The acts of inhaling and exhaling, in fact, are not due to any felt

need and effort on the part of any one. It is not that here, we feel a

need , then, desire to remove it ; then, think of and choose an object, taken

by us to be capable of removing it ; then, think of and choose an object ;

taken by us to be capable of leading to the attainment of that object

and then, begin to act, or inhale and exhale. On the contrary, the whole

process of breathing, or the whole act of inhaliug-exhaliug is absolutely

natural on our part, absolutely sprightly and spontaneous,

Here, 6arnkara uses the term "Svabhava" thrice in his Commentary
on the above celebrated Brahma-Sutra

And, says definitely that one can never go against r-nes own nature at any
time.

He, also, emphasises the fact that even %Ila' or 'Sports' may be

of two kinds viz. those that are due to and those that are not due to

That is, in the case of the first kind of 'Sports', there may be a

question of some needs and also that of satisfying the same. For

example, some sports may be due to our desire for pleasure and aim at

this end of attaining pleasure, or giving pleasure to others. But in the
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case of the second kind of 'Sports', not a trace of any desire of any kind,

implying some wants or defects remains. The reason for this is that

such Sports are due to "Svabhava" and not "Abhava" to "Nature", and

not to "Need/

This clearly shows as to how the Problem of Creation has been

tackled seriously even by the Monistic Schools of the Vedanta which

do not take the universe and its creation to be real at all. So, from the

empirical point of view, the Advaita-Vedanta School does supply a

plausible solution of this difficult question of Creation.

4 View of Bhackara

In Brahma-Sutra-Bhasya ( 2. 1. 33 ) Bhaskara of the "Aupadhika-
Bhedabheda-Vada" School of the Vedanta, also repeats 6amkara's

contention, thus :

"One cannot go against one's own nature at any time

In this way, according to Bhaskara, as well, Creation is nothing
but a Sport on the part of God, due to his very nature.

View of Bhamati

Vacaspati Misra, in his celebrated Sub commentary "Bhamati" on

oamkara's Cornmeutary on Brahma-Sutras, mentions three alternative

causes of creation, viz Iccha, Svabhava or

\" ( vt-3* )

"So, it stands to reason, that the lyord creates the universe fust as

He likes, or by nature, or in sport.

Thus, here, the first alternative means that God, being an eternally

Omnipotent Being, can do just as He likes or desires. The act of Creation

is, similarly, due to His spontaneous wish without any need at all on

His part.

The second alternative means that He creates due to His very
Nature.

The third alternatives means that He creates in sport.

So, all the three alternatives unanimously imply one thing, viz. that

there is no question of any need here, on the part of God,

So, why have the three alternatives mentioned separately ? This, we
think, is simply due to the desire of the famous author to bring to light

the profound fact that from whichever aspect of God does the Creation

of the universe arise the central fact remains that it does not imply any
want or defect on His part.

23
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Thus, here "Iccha" or Desire implies His conative aspect ;

"Svabhava" or Nature, His cognitive aspect; "Lila" or Sport, His

emotive aspect.

In the Commentaries of Ramanuja, Nimbarka and {arikantha,

however, there is no actual mention of the term 'Svabhava" or Nature

and no direct reference to two kinds of 'Lila', as shown above. But it is

clear that they, too, really meant that God's Act of Creation flows from His

very ''Svabhava'
5

or "Svariipa*
-Nature or Essence.

Lilavada : Reconcilation of Static and Dynamic Conceptions

Now, how are we to characterise this beautiful Vedanta Doctrine

of 'Ula' this 'Lilavada', made so much of iu the later Schools of the

Vai$ava-Vedanta ?

Is it a Doctrine of Static Reality, or a Doctrine of Dynamic

Reality ?

Really speaking, these terms themselves are rather ambiguous and

do not bear the very same shades of meaning in Kastern and Western

Systems of Philosophy.

For example, the Vedautic Brahman is ordinarily characterised as

'Static', as shown above ( P. 70, 77, H7, 149 ), because it is not necessary

for Him to create the Universe for His own perfection, and the act of

Creation is totally unnecessary on His part. But the Hegelian Absolute is

ordinarily characterised as 'Dynamic', as it is absolutely necessary for Him
to create the universe.

Still, as pointed out above, if the Vedsntic Brahman acts, not due to

any necessity, yet due to His Nature as a Loving, Sporting Being is

that not a kind of Dynamism ? Again,, if the Hegelian Absolute acts out

of the necessity of Its Nature, yet is Full and Perfect from all eternity, is

that not a kind of Staticism ?

Necessity of Nature and Necessity of Wants

In fact,, it is the 'Necessity of Nature' and not the 'Necessity of Wants'

thatis the crux of the whole thing here ; (SeeP.152) and this alone supplies

the. .connecting-link and affords the meeting-ground of the Static and

Dynamic Conceptions of Reality. For, so far as God or the Absolute

does not grow, does not need anything, does not act for attaining any end

-He is Static. ( Pp. 70ff, 77, 147, 149 \ Again, so far as God or the

Absolute is essentially transformed into the universe, cieates it by nature,

and has it as His 'Other' always He is Dynamic.

Such is the superb Static-Dynamic Doctrine of Llla of the

Vedantists. And being, at the same time, a sweet Doctrine of Bliss, it is

unique in the world. For, at best, the world has been taken to be an

expression of Divine Thought ( Hegelian School ), but who has ever

ventured to rise higher and see in it the manifestation of Divine Bliss f
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(?)(i) Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada

(Sutras 2 1.342. 1. 35. )

(a) How can Brahman bs at once All-Powerful and
All-Merciful ?

The Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karaija-Vada, too, is a

rather formidable, one, representing, as it does, another difficult problem
of Theology. It is as follows :

It has been stated above that Brahman creates in Sport. But what

is a mere 'Sport* to Him is, surely, just the opposite to the created Jivas or

the individual souls For, who would like to be born in a world which,

by common consent, is an abode of infinite sorrows and sufferings ?

(b) Theological Dilemma.

In fact, here we are inevitably on the Horns of a Dilemma that

celebrated Theological Dilemma, which has caused so much headche to so

many thinkers, in so many ages, all throughout the world. It is as

follows :

If God cannot prevent pains and evils, then He is not All-Powerful ;

and if He can, but does not, then He is uot All-Merciful.

Either, He cannot prevent pains and evils ; or He can, but does not.

Therefore, either, He is not Ail-Powerful; or, He is not All-Merciful?

How can Brahman be A II- Merciful ?

But the theological Conceptionof God is that He is, at the same time,

both Ail-Powerful and All-Merciful. So how can we solve this problem t

Western Soluion of the Problem

In Western Philosophy, we find many attempts reconcilating Gods'

Omnipotence with His All-mercifulness. But, all of them are based on

a common fundamental argument, viz. that the above Dilemma can be

taken by one horn. This means, that in the above Dilemma, the first half

of the major premise, or the first hypothetical proposition is, indeed,

materially or actually correct, as, there the consequent does, as a matter

of fact, follow from its antecedent. But the seccnd half of the major

premise, or the second hypothetical proposition! is materially or actually

false, as, here, the consequent does not, as a matter of fact, follow from

its antecedent.

Physical PA ins and Moral Evils are beneficial for the Souls

Thus, simply because God can, yet does not, prevent pains and evils,

He cannot be at once stigmatised as a Cruel Being. On the contrary, He,
as a Supremely Merciful Being-, purposely, i.e with the express purpose of



180 Doctrine of 6rlkajrtha

benefittiug the Jivas or the individual souls, subjects them to all these

worldly pains and evils. These are, in fact, absolutely necessary and

beneficial for them.

In this way, Western Theologicians attempt to show in details as

to how Physical Pains are necessary for the protection and development
of wordly souls, and how these make

t
for the good of the souls concerned.

In the very same manner, Moral' Evils are also proved to be

necessary for making Morality possible. The fact is that, Morality

requires essentially Freedom of Will or the possibility of choosing between

alternatives, morally good or bad, so that both virtues and vices must be

present in the world. In fact, it is pointed out, in this connection, that

moral character can be developed, moral life can be led, moral goodness
can be attained, only by couqueriug temptations, only by choosing the

right in the midst of the wrong, only by controlling the lower, animal self

by the higher, spiritual one.

In this way, the presence of pains and evils has been sought to be

justified by Western Philosophers. Hence, it has been said here that the

All-merciful God, in His infinite Mercy and Grace, wishing to make the

souls partake of a' Moral Life and thereby become His own moral partners,

creates pains and evils in the world. So, this is not at all a sign of cruelty

or callouness, on this part, towards the souls.

(c) How can Brahman be Impartial ?

But a still more formidable difficulty remains. The question here is

as to why should there be so many differences amongst the individual

souls themselves ? Just glance a bit aroundwill you not see that

some are rich, some not ; some are wise, some not ; some are healthy,

some not and so on, eternally, infinitely, inexplicably ? Do not all these

individual differences make God liable to the charge of partiality ?

Western Solution of t'.e Problen

In fact, Western Philosophers do not seem to have any satisfactory

explanation of the above mystery. To put it at the door of Human
Freedom of Will and its natural consequences, does not seem to be enough.

For, different individuals do not seem to be directly responsible for many
of their present states.

For example, according to the Principle of Heredity, the original

characteristics, physical or mental, with which an individual is born,

cannot be changed, later on. But the individual, evidently, is not

responsible for the same. Again, according to the Principle of Sociology,
the family and society in which the individual is born, also play a very

important part all throughout. But how can the individual himself be

responsible for these ? In this way, such individual differences, which
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are, indeed, undeniable facts of experience, are very difficult to be

satisfactorily explained on the grounds of the above.

(d) Indian View.

Now, let us turn to the Indian attempts at solving these difficult

theological questions. The difficulties are stated here, as follows, in a

way, very similar to the above :

God cannot be taken to be the Creator of the Universe, for, then He
will become liable to two great charges, viz. of Vaisamya or Partiality and

Nairghrnya or Cruelty. All these have been stated above.

Charge of Partiality against Brahman

Thus, the Charge of Partiality arises from the fact that the different

individuals are found to have different lots in the world. In fact,

physically, mentally, socially, economically, morally from every point
of view imaginable there are so many and so important differences

amongst all the individuals that it seems but very natural to take God
to be a Partial Being, specially favouring some with His choicest gifts,

like, heath, wealth, honour, intelligence, capacity and the rest, while

specially depriving others of the same. But Partiality is, indeed, a

great sin. So, how can the All-Pure, All-Perfect God be ever conceived

to be a Partial Monarch ?

Charge of Cruelty against Brahman

Secondly, the world, by common consent, is an abode of intense and

infinite pains and sufferings. And, so, naturally, the Jivas or the

individual souls who are created in such a terrible world, are, thereby,

made to undergo unending and unbearable hardships for no faults of

their own. Does that not prove God to be also a very Cruel Being ?

But how can, again, an All-Benign and All-Merciful God be ever

conceived to be a Cruel Demogorgon ?

Thus, either God is not the Creator of the Universe, or, He is

not God at all.

Thus, the Objection has been stated by 6rikantha, thus :

I

: i

That is, it is objected that no creation is possible on the part of

the Divine Being, even in sport, as contented in the previous Sutra

(2. 1. 33), For, God being a Perfect Being, is absolutely free from all
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worldly impulses like, attachment and aversion. So, He must be a

totally Impartial Being. Hence, if He be conceived to be creating some

as all-happy gods, and some as all-miserable men, then it is very difficult

to prevent the charge of Partiality being brought against Him. Again,

He not only creates the Universe, but also destroys it ( P. 56 ). So, it is

equally difficult to prevent the charge of Cruelty being raised against

Him. Thus, if God be taken to be the Creator of the universe, He

inevitably comes to be vitiated by the twin faults of Partiality aud

Cruelty.

(ii) Refutation of the Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karana
Veda Sutras 2. 1. 342. 1, 36)

(a) Karma-Vada : The Law of Karma

The solution, offered by 6rikantha, in common with other

Vedantists, is, indeed, a very ingenious and interesting one. It is based

on the celebrated
* Karma-Vada" or Law of Karma, which may,

legitimately, taken to be the very basis of Indian Philosophy.

Let us just pause a little to consider this Law of Karma, which has

been discussed so much by Indian and non-Indian Scholars, and so much

misunderstood, throughout the ages. (See Pp. 8435)

Law of Causation

The Law of Causation is a Universal Law, equally accepted and

equally respected, by all the Systems of Philosophy, all throughout the ages.

For, the very first attempt, on the part of men, to formulate a reasonable

view of the universe, to work out a cosmos out of an apparent chaos all

around, to rest on a secure basis a of Law and Justice, is inevitably an

attempt to discover the 'Reason* for the existence and continuation of

each and every thing, each and every being of this vast and variegated

universe of ours.

Man, in fact, is not a mere physical being, not even a mere

animal, but also a rational being, and this inherent rationality

in him naturally makes him seek for rationality everywhere. For,
whoever or whatever be his Creator material atoms, physical energy,
individual souls, Deities, or God, how can he, as a rational being, ever

conceive that he has been created as a rational being in a wholly irrational

world, and, as such, his own rationality would not find any counter-part

outside, also, over and above, be set at naught or contradicted at every

step there ?

A rational man, thus, rationally refuses to believe that this great,
inner instrument of 'Reason' is an entirely useless one, in fact, nothing
but an illusion, a chimera, an empty bubble, with no inner core, or reality
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or foundation of its own. For, if he possesses -Reason' inside, yet cannot

apply it to the external world, then he is forced to conclude, willy-nilly,
that the so called 'Reasoning Faculty' in him is not at all a real one.

In the History of Philosphy, of course, cases, though very few, are
not lacking of an Absolute Intellectual Pessimism, amounting to a total
denial of any rationality anywhere in the universe. But, fortunately, for

all, such Pessimism, as pointed out above, is very rare; and in most cases,

philosophical speculations are marked by a robust optimism, based on a

firm faith that man, as a rational being, can find out a rational explanation
of the world in which he lives. And, this has led him to believe firmly
in a Universal Law of Causation, as the regulating principle of the
Universe.

Two kinds of Causes: Initial and Final.

Now, 'Cause*, as we have seen (P. 148), may be of two main kinds -
'Initial

1

, or. 'Cause Preceding', and "Final" or, 'Cause Leading.'
The 'Initial Cause* or the 'Cause Preceding' accounts

,
for the actual

existence of a Thing, and thus, consists of the MaterialfUpadana) as
well as the Instrumental (Nimitta) Causes (See P. 148 above). Thus, the

lump of clay, as well as the potter, with his instuments and the like

'constitute such a' 'Initial Cause, or Cause Preceding.'

Again, the 'Cause Leading' stands for the purpose which it serves.

Thus, the customer who buys the pot and uses it for drinking puroses,
constitutes such a 'Cause Leading.'

Now, there are philosophers who are interested only in the first ;

while there are others who are so in both. The first results in a purely
mechanical view of the universe; the second, teleological.

Indian Law of Causaation.
The Law of Causation of Indian Philosophy is a Law of both the

'Cause Preceding* and the 'Cause Leading/ Its firm faith in both
constitues (P. 182), indeed, its very foundation.

Now, what is such a Law of Causation, in both these aspects ?

Right from the Rg-Veda, the earliest known Literature in the whole

world, we getclear indications that our Indian Seersdiscovered a Universal
Order working in all things in the world. This is nothing but the famoirs
uRtan ofVedic Literature, because of which it is held that the whole course

of Nature, the rising and the setting of the sun and the moon, the advent
and ending of days and nights, the creation and destruction of things and

beings is running smoothly in an orderly manner. Thus, this is nothing
but an application of the Law of Causation in the physical sphere,

according to which, every effect must have an antecedent cause, every
cause must have a consequent effect ; and, thus, all things are connected
with all things, in a necessary way, and all things, though apparently
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unconnected, and even opposed, in some cases, really form one organ
:c

whole, which we call the Cosmos.

Karma-Vada or Law of Causation applied to the Physical Sphere.

Now, the application of the very same Law of Causation to the

psysical sphere gives rise to the celebrated "Karma-Vada" of Indian

Philosophy. Just as in the physical sphere, we say, that every cause must

produce an effect, and every effect must be produced by a cause, so in the

psysical sphere, too, we have to say the very sauie thing. But what is the

Cause and what is the Effect here? The Cause is *'Karma",and the Effect

is "Karnia-Phala."

(b) Nature of Karma : Voluntary Action and Katma-Phala

Then, the question is : What is a "Karma" ? ''Karma" here mean's a

kind of Voluntary Action. That is, it is a free and a rational action,

undertaken by a "Karta '

or an agent voluntarily, after due deliberation

and final choice of the end and the means, (See P. 148).

Now, if an action be done, thus, freely and rationally by an agent,

naturally, he himself alone is fully responsible for it. Heuce, it is but just

and proper that he himself alone should reap the consequences thereof.

Thus, every 'Karma' 1 must have a "Phala" or a consequence intended

or not, and here "Karma" is the cause, and ; "Phala," intended or not

its effect.

Thus, here the "Karta'
1

or the agent should, according to all canons

of Justice, experience the results or 'Phala" of his own voluntary acts

or "Karma/' or have Bhoga of the same. If one person does something:,

good or bad ; and is allowed to get away or escape from its appropriate

results ; or, if another person has to undergo or experience the same,

then will that not be the height of Injustice ? That is why, the Indian

Law of Karma or Karma-Vada is very insistent that the Karma-phala,

or the appropriate consequence of each and every voluntary action has

to be undergone by the agent of that act. Thus : Karma Karma-Phala

Kanna-Phala-Bhoga this is the inexorable Law of Karma.

Here, the question is : What, exactly, is the appropriate result or

'Phala, of a Voluntary Action or 'Karma ?'

Ethically, Voluntary Acts are of two kinds -good or bad (Punva and

Papa), Now, what other consequence can a good act have than pleasure,

success and fulness ; and what other consequence can a bad act have than

pain, failure and void ? Thus, If a man acts wisely, unselfishly, virtuously,

Xiaturally, we expect him to be very happy, successful honoured, healthy,

wealthy, in a word, a fully-developed and fully satisfied individual. On
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the other hand, if a man acts unwisely,, selfishly^ viciously, naturally, we

expect him to be unhappy, unsuccessful, dishonoured, unhealthy an4

poor in a word, a non-full, non-satisfied individual.

But the question of questions is: "Is he really so? Is he really

so ?
J>

in both the cases. With great reluctance, but with absolute

frankness, we have to reply : "It is not so, mostly. It is not so, mostly"

in both the cases. For, who can deny that often viituous man suffer and

sinful men prosper in this world of ours ?

Two Great Ethics! Problems

Thus, arises the great ethical problem : How to explain properly

the present lots or states of different individuals in the world ? Here, we

have to face two problems, as pointed out above :

(i) Why should virtuous persons suffer and sinful1

persons

prosper ?

(ii) Why should individuals have different states and destinies in

the world some being happy and prosperous, others not ?

If no proper explanation cau be given of (i
x

above, then the world-

order cannot be taken to be a moral or just one, or the product of an

All-Moral, All-Just Being or God.

Again, If no proper explanation cati be given of (ii) above, then

God cannot be taken to be an Impartial Being,

(c^ The Doctrine of Births and Rebirths : Janma-Janmantara-Vad

So, to explain the above two fundamental problems properly, Indian

sages have formulated a further fundamental Doctrine of Births and

Rebirths or Jamna-Janmantara-Vada, as a necessary corollary of, or

supplement to the above fundamental Doctrine of Karma or Karma-Vada.

Thus, according to the Doctrine of Karma, every "Karma 1* or

Voluntary Act must produce a "Phala," and every Phala must have

"Bhoga" or be experienced by the
'

Karta" or the free and rational agent
concerned.

But the difficulty here is that in course of one life, on earth,

a person performs numerous Karmas, the results of all of which

cannot be experienced by him in course of that very same life, Still,

Justice demands, the Law of Karma insists on, that no person should be

allowed to escape the appropriate consequences of his owe acts -if he
does something, he must inevitably suffer or enjoy for it, as the ease

may be.

Hence, if such logically expected, philosophically sound, anc( ethically

just results do not, or cannot, follow in the present life, these must, of

necessity, do so in the next life or birth - otherwise Justice is violated;

Truth, set at naught ; Morality, reduced to a chimera.
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Jn this way, for experiencing properly the just consequences of ones

own Karmas or Voluntary acts, one has to be born again on earth.

But in this new life, a person not only experiences the just

consequences of his own past acts, but, naturally, as he cannot remain idle

or inactive in his new birth, he performs numerous new Karinas or

voluntary acts there- These, latter, too, as shown above, cannot all

produce their appropriate results in that life ; and, according to the

procedure, shown above, that particular person or individual has to be

born again ; and so on and on, infinitely.

In this way, there results an infinite series thus :

Jantna Karma Janma Karma and so on, ad infinitum.

Here, two very important questions arise :

( i ) Is this Series really endless ?

( ii ) Which precedes which Janma precedes Karma, or vice

versa ?

(d) SamsaraCakra : The Wheel of Worldly Life : Initial

Pessimism of Indian Philosophy.

The difficulty, here, in the first case, is obvious, as explained above.

A Jiva is born again to undergo the just results of its own past

Karmas ; and in that new birth, it performs many new Karmas, and has

to be born again to undergo the just results of those new Karmas ;
in

that new birth, it performs many new Karmas, and has to be born again

for the very same purpose and so on.

This appareutly endlessly rotating Series is called "SamsSra-Cakra"

or the Great Wheel of Worldly Lt'fe. Like a ceaselessly rotating wheel,

this Worldly Life, this Empirical Existence, this state of Bondage, grips

individuals in its iron clasp and revolves them mercilessly on and on,

tossing them again and again, birth after birth, life, after life, into the

mire of ignorance and indolence, with no possibility of escape.

But, where, then, is the hope for "Moksa or Mukti", Salvation or

Emancipation from this impure and imperfect, sorrowing and suffering

world? Is it, then, Pessimism, pure and simple, that we have to accept

as the Message of Indian Philosophy ? But this kind of Pessimism is,

indeed, very harmful to life. For, it inevitably disheartens us and

dampens our courage, making all submit meekly to the ordains of Pate.

Naturally, if we are all inevitably and inexorably subject to this painful

worldly life, with no hope, no possibility, no way for escape at all, why
should* we then, strive, in vain, for anything higher, for a purer and

happier life for 'Moka or Mukti', in short ?
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Final Optimism of Indian Philosophy

But, really, Indian Philosophy is only initially Pessimistic and not

finally finally, it is Optimistic. For, according to it, although the world

is full of sorrows and sufferings, and we have no other alternative but to

begin, thus, with this Fact of Suffering yet, we have never to end with

that very same Fact of Suffering, as it has been declared unequivocally by
Indian Philosophy that Salvation from Sufferings is possible on the

part of all, through the 'Sadhanas' or Spiritual Means.

The crux of the whole matter lies in this :

It has been said above, in a general manner, that each and every

'Karma' or 'Voluntary Action' must, according to Kartna-Vada or Canons
of Justice, must produce "Karma-Phala", here or hereafter ; and 'Karma-

phala' must, inevitably, lead to 'Karma-phala-bhoga. or experiencing of

the results thereof; and that, finally, to Samsara-Cakra, as explained
above.

Thus, if the Baddha-JIva be in, this way, endlessly revolved on this

wheel of life; if it be, in this way, endlessly subjected to births and

re-births ; if it be, in this way, endlessly, compelled to experience infinite

pains and privations -then how can it be ever blessed with "Moka", the

Summum Bonum of life ?

(e) Sakama and Niskama Xarmas : Selfish and nselfish Acts.

The Indian solution of the problem is as follows :

^Karmas' or Voluntary Acts are of two kinds 'Sakama' and

Niskama'.

'Sakama-Karmas', as the name implies, are selfish acts, or acts done

with a selfish end in view. Here, the 'Karta' or the agent, according to

the procedure explained above (See P. 14S), feels the want of something,

desiresJFor that thing for his own selfish pleasure, and then strives to

attain it. Thus, in this case, the whole procedure, from the beginning to

the end,is a selfish one

Now, according to the Indian View, the Karmas that come under the

jurisdiction of the Law of Karma, as explained above (See P. 184), are

only such 'Sakama-Karmas.'

For, what, after all, is the real meaning of this Law of Karma ?

It simply means, as stated above See P. 184), that agents themselves

are fully responsible for their own voluntary acts which they perform

freely and deliberately for attaining some results themselves. So here,

it is rightly considered juat and proper that the appropriate results,

(and not always the intended ones), of those acts should be

experienced by them, here or hereafter. Or, in other words, the 'Phalas'
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or results of their own 'Ssftama-Kartnas' mttsft, f necessity, be experienced

by tbetm, here or hereafter ;
and hence, it is 'these Sakama-Karmas* alone

thtft lead to .births and Te-births, endlessly, as explained above.

<O The Nature 6f Nhfkama-Karmas.

But are these the only kinds of Karmas or Voluntary Acts ? No,

surely not. There is a higher kind of act, viz. the 'Niskama-Karmas-'

As the name implies, these 'Niskama-Karmas* are wholly unselfish in

nature, and are not done with any selfish end in view. So, though, a

Voluntary Act, a Niskai ma-Karma, ytft d:es not possess the characteristics

of an 'Ordinary -voluntary act, as shown p.bove. ( See P. 148).

Niskama Karma does not spring from a Want

First, it does it spring from a feeling of want, as in other cases. So

what does it spring from ? It springs from a sense of pure duty, from a

maxim of 'Duty for duty's sake alone. Or, rather, there is no such

sense even, for, such a sense implies, after all, a distinction, a gulf between

the prior stage of resolution, of whatever nature it is, and the later stage of

performance. But a 'Niskama-Kanna' is entirely natural and spontaneous,

issuing forth from the the very existence or Satta and very nature or

SvartJpa ofthe person -concerned.

Worldly Examples

Take 'the examples of the sun or the wind, or a flower or a

river ( P. 152 ) 'Shinrng or emitting rays' is an act on the part of the

snn ; 'blowing or gushing out,' on the part of the moon ; 'blooming
or blossoming forth' on the part of a flower ; 'flowing or rushing on', on

the part of a river. But all such acts are purely natural and spontaneous,
ani so require no prior deliberation and resolution, no later effort.

Inexactly the same manner, a 'Niskania-Karma' requires no prior

aense of want of anything as its spring of action ; no later resolution,

no Anal endeavour of any kind whatsoever.

Niskaina-Karma has no End in view : Unconrc'out Teleogy

Secondly, a 'Niskama-Karma' has noTeference to an end, at all.

For example, when the sun -shines, the wind blows, a flower blooms,

a river flows the earth may be illuminated, cooled, ^beautified, fertilised.

Rut who would say that the sun shines, the wind blows, a flower blooms, a

river flows for those purposes, for achieving tho?e ends ? For does not

the sun shine, the wind blow, a flower bloom, a river flows absolutely

spotaneously, with no question of any end here at all (P. 152;?

This, in the language of Philosophy, may be called 'Unconscious

Teleology.' This means that according to the Universal Law of

*very -event, very occurrence, everything that exists is



A Niskama-Karma has no End in view : Unconscious Teleogy 189

connected essentially with two more things, one preceding, the other

following. The thing preceding is called as we have seen, the 'Initial

Cause/ or the 'Cause Preceediug' ; and the thing following, 'the Final

Causa', or the 'Cause Leading
1

(See P. 148, 182j. Thus, the sun, for

example, is due to a prior 'Cause', aud serves a later 'Purpose', even if

it is not conscious of the fact. In exactly the same manner, a

'Niskama-Karma', of course, benefits mankind, but the agent here

has not even that end in view

Thus, as the agent of a 'Niskama-Karma' has himself no end in view

at all, he cannot be held responsible for the result thereof.

For example, the sun simply shines because it is its nature to

do so ; and hence, it cannot be held responsible, in the ordinary sense

of the term, for the result, good or bad, of that act of shining.

In exactly the same manner, the agent of a 'Niskama-Karma' is

not responsible, in the ordinary sense of the term, for his action. If that

be so, then, surely, no question arises here of his experiencing any results

of his'Niskama-Karnias' at all.

(g) Ntftkama-Karmas : Without Phals or Results to be experienced:

Final Optinism of Indian Philosophy.

And. herein lies the solution of the entire difficult problem.

Suppose, an individual performs numerous 'Sakaina-Karmas',

as natural, in the present life. According to the Law of Karma, he

has to undergo the 'Phalas' or appropriate results of his 'Safeania-Karmas*

or Selfish Voluntary Acts. But as it is not possible for him to experience
the appropriate results of so many 'Sakama-Karmas' in course of the

same life, he has to be born again to do the same.

Now, in this new life, if he performs new 'Sakama Karmas',

then the just results of these, not capable of being fully experienced

and thereby exhausted in the same life, will lead to a further birth,

and so on, as fully shown above many times (See P. 185 6\ But if

he wisely performs the new Karmas in this new life, not in a 'Sakama'

way at all, but wholly in a 'Niskama* one, then, evidently, it will not be

necessary for him to experience the results of the same. In that case, it

will not also be necessary for him to be born again to experience the

results of his past, 'Sakama-Karinas', not experienced before.

Thus, in the present life, he will have to experience the results of his

past, 'Sakama-Kannas', n^t experienced before ; but after that, no further

results of 'Sakama Karmas' will remain for him to be experienced,
all his new Karmas being purely 'Niskama'. In this way, he will

get rid of further births and re-births, and through appropriate
'Sadhauas* or Spiritual Means, b? able to realise the 'Summum Bonum'
of Life, viz. 'Moksa' or Salvation..
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Satnsara-Cakra 2 Anadi, but not Ananta

Thus, according to the Indian View, the 'SamsSra-Cakra' is, indeed,

'Anadi' or without a beginning, but, by no means, 'Ananta' or without
an end for separate individuals themselves. From the standpoint
of the whole, of course, it is 'Auanta' or without an end, as there is no

end to the existence of Brahman, so there is also no end to His 'osmic

Sport with Himself (see Pp. 52-53 Also, P. 151 ff), and so no end of the

'Simsara' or the world. But from the standpoint of the individuals

separately, each one can get rid of this painful cycle of births and

rebirths and be blessed with the nectar-taste of 'Moksa'.

Final Optimism of Indian Philosophy

This is the final Optimism of Indian Philosophy, as referred to

above. The fact of pains and privations cannot be denied it is an

actual fact of direct experience; and even if ultimately explained away
as purely illusory on Philosophical grounds -for the time being, this fact

of sins and sorrows cannot simply be ignored. On the contrary, it is to be

admitted, taken note of and explained. That is why, Indian Philosophy
is initially pessimistic, as stated above P. 186). But finally, it is fully

optimistic. For, it never asserts that the 'Jrvas' Or the individual

souls are eternally and absolutely subject to this impure and imperfect,
sinful and sorrowful earthly existence, which is called the 'State of

Bondage' or 'Baddhavastha'.

For, as shown above, it is possible for each and every one to get

rid of such an worldly state and realise his own nature or 'Atmau' as

eternally free from all impurities and imperfections, sins and sorrows.

In fact, 'Bandha* or 'Moksa*, Bondage or Liberation, depends solely

on the individual himself, and on none else. (See below the Section on

"Sadhanas"j. Through his own 'Ajnana' and 'Sakama-Karmas' : Ignorance

and Selfish Acts, due to it he is repeatedly subject to the worldly state.

Again, through his 'Jnana' 'and 'Niskama-Karmas' ; Spiritual-Knowledge,

and Unselfish Acts, as well as other 'Sadhanas' or Spiritual Means he is

able to realise what he really is : Brahman in essence and this is

Moksa.

Thus, as Indian Philosophy freely almits the possibility of

'Moksa' on the part of each and every 'Baddha-JIva', it is ultimately

supremely Optimistic ; and inevitably spurs individuals to higher,

spiritual efforts leading to a higher, spiritual goal.

Thus, Indian Philosophy is essentially a Philosophy of New Hope
and Good Cheer,. of Self-reliance and Self-realisation'; of Law and Justice.



Nigkama Karmas: Higher kinds of Voluntary Action. 191

(h) Niskama Karmas : higher kinds of Voluntary Action.

Before we conclude this discussion regarding 'Niskama-Karmas', one
more question remains to be answered. This is as follows :

It has been said above ^See P. 188, that a 'Niskama' Karma is a

natural, spontaneous one, without any prior want and imperfection.
later deliberation and resolution, and final effort and activity.

Now, it may be thought here, then, that a 'Niskama Karma' is, as

such, not a voluntary action, at all', but a purely involuntary, automatic

or mechanical one. But such an automatic action is, evidently, a lower

kind of action than a voluntary one, not manifesting any marks of

intelligence and free will (See P. 150). And, how can a 'Niskama-Karma,
an involuntary one, be lower in status and glory than a 'Sakama-Karnia',
a voluntary one ?

The answer is that all spontaneous acts are not, necessarily,

involuntary, automatic or mechanical ones. The classification of

Involuntary aud Voluntary Acts, as given above (See 148, 150) is only an

empirical one, or true only from the worldly standpoint. But, as

everywhere, so here, too, there is a lower classification, and a higher. Prom
this lattter point of view, acts are spontaneous and natural, yet voluntary ;

voluntary, yet without any prior and later stages, like feeling of want.

deliberation, choice, action. An example of such a higher kind of

voluntary act has also been given above viz. the act of Co?mic Play on the

part of Brahman, (See P. 52, 151).

Characteristics of Niskama-Karma

us, now, pause a little to consider the nature of such a higher
kind of Voluntaiy Action or a Niskama Karina.

Niskamas-Karmas are Spontaneous and Natural

(i) Firstly, as stated above ( P. 188 ), it is spontaneous and natural.

What do these two adjectives really mean ?

The first adjective "Spontaneous" means that it is not due to any
want or defect of any sort whatsoever, and so it does not require any

deliberation and final choice regarding the object likely to remove it ;

and the means likely to lead to the attainment of that object; as well as

any effort to follow those means to attain that end. Thus, the fundamental

marks of an ordinary voluntary action are totally absent from this kind

of extra-ordinary voluntary action.

Again, the second adjective "Natural" follows logically from the first

one. If such an act is not undertaken for the attainment of an end through

some means then It is not a forced or a super-imposed one.
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Sakama Karmas : Ordinary Voluntary Acts are not fully Free Ones

As a matter of fact, an ordinary voluntary act, though characterised

as a free one, is not really fully so. For, though here, there is no external

compulsion, there is a great internal one viz, that of an unfulfilled desire.

This unfilled desire, so to speak, internally compels the person concerned

to act for the attainment of that object which he thinks will enable him

to get rid of the painful feeling of want and attain his heart's desire,

For example, to take the case referred to above (See P. 148). Here,

an individual lacks water in his system, and for that reason, feels

thirsty, Now, this sensation of thirst, which is a very painful one,

compels him to think of an object which will enable him to get rid of

it, viz. Water and search for the same. In this way, although no

one is forcing him to search for water from outside, yet his own strong

desire for water is doing so from inside.

Miskama-Karmas are Fully Free

But the above kind of higher voluntary action, not being due to

any desire for any end at all? is free in the truest sense of the term. That

is why, it is called "Natural", or flowing from the very nature, of the

agent from the full, perfect nature,- and not from any want or defect

in it.

Niskama-Karmas are Full / Conscious

(ii) Secondly, the higher kind of voluntary action is voluntary in

the truest sense of the term. That is, it is not an unconscious act, like an

automatic or a mechanical one, but a fully conscious one. Thus, here

there is a complete vision of the 'end' and the 'means'- to use ordinary

terms, or an immediate, complete, re-action to the situation, but in

an entirely selfless way.

Niskama-Karmas are fully Knowing

(iii) Thirdly, the higher kind of voluntary act is based on a higher

kind of knowledge, viz., that regarding the non-performance of all

wordly objects. In the later and higher kind of Niskama-Karma, there is

also a kiiowlege that wordly objects are not really wordly objects, pure

and simple, but Brahman in essence.

The Unique Nature of Niskama-Karma*

In this way, a 'Niskama-Karma' is, indeed, a most unique, a most

wonderful, a most exhilarating kind of Karma.

Thus it involves no deliberation regarding means and ends, yet is

the wisest, the most intelligent of all acts It involves no great effort

or strain of any sort, yet is the smoothest, the most perfect of all acts. It

involves no desire for any pleasure, yet is the moat tranquil, the most

blissful of all acts.
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Thus, a 'Niskama-Karma' is, indeed, a most unintelligible kind of

Karma to ordinary persons. It is also a most difficult kind of Karma,
at the same time. Only those who have risen to a higher status, are

capable of performing such 'Niskama-Karmas'. For, according to a

fundamental psychological law, cognition, emotion and conation

thinking feeling and willing are organically, most intimately connected.

Hence, naturally, when there is a higher kind of Knowledge and Devotion

Jnaua and Bhakti there must aUo be a higher kind of Action-
Karma ; and this is nothing but 'Niskama-Karma'.

In fact, an automatic or a mechanical action, as the name implies,
follows automatically, or mechanically from the automaton or the machine:
viz. body. But, a 'Niskama-Karma' follows spontaneous^ and naturally
from the Soul, endowed with all the beauties and all the g

1 ories of the

All-beautiful and All-g?orious Soul. So, is it not a manifestly absurd,
false Analogy to hold that a 'Niskania-Karma' is an Automatic Action,

because of involving no prior deliberation and later effort, as in the latter

just as it is entire'y laughable to say that a diamond is a piece of

broken glass, because of glittering like the latter.

The Glory of Niskama-Karmas.

Indian Philosophy, as well-known, consists of a large number of

Systems, six Astika or Orthodox Systems, three Nastika or the so-called

Heterodox System?, as well as many other Systems, some minor, some

important, besides the nine main System?, like the {samkbya, Yoga,

Nyaya, Vaisesika, Mimamsa, Vedanta, Csrvaka, Bauddha and Jaina.

Naturally, all these various Systems differ from one another in many
points from the philosophical standpoint ; and because of this, we have

perhaps, all the known philosophical theories in Indian Philosophy, from

Monism to Pluralism, Atheism to Absolutism, Materialism to Idealism.

But in spite of such differences, there are some fundamental points

of similarities, some innermost bonds of unity amongst these Systems

which, in the final analysis, enable one easily to identify all these Systems
as springing from the very same soil, as being nurtured by the very same

Hght and air, as blooming forth, finally, as symbols of the very same

spiritual beauty and fragrance of the very same age-old Culture and

Civilisation. One of such universal and eternal Concepts in Indian

Philosophy is that of Niskama-Karma,

This Concept has at once a simplicity and a grandeur that have

never failed to capture the imagination of our saints and sages, seers and

devotees, all throughout the ages. To those wise minds and pure hearts,

this simple and ever-green truth flashed forth in its pristine purity

25
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that to work for selfish ends was to live the life of a brute ; while to work

for the sake of duty, for the sake of others, with no selfish end in view,

is the least one can do to live the life of a Man. On one side, this is

indeed, a very simple Concept ; Work unselfishly, do not think of the

self at all. But on the other hand, it is also the grandest, vastest conception,
one that is the very foundation, the very life-blood of all Philosophy
and all Ethics.

(i) Philosophical Concepts of Unity and Universality

Now, Philosophy, by nature, aims at Unity and Universality.

The former means that there is one fundamental Truth, or Law, or

Principle call it by any name which alone affords a full and a satisfactory

explanation of all other truths, or laws, or principles. In fact, there cannot

be, from the standpoint of Philosophy, Religion, Ethics or Science really,

from any standpoint whatsoever more than one Truth or Law or Principle,

For, from no conceivable standpoint whatsoever can a self-contradictory

system exist So, if many truths, mauy laws, many principles co-exist, then

either they are mutually inconsistent as being really and absolutely

different from one another; or they are only apparently different from one

another, but reaUy nothing but various manifestation* of the very same

fundamental Truth, or Law, or Principle.

However, as the very idea of a self-contradictory system existing for

any length of time is wholly fantastic, it has been admitted, from all

standpoints that this vast and variegated Uuiverse of ours is really the

manifestation of the very same, universal Truth, or Law, or Principle.

In this sense, Unity and Universality, indeed, constitute the very

ground of Philosophy and Ethics.

"Unity" is applicable from the side or standpoint of the Universe

or Multiplicity, implying that all the multifarious things unitedly

proceed, finally, from the One.
'

Universality" is applicable from the side or standpoint of the Truth

or the One, implying that the One is present universally in all things,

In this sense, the Concept of Unity and Universality, taken

together, is the grandest and vastest of all concepts, comprising, as it

does, the entire expanse of the Heaven and the Earth.

( j) Niikama-Karma involves Unity and Universality

The Concept of Niskaina-Karmas, too, is nothing in essence but

this Concept of Unity and Universality.

For here, to work for one is to work for all ; to think the of self is to

think of the the world.
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Really, however, in Niskama-Karmas, there is no place, for one, no

place for self either one's own self, or that of another. It is, by nature,

entirely and eternally selfless, without any desire whatsoever for any
gain -either for one's own self or for that of another.

(A) Funya-Karmas, too, are Sakama.

Accordingly, even the ordinary Punya-Karmas (P. 199)or benevolent,

pious acts, wholly meant for the good of others, are regarded as Sakama-

Karmas, and as such, detrimental to Moksa or Salvation, in Indian

Philosophy.

Undoubtedly, from the worldly point of view, these are infinitely

better and more laudable than Papa Karmas or selfish, sinful acts ;
and

that is why, while Punya-Karmas entitle one to Svarga or Heaven,

Papa-Karmas only to Naraka or Hell.

But, as according to Indian Conception, even Svarga orHeaven means

nothing, as compared with Moksa or Final Beatitude, in the eternal

flight of the soul towards Infinite Expansion, Infinite Perfection, Infinite

Realisation, even Punya-Karmas, so very useful and essential from the

worldly point of view, have to be discarded from the spiritual point of

view by the aspirers after Moksa or Salvation.

It is this entirely impersonal nature of Niskama-Karmas, that

makes for its inherent grandness and vastness, referred to above. For

what is impersonal or not confined to a person, is, naturally universal or

embracer of all persons. In this sense, the very simp'e conception of

Niskama-Karma is at once, as mentioned before, the grandest of all

conceptions.

(B) Niskama-Karmas are Impersonal, yet not Cold

A question may legitimately be asked here : If Niskama-Karmas

are so very impersonal in nature, are they not also the coldest, most

colourless, most meaningless kinds of Karmas ever imaginable ? For, if

a thing be not done out of the depth of one's heart, if it lacks the

warmth of fellow-feeling and the tinge of benevolent desires, if it does not

aim at any end whatsoever then, how can it lead one to that state

which implies the fullest expansion, manifestation, development and

perfection of all the sides of one's being ?

(k
N
; The Concept of 'Development.'

This raises a fundamental question in Indian Philosophy, viz

whether 'Development* means negation of the undeveloped state and

emergence of a new one ; or, only its fuller manifestation ; or, in other

words, whether the developed and undeveloped states differ in kind, or

only in degree.
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Tans, the point at issue here is as to whether the ideas and feelings

and desires of the state of Bondage are purified, and perfected, expanded
and developed during the state of Salvation ; or, are timply annihilated to

give way to some new states and processes.

The solution offered by our holy saints and sages for this intriguing

problem is, indeed, au ingenious one.

According to this, the very concept of 'Development
1 has no place in

Indian Philosophy from the ultimate or transcendental standpoint. (For
"The Concept of Empirical Development, see under the Section on

"Refutation of the Second Objection against the Law of Karma).
One of the fundamental tenets of Indian Philosophy", is that 'Satya*

is 'Nitya' ; or 'Truth* and 'Eternity* are identical. That is, what is true

is eternally true it cannot cbauge its nature, either for the better or for

the worse. In this sense, the Self, the Eternal Truth, cannot be developed,
but can only be manifested, That is, it cannot be asserted here that at

first, in the state of Bondage, the Self was in an undeveloped state j and,

then, in the state of Salvation, it conies to be or becomes developed.

For, this will go against the Universal Indian Conception of Self as

ever-perfect.

Hence, according to this view, the ever-perfect, ever- full, ever-

glorious Self only remains hidden in our veil of ignorance during the

state of Bondage ; and is only manifested in its pristine purity, perfection,

fulness aud glory in the state of salvation when that veil is removed.

Hence, really, there is no question of a higher and a lower, a developed

aud an undeveloped state here. The so-called lower and undeveloped
state is not a real state of the Self at all ; it is only a passing phase, a

mere screen to veil the ever-real, ever-perfect, eve-peresent Self. In

this sense, the ideas, feelings and desires of cur empirical existence,

however full, however sublime, however noble have no place during
the state of Moksi, or Self-manifestation, and Self-realisation.

(1 Niskamji-Karmat no* a Developed form of

Sakama-Punya Karma*

In this sense, Niskama-Karmas are not more perfect forms cf

Sakania-Punya-Karmas. That is, they are Kaunas without any trace,

whatsoever, of even any lofty feeling and benevolent desire. But that

does not make such Karmas cold or callous or colourless or purposeless
or valuless.

(m) Two kinds of Niskama-Karma s I Preceding Mokta and

Succeeding Moksa.

There are two kinds of Niskama-Karnias, viz. those that precede
Moksa and tliose that follow it.
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(A) First kind of Niikama-K*rma, preceding Moksa.

The first kind of Niskama-Karmas constitute the preliminary steps

to the Sadhanas, like Jiiana and Hhakti, which actually lead to Moksa,

For, so long as the mind is swayed by Raga-Dvesa, wordly passions, like

attachment and aversion, it cannot, evidently devote itself to anything

higher and nobler. Hence, when through the performance of Nivskama-

Karmas, Sakama-Kartnas together with their springs : selfish desires,

are totally suppressed, the mind is purified of all lower, animal, base,

worldly tendencies and in such a pure mind alone can there ever be

the rise of knowledge and Devotion which finally bring about Salvation.

(Q) Second kind of Niskama-Karma, succeeding Moksa.

The second kind of Niskama-Karmas, on the other band, are those

done by the Free Soul, the Jivanmukta, after Moksa or Salvatkn. The

Jivanmukta, has indeed, no duties to perform, no ends to attain, no

obligation at all to any one, in the ordinary senses of the terms. Still, he

does not, by any means, lead a lazy, inactive, purposeless life. On the

contrary, as he stands as a living example to all, showing them the Path

to Salvation, he has to act constantly for teaching others.

Thus, the Niskania-Karinas of the Mumuksu or aspirer after

Salvation purify his mind and make him fit for undertaking Sadhanas or

adopting direct spiritual means to Salvation. The Niskama-Karmas of

the Mukta or Free Soul, help the other Mumuksus in the Path to

Salvation.

(C) Is M kama-K.rma purely Impersonal ?

Of these two kinds of Niskania Karmas, the first, evidently, is not

so full, and perfect and spontaneous, as the second.

Niskama-Karmas, preceding Moksa, not so perfect as th:se

Succeeding it

Thus, in the first case, the aspirer after Salvation is still a novice, a

traveller who has just taken the first step in his long, and difficult and

hazardous journey to an altogether new realm. As such, his Niskama-

Karmas may, excusably, be something more or less forced, and all his

feelings and desires may have to be suppressed more or less, with effort,

leaving his mind in a more or less blank state.

Thus, he ma}' perform his duties only for the sake of Duty itself ;

and all the ordinary charges against that well-known and Sublime Ethical

Doctrine of "Duty for the sake of Duty" (cf. Kant) maybe brought against
such Niskama-Karmas, at the most.
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For, the Mumuksu or the aspirer after Salvation is yet a Baddha-

Jlva, a Soul in Bondage ; and, as such, his actions are susceptible to

ordinary criticism and evaluation according to the ordinary standards of

ethical judgement. According to such a standard, of course, Sakania-

Punya-Karmas, flowing with the milk of human kindness, proceeding from

the warm feelings of love and sympathy, sublime and benevolent desires

for helping others, may appear to be far better than such strictly neutral

Niskama-Karmas, devoid of all these.

(D) Ordinary Altruistic Acts are really Selfish

But here also the question remains as to whether any kind of

feeling and desire and satisfaction, even entirely for others, that is,

any kind of personal elements, even entirely with regard to

others, is desirable at all or not. In fact, when we do something
out of selfish motives for our own good, we aim at our own personal

pleasure. But even when we do something out of those so-called unselfish

motives for the good of others, then, too, in exactly the same manner we
aim at our personal pleasure as here, too, the good of others will give

us intense pleasure. In this sense, even the benevolent acts are not really

unselfish, and that is why, in Indian Philosophy, even the Punya-Karmas
have been branded as Sakama" or selfish, and rightly so.

(E) Niskama Karmas are entirely Altruistic

Herein lies the crux of the whole problem, as well as its solution.

If a Karma or an act, though springing out lofty feeling of love for others

and sublime desire for the good of others, is undertaken for the personal

pleasure of the Karta or agent, it is really a Sakama or selfish act. But

if a Karma or an act, springing from the above causes, is undertaken only

for the good of others and not for any personal pleasure that this good will

yield to the Karta or the agent, then only is it really Niskama or unselfish,

selfless act, In this sense, in the case of Niskama-Karmas of the first

kind, viz. of a Mumuksu or aspirer after Salvation, lofty feelings of

universal love and sublime desires for universal service are indeed,

present; but no desire for personal pleasure at all. So, this first kind of

Niskama-Karmas are neither cold, nor callous, nor colourless nor

purposeless, nor valueless, in any sense whatsoever.

(F) Mskanm-Karmas, succeeding Vfoksa, cannot be due to

I motions at all

But, in the case of Niskama-Karmas^of the second kind, viz. of a

Mukta or a free soul, the above questions do not arise at all. In this case,

the Jivan-Mukta is, indeed, not an ordinary JIva subject to ordinary
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feelings and desires and so his actions, too, cannot be judged by ordinary
standards. Hence, really here there can be no questions at all of even

sublime feelings of love and benevolent desires to serve.

For, the Jivan-Mukta realises all beings as Brahman, or what is the

same thing, as Atman, and so can no longer have any feelings of love,

sympathy, mercy, pity, and the like for them. He only tries to help them
to remove their evils of ignorance and thereby make them realise their

own real nature or Self in its pristine purity. Thus, the Niskfima-Karmas

of a Jivan-Mukta or the Full and Perfect Soul, though not proceeding,
from the mundane standpoint, from what is called lofty feelings and

desirevS are essentially fuller, and more perfect than even the most

loving and most benevolent actions of Punya-Karmius or virtuous men.

Nigkama-Karmas, Higher than Punya-Karmas

This brief survey will, however, be enough to show that this

Indian Concept of Niskama-Karnias is, indeed, unique in the history of

human thought. For, in Westeru and Lslamic Systems of Philosophy,

Religion and Ethics, ordinary Punya-Karmas or virtuous deeds are

taken to be Niskama or uuselfish ; and the Papa-Karrnas ; Sakama or

selfish. Here, the Punya-Karmas are regarded as the highest possible

kind of Karmas performable ; Svarga or Heaven, the highest possible

kind of goal attainable. In Indian Philosophy alone, Karmas, higher
even than the Punya-Karmas; a Goal, higher even than Svarga, are

conceived and recommended as the Summuni Bonuni of life. Here alone

we have that supreme and sublime concept of 'Anamla 1

or Bliss, infinitely

superior to and esseut ;

ally different from 'Sukha* or Pleasure, which

other Systems aim at. (P. 15)

(n) Two kinds of Mskama-Karmas, from another Standpoints

Egoistic and Altruistic.

Niskama-Karmas have been classified above as (D those of a

Mumuksu, (ii) those of a Mukta.

Niskama-karmas may, also, be classified as (ii) those referring

to self, (ii) those referring to others

In fact, any Karma may be classified like this, according to the

most common process of classification. A Karma, from its very nature,

refers to some thing else and that 'something
1

may be either one's own

self, or 'egoistic* ; or that of another or 'altruistic'. For example, eating,

drinking, resting, reading, writing, laughing, crying and so on, and so

on far too numerous to be even attempted to be mentioned, beloug to the

first class. Feeding, serving, teaching, scolding, consoling, pushing,
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holding and so on, and so on far too numerous to be even attempted
to be mentioned, belong to the second class. Of course, all these are

ordinary 'SakSnia-Karmas*.

(A) f iikama Egoistic Acts

But Nisknma-Kannas of a Mumuksu or aspirer after salvation,

and a Mukta or free soul -also are of the very same kinds. For, a

Niskama-Karmi or a performer of NivSkama-Karmas also performs daily

the above two kinds of Niskama-Karmas. He also eats and drink?,

reads and writes, laughs and cries. Again, he also feeds and serves

others, scolds and consoles them, pushes and holds them. So, what

kinds of acts are these, in the case of Nivskfuna-Karmis or those who

perform Nisknma-Karinas 1 For, how can there be Niskama eating

and drinking, and all the rest 7

But, if we accept the Doctrine of Niskama-Karmas, we have also

to admit that Nisksina eating ond drinking, and all the rest, are possible

Sakama eating and drinking and all the rest, serving as they do,

biological purposes, spring from the fundamental selfish Instincts of

Self-preservation and Race-preservation. But Niskama eating and

drinking and all the rest, although serving biological purposes, willy-

nilly, do not spring from the Instinct of Self-preservation and Race-

preservation, at all. For, these instincts are purely animal instincts,

shared alike by all living beings. But a Niskaina-Karmi has risen above

the animal side of his nature and i*, accordingly, no longer guided and

driven by 'animal, physical, selfish instincts, As he has a physical

body, he, naturally requires physical things, like food and drink, for its

maintenance. But he has no desire for the same, as an ordinary man
has ; and his acts of eating and drinking follow spontaneously, naturally

frotn his very nature, as explained above ( see P. 152 ).

(B) Niskama Egoistic Acts passible

Of course, such a selfless, effortless biological act is very difficult

to be conceived of. But is it very easy to conceive of a 'Jivan-Mukta
one who is in the world, but not of it ? ( See below the Chapter on

"Salvation"). Is it, even, very easj to conceive of a 'Mumuksu' one

who is in the world, but gradually rising above it 1

( ) Jivn-Muktas and Mumuksus are exmples of the same

Who can, really, conceive of such a person, one amongst .a million,

who looks just like an ordinary man 1

With hands and feet, with hunger and thirst, with likes and

dislikes, with joys and sorrows, yet far above these, and not subject
to any biological, psychological, physical, empirical conditions such a
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conception, inevitably, is. such a person, a hnmanly divine, or a divinely
human person, does exist. For otherwise, who would have brought forth

with him a Divine Message the Message of an All-beautiful, All-

bountiful God to emancipate Mankind ?

In fact, the very existence of Religion and Morality on earth

shows that Man is not all Mud, but really Gold within. When this Gold

gradually shines above the Mud, gradually does the divine in the human
reveal itself. And, this is possible.

But not only that
, th:s must happen, for how can a lower thing

obliterate, for ever, a higher one ? Clouds cannot, forever, obliterate

the shining sun ; nor can the boulders, obstruct, for ever, the dancing
stream ; nor can the dark layers of earth prevent, forever, the tiny

seed inside, from springing up into a lovely sprout. In this way, the full

manifestation of the Divine in the human is, undoubtedly, possible.

If this be so, then, undoubtedly, purely Niskama or selfless,

biological acts are possible on the part of such a biologically existent,

yet biologically unconditioned Munuksu or Jivanmukta.

vC) Niskama Altruistic Acts

In exactly the same manner, his Nivskama-Karmas, referring to

others are, also, entirely selfless. He loves and serves others, not because

he feels pleasure, not because he hopes for some ultimate gain, not because

of some earthly consideration, not even out of a sense of duty, but only
and solely because it is his nature to do so This has been fully explained,

above (Pp. 152, 188ff).

In this way, all the so-called egoistic and altruistic acts of a

Niskama-Karmi are, really, neither egoistic, nor altruistic, as both of

these refer to a 'selfof one's own or of others. But who is seeing ;i.e a

Mumuksu), or has seen 'i.e. Jivan-Mttkta), the Universal Soul in

everything, in all has nothing further to desire for, for, 'desire* requires

a distinction betweenthe 'desirer' and 'the object of desire.
1 But if all be

One Self who will desire for whom ?

(D) Two kinds of Niskama-Karmas Punya and Papa.

Sakama-Karmas, too, have been classified under two heads :

(i) Puiiya or virtuous deeds 'ii) Papa or vicious deeds.

(A) Even Punya-Karma* are Sakama.

That Tapa Karmas' or vicious deeds are 'Sakama-Karmas' or

thoroughly selfish ones, no one can doubt. But the que tion may, legiti-

mately be asked as to why even 'Punya-Karmas' or virtuous deeds have

been here stigmatised as 'S^ama-Karmas'. The answer has already

been given above. Such virtuous deeds are, of course, infinitely

better than vicious ones Still when carefully analysed, these, too,

26



202 Doctrine of {-irikafltha

are found to be selfish in nature. What does, really, a '
Selfish" action

imply ? It simply implies an action that has reference to a "self"

one's own or of another. That is why, according to this criterion, egoistic

acts, referring to one's own sell ; as well as altruistic ones, referring

to other selves, are equally "selfish* in nature.

As a matter of fact, so long as one'* own self, as well as other selves

are not realised as One Universal Self, any reference to any kind of

"self at all is bound to produce something "selfish".

Take an ordinary "Punya-Karma" or virtuous deed, like establishing

a school in a village. Here, the philanthropic agent desires for the

good of the poor villagers, and not apparently for his own pleasure. Still,

how can it be denied that the good of the poor villagers brings intense

pleasure to that person himself, no less? Take also the case of Mother- I/ove,

in praise of which, poets have sung lustily. But is it really and

ultimately uuselfish ? By no means, For, the well-being of the child

brings a very great pleasure to the mother herself. So, how can her

love for her child be described as "purely unselfish
1 '

?

It may, of course, be said here that the mother does not herself

aim at such a pleasure ; what she aims at is only the good of the child ;

and the pleasure that she feels is not the intended result, but only an

incidental, unintended one. But the whole point here is that

ordinary love, referring to certain beloved persons to the exclusion of

others, is itself, when you come to think of it, a selfish one. This is true

of all emotions. Ordinary emotions attach themselves to certain

selected objects ; and are, as such, very narrow in extent and selfish in

content,

The Peculiarity of Indian Ethics : Real Distinction beetween Egoistic

and Altruistic Acts.

Undoubtedly, there : s a distinction between love for one's

own self alone, aiid love for others. The former, we call, 'egoistic' ;

(Svarthapara) the latter, 'altruistic' (Pararthapara). But, really, the

two do not differ in kind, but only in degree not qualitatively, but

only quantitatively, For, in both, a 'Desire* is present egoistic or

altruistic, for one's own self or for others still a 'Desire
1

, qualitatively

the same kind of 'Desire', although quantitatively it is different,

referring to one only, or to more. Thus, egoistic love refers to one

onjy ; altruistic, more than one.

1, From the Psychological Standpoint.

It may be objected here that, egoistic love and altruistic love are by
no means of the same kind qualitatively egoistic Jove alone is selfish,

impure, not altruistic. The reply to this is that, psychologically,

the feeling ol love and the consequent desire for the well-being of the
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beloved object, as well as the activitfes that follow from the same, are

exactly the same in all cases, whatever be the objects to which these

are attached and directed.

Take two simple cases. A 'selfish' father loves himself; an

'unselfish* mother loves her son. Here, the first kind of love is

characterised as 'egoistic* ; the second, 'altruistic'.

But do these really differ in any way, psychologically ? Evidently

not. Psychologically, a mental process does not'chauge when its object

changes, For example, whether we perceive an elephant or an ant,

psychologically, the process of perception is exactly the same.

Similarly, whether we love Ram or Sam, psychologically, the process
of loving is exactly the same. In the very same manner, whether

we desire for sugar or salt, psychologically, the process of desiring is

exactly the same. Here also, the love of the selfish father for his own

self, and the love of the unselfish mother for her son are, psychologically,

exactly the same. Again, the desire of the selfish father for his own

well-being, and the desire of the unselfish mother for her son's well-being

are, psychologically, exactly the same. Finally, the activities of the self-

fish father to keep himself well, and the activities of the uuselfish mother

to keep her son well are, psychologicaly, exactly the same. In this way,

psychologiclly, the so-calied 'egoistic* and the so-called 'altruistic* acts

are exactly of the same kind.

2. From the Metaphysical Standpoint.

Now, do these differ from any other standpoint metaphysical or

ethical ? Now, metaphysically, from the standpoint of the 'Noumenon,
the Ultimate Reality, all empirical objects are of the same status, and the

same is the case here, no less.

3. From the Ethical Standpoint.

Ethically, also, can any real distinction be drawn between the two?
This seems to contradict flatly the ordinary view, which makes so much

of the distinction between an 'egoistic' and an 'altruistic* act, taking
the former to be entirely vicious and the latter, virtuous. But this is an

undeniable fact. If by an 'egoistic' act we mean an act, referring to

one's own self then that is not necessarily vicious ; and if by an

'altruistic* act we mean au act, referring to others, then that, too,

is not necessarily virtuous. Here, really, everything depends on the

actual behaviour of the person conerned.

Suppose a starving father steals some food to feed himself, and

suppose a poor mother steals some food, exactly in the same manner, to

feed her starving son are not both the same kind of stealing,

and ethically condemnable in exactly the same way ? Again,
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suppose a father arranges for the murder of his business rival to

get rich himself; and suppose a mother arranges for the murder

of her son's buiness rival to make her son rich are not both exactly

the same kind of murder and ethically condemnable in exactly the

same way ? In the same manner, if the 'selfish' father looks after his own

interests as a moral, law-abiding citizen., demanding only what he is

socially and morally entitled to and trying to get only what is necessary

for his own proper maintenance ;
and if the 'unselfish' mother does the

same for her son are not both these acts equally right, ethically ?

In this way, the common distinction between 'egoistic' and

'altruistic* acts, as vicious and virtuous, respectively, does not really

stand to reason. As a matter of fact, both are equally 'selfish/ and

whether one is vicious and the other virtuous depends on something

else as shown above viz. on the actual activities of the persons

concerned.

(C) Uniqueness of Indian Ethics

This is the view of Indian Ethics, and in this respect, this is

absolutely unique and unparalleled in the History of Ethics For, in

all other ethical systems of the world, the final criterion of Morality is

Virtue-vice' and 'virtuous acts are taken to be the highest, purest,

and most perfect kinds of acts, tending to the Sumntim Bonum or the

Highest End of Life. But in Indian Ethics, both the vrituous acts or

Pu^ya-Karmas and the vicious ones or Fapa-Karmas, are, as shown

above (P ), equally 'Sakama-Karmas' or 'selfish acts,' Hence f these

can never lead to the 'Summun Bonum* of Life, i e. 'Moksa or Mukti-

or Salvation. On the contrary, as shown above the Punya-Karmas
and the Papa-Karmas equally lead to 'Samsara' or worldly existence

repeatedly and, the first condition for Moksa is the complete cessation

of such 'Sakama-Karrnas' Punya and Papa.

From the strictly narrow empirical point of view, of course,

a distinction has to be drawn between Tnnya-Karmas
1 and Papa-

Karmas,' otherwise, ordinary, everyday, piactical life will be impossible.

That is why, as stated above from the srandpoint of this

Empirical Ethics, it is said here that 'Punya-Karmas' lead to 'Svarga'

or 'Heaven', while 'Pa*pa-Karmas' to 'Naraka' or Hell; But 'Svarga
1

is

by no means 'Moksa/ which also is a unique point in Indian 'Moksa-

Tattva' or Doctrine of Salvation. (See below the Section on ''Salvation)

(l>) Egoistic and Altruistic, Selfish and Unselfish Acts,

To recapitulate, let us once again, in the end, refer to the real

distiction between, fi) 'Egoistic* or 'Svarthpapara' and 'Altruistic* or

'Pararthapara' Acts, or 'Karmas'. (ii) 'Virtuous
1 or 'Punya' aud 'Vicious/



Mutuality of Cause and Effect 206

or 'Papa* Acts or 'Karmaa.' (iii) 'Selfish' or 'Sakama' and 'Unselfish' or

'Niskama' Acts or 'Karmas.' (P. 293, 302

As \ve have seen, the Classification or Division of Acts, as under

(i)and(ii), involve the logical fallacy of Cross Division, This means

that an Egoistic Act may be both virtuous and vicious ; so also an

'altruistic' one.

Again, 'egoistic' and 'altruistic
1 acts do not differ quantitatively,

both being equally 'Sakama-Karmas', but may do ?o only quantitatively.

(P. 302). An 'egoistic' act necessarily refers to one, while an 'altruistic'

act may refer to one or more. When it refers to more than one, it differs

from an 'egoistic' act quantitatively ; and not otherwise

Again, 'virtuous* and 'vicious* acts also do not differ qualita-

tively, both Deing equally '?akama-Karmns' But from the standpoint

of Empirical Ethics, these differ in their results, viz. Heaven and Hell

(P. 306).

Again, 'Sakama-Karmas' and 'N^skama-Karmas 1

differ qualitatively,

(P. 2^3). For, even when an altruistic act, which is at the same time

a virtuous one, embraces the whole world, aiming at the goo \ of the

entire mankind, it remains a 'Sakama-Karina', involving-, as it does, a

'desire' for the well-being of all. Thus, the real distinction between

'Sakaina-Karmas' and 'Niskama-Karmas
1

is due to the presence or absence

of 'desire* and not to number.

(M) fNiskama-Karmas : Supra-Moral.

We have above referred to the 'Empirical Ethics' (P. 306) of

Indian Systems. From the standpoint of 'Empirical Ethics', Heaven

is the Highest End and 'Virtue is the Highest Means'. But from the

standpoint of 'Supra-Empirical Ethics', Salvation is the Highest End,

and Niskama-Karmas, leading to Ji?ana and/or Bhakti, are the Highest

Means, Such 'Niskama-Karmas' are supra-moral. As the agent here

is not responsible for his acts, in the ordinary sense of t e term,

(P. 2834) he cannot, also, be judged as morally good or bad for

his acts. Just as the Shining* by the sun, the blowing' by the wind,

the 'flowing' by the river, the 'blooming' by the flower (See P. 281)

are neither morally good, nor morally bad, so the Niskama-Karmas of

a Mumuksu and a Mukta, also are neither morally good, nor morally

bad but above such ordinary ethical judgments. (See below the Section

of "Salvation").

(N) Mutuality of Cause end Effect

Jnana and Karma *. Births and Selfish Acts.

In connection with the Law of Karma, two difficult questions

were raised above (See P. 185 . Again, in connection with the first

question, viz. What, if any, is the way out of the 'Samsara-Cakra' or
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seemingly endless series of Births and Re-births ? , the nature of

Niskama-Karmas, the only way out, has been discussed above. (P. 187)

Now, the second, still more difficult question remains to be

disposed of. (See P. 277).

(A) Mutual Relation between Jnana and Karma
The difficulty, here, may be stated as follows :

According to the Law of Karma, 'Sakarna-Karinas' lead to a

new birth, so that its 'Phalas' or appropriate results may be experienced

there, as required by the canons of Justice. But in this new birth,

new Sakama-Karmas, are performed, leading to a further new birth and

so on. (See P, 185)

Now, here we find that 'Karmas' require 'Janma', for, 'Karmas'

or acts can be performed only in a particular birth. But, again, 'Janma'

requires 'Karmas', for the Jiva is born for experiencing the results of

its past 'Karmas'. In this way, unless there be 'Janmas', there cannot

be any 'Karmas' ; again, unless there be 'Karmas', there cannot be any

'Janmas'. So, which precedes which ? Is 'Janma' first, or 'Karma* f

How to explain 'the very beginning of Creation ?

(B) Mutuality of Cause and Effect.

In Western Logic, we have a similar instance in what is ordinarily

called 'Mutuality of Cause and Effect'. Take the ordinary example
of a hen and an egg. Here, also, the very same question may be asked t

'Which precedes which ?
' From a heu, we get an egg ,

from an egg,
we get a hen, and so on, continuously. So, which do we have in the

very beginning : a hen or an egg ? Hence, the concept of Mutuality

of Cause and Effect has been brought in to solve the problem. It is said

here, that each of the terms, viz. 'hen and egg* in the two-term series,

is a cause and an effect, in rotation. Thus, when a r
hen' produces an

'egg', she is the cause of the effect 'egg' ; but tvhen an 'egg' produces a

'hen 1

, it is the cause of the effect 'hen*. In this way, a 'hen' is both the

cause and the effect ; so is an 'egg'.

(C) Bijankura-Nyaya.

In Indian Philosophy, we have, the famous Maxim 'Bijankura-

Nyaya' ;
or the 'I/ogical Maxim of Seed and Spiout'. As in the case of

the hen-egg mutuality, so in this case, no less, there is a relation of

'Mutuality of Cause and Effect' or Inter-dependence between a seed

and a sprout. Thus, from a seed, we get a sprout ; again, from a

sprout, we get a seed, and so on.

So, according to this Logical Maxim of 'Mutuality of Cause

and Effect' or Inter-dependence, it has to be admitted, willy-nilly, that

the very first beginning here cannot be logically explained, In fact,
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it is not possible for us to say definitely as to whether at the very

beginning, there was a hen or an egg, a seed or a sprout, and so on.

( ) Samsara is Anadi.

According to Indian Philosophy, also, it is not logically possible
for us to explain the very first world-creation. Hence, the above

"Samsara- Cakra" or wheel of Earthly Existence has been taken to be

"Anadi", or without a beginning, but not 'Auauta' or without an

end, for separate individuals, (See P. 190). As in a wheel or a circle,

there is no beginning every point may be the beginning and the end
at the same time, so in this 'Wheel of Earthly Existence' or 'Samsara-

Cakra', also, there is no beginning. Hence, it is not possible for us to say

definitely as to whether 'Janma' precedes 'Karma' or 'Karma' precedes

'Janma',

But is this not an admission of ignorance regarding a fundamental

philosophical fact, viz. that of creation f If the very beginning of

creation cannot be logically explained, then what philosophical system,
worth the name, can ever hope to stand on its own ? For, is not

Creation* a fundamental Philosophical Problem ? (See P. ).

() Solution of the Problem from the Temporal Standpoint.

The answer to this very legitimate query is as follows (See

below) :

From the temporal standpoint, such an ignorance is but natural.

If we speak in terms of the ordinary cause-effect relation, involving
an antecedent and a consequent : a thing preceding and a thing succee-

ding, then we have also to admit that as time cannot stand still, what

is 'preceding* is also 'succeeding' simultaneously. Thus, there is no

absolute point in Time, to be characterised as the 'first
1

or the 'last'.

In fact, the very conception of Time implies ceaseless flow or changes,

and all changes are relative, and what is relative, can have no absolute,

existence.

Thus, although, from the worldly standpoint, we separate the

'cause' from the 'effect', as two absolute existences, that is really

something artificial. So, as the very concept of Time is not applicable

to God, the Timeless, Never-changing Being, it cannot also be applied

to His acts of Creation, Hence, if we try to explain creation in terms

of Time, it naturally becomes unintelligible to us. That is why, the

world has been taken to be 'Anadi', or something the first beginning
which cannot be logically or intelligibly explained.

(r) Solution of the Problem fron the Divine Standpoint.

But from the Divine stand point, it is 'Anadi' in a quite different

sense. (P. 284). Prom this standpoint, creation is but a 'sport' or
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a 'Lila', on the part of Brahman. (P. 52- 53, P. 246), and follows from

His very nature as a Loving Blissful, Playful God. Hence, as such a

Loving, Blissful, Playful God is eternal, having no beginning and no

end, His Cosmic Play with Himself, viz. the Universe of Souls and

Matter, is also eternal, having no beginning and no end. So, fiom this

standpoint, there arises no question as to which 'precedes*' which, and

which 'succeeds' which. (P. 370 .

Thus, here, we are on the Horns of a Dilemma :

If Creation be a Creation in Time, then no Beginning is

conceivable ; and if Creation be a C reation not in Time then no

Beginning is possible.

Either, Creation is a Creation in Time ; or Creation is a

Creation not in Time.

Therefore, either, no Beginning is conceivable, or, no Beginning

is possible.

But as unusual with Dilemmas, the above Dilemma is both

formally and materially valid.

In this way, the
' Anaditva" or the state of being 'beginningless'

quite fits in on the part of the Universe.

This, in fact, simply shows the iuadequecy of ordinary categories

of Substance, Cause, Space, Time, Change etc, in the case of transcen-

dental realities. Thus, Brahman, or the Transcendent Being does not

exist as a Substance that becomes, does not produce as a cause an effect

outside Himself, does not occupy space, there being no space, nothing

outside Him ;
does not occur in Time, does not change. Such a unique

Brahman is Brahman of the Vedanta, One only without a second,

without comparison, without parallel or analogy of any kind whatsoever.

(G) First objection against the law of Karma :

Self-completeness of Life.

As has been said above, Karma-Vada, or the Law of Karma is a

fundamental prop of Indian Philosophy. P. ). But it is, indeed, a

unique Doctrine, not found in any other Philosophical system of the

world. Hence, naturally it has been deeply misunderstood and vastly

villified by quite a few foreigners.

Thus, three main objections may be raised against the Law of

Karma.

The first objection is as follows :

According to the Law of Karma, past ections produce results in

a future life. But, this surely, is very unjust. Why should events of

life be dragged on to a different life if, of course, there is actually such
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a life ! Oue life is one complete whole from birth to death. Even if

there be m^re than one life for an individual, then each life should be

taken to be self-sufficient and self-complete. Death is an absolute break,

If there be anything beyond it, let that be a new something, a new

beginning, a new life, a new birth. Life is an absolute beginning. If

there he anything prior to it, let that be taken to be past and gone, dead

aud buriei with no overhanging shadows, with no extending hands,
with no penetrating gripe.

(A) Refutation of the First Objection against the Law of Karma.
If we pause a little to grasp the real implication of the Law of

Karma, then we shall see that, as mentioned above (P. 184), it is not

at all an unjust Law, but, on the contrary, a supremely jnst one.

(A) Law of Karma is a Law of Justice*

First, what is 'Justice
1

and, what, 'Injustice ?' 'Justice
1 means

that one gets what is one's due. Due as what ? Due as a human being,
in the proper sense of the term. Aud, the main content of Justice is

that the individual gets proper results for that for which he is responsible.

This 'responsibility* is a fundamental ethical concept. If we are free,

we are responsible ; if we are responsible, we have to face the results.

Suppose, we cannot do so due to some other extraneous causes, But
will that wipe away our responsibilities ? Evidently not. For example,
a murderer who flees to another country may temporarily escape

punishment ; but will any one say that it is just ? In the same manner,

Death also, cannot put a sudden end to all our responsibilities and

liabilities, at all. Is this something very absurd, vere impossible, very

unintelligible ?

Now, what, after all, is the simple implication of the Law of

Karma ? Ethically, as we have seen, it is, indeed, a Law of Justice. And

metaphysically, it is nothing but a law of Continuity.

(B) Law of Karma is a Law of Continuity.

It simply implies that Life is one continuous whole ; and every

part of Life is organically and indissolubly connected with every other,

Hence, what is past, is not really 'passed* dead and gone, and over and

finished. But it re lives in the present, which, again, flows on into the

future. In this way, Past, Present and Future form one continuous,

unbreakable whole.

Now, according to our Indian View, Life is not confined to the

present birth in the present world only. For, 'Life' is that which, from the

beginning to the end, is directed towards a single end. Asa matter of

fact, in the present birth, no less it is continuity of purpose that binds all

the varisgated and even apparently contradictory interests and events

27
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together in course of the very same birth. According to the same criterion,

Life, say the Indian Sages, is not confined to the present birth only.

For, the end or the purpose temains the same all throughout, viz.

Moksa or Mukti. Till this purpose is not fulfilled, Worldly Life is not

ended, and continues birth after birth, till, there is 'Moksa. That is why,

births and deaths are not given so much importance in India,- for, birth,

after birth, the very same individual continues, naturally being affected

by his previous births, naturally affecting his future births in one

continuous series

Hence, it is held by Indian Philosophers that, just as a prior

moment necessarily affects a later one ; just as Monday affects Tuesday ;

just as 1959 affects 1960 so exactly, does one life affect another,

inevitably, indubitably, invariably,

Is that not very appropriate from the Metaphysical standpoint ?

For, Metaphysics cannot tolerate any gap or interruption in the world-

system, at all. Really, the special task of Metaphysics is to bridge

over all apparent gulfs, to heal up all apparent breaches, to bind

together all apparent breakages, thereby, bringing to light the inherent

unity and continuity of life and the world.

If we take such a panoramic view of life, then why should not the

Sakama-Karmas of one life produce effects in another ?

Now, let us see as to whether any justification can be found of the

Law of Karma in other spheres of knowledge.

(C) Sphere of Biology : The Law of Heredity.

Biology, by common consent, is a very important science. And, do

we not find the Law of Continity here, too p A fundamental Law of

Biology is the Liw of Heredity. And, according to this Law, physical

and mental characteristics are transmitted through the 'genes', generation,
after generation, from parents to children, from forefathers to progeny,
from ancestors to descendants.

This is a clear evidence that Science admits the Law of Continuity,

As a matter of fact, whatever may be asserted by the Environmentalists,

it is an accepted fact that after all, Heredity is much more important
than Environment. A proper kind of Environment is, of course, necessary

for the development of a characteristic. But still, if a characteristic be

not already present, how can it, then, be developed ? If the seed be bad,

how can excellent soil, light water, air produce a good plant ? Thus,
what the individual inherits at the very beginning of his existence,

determines the whole of his life to a very large extent.

1. First Difficulty with regard to the Law of Heredity.
But if you come to think of it, is not this Law of Heredity a very
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unjust one ? We know that certain heinous diseases are hereditary,
and "Sins of fathers are visited on their children." But why should the

poor children suffer for the sins of their fathers ? Why should they
be barn blind, cripple, feeble-minded and the like for no faults of their

own ? Is that not very unjust ?

Is not, the Law of Heredity, as a matter of fact, far more unjust than

the Law of Karma stigmatised as unjust, by many ? For, according to

the Law of Karma, one's own voluntary acts produce their appropriate
results in the next birth. But according to the Law of Heredity,
others' acts produce their appropriate results, generations later, in the

lives of innocent victims, or otherwise. Is it not far more unjust that an

individual should experience the results of others' acts than that he should

experience the results of his own ? In fact, as shown above, there is

really nothing unjust if one undergoes the results of one's own voluntary
acts. Bui if this Law of Karma be not admitted, then the Law of Here-

dity, ordaining that an individual has to undergo the results of others'

voluntary acts, and others' constitution physical and mental and so

on becomes necessarily a supremely unjust Law.

2. Second Difficulty with regard to the Law of Heredity.

There is also another difficulty in the Law of Heredity. According
to this fundamental, biological Law, the fertilized ovum, the first

beginning of an individual's life, contains all the elements of Heredity,
and is responsible for the whole future life of the individual. Now, this

fertilized ovum contains half the characteristics of the father, and half of

the mother. Here, naturally, many combinations are possible. For

example, suppose, the father possesses A, B, C, D ; the mother, P,Q,R:S ;

then the combinations may be ABPQ, ABRS, CDPQ, CDRS, ABPS,
ABQS, and so on. Now which combination a particular child will inherit

is entirely accidental Biology can afford no explanation at all for it.

Yet the whole life of the child depends on that combination.

Take an ordinary example. Suppose, the father is physically ugly,

but mentally brilliant ;
while the mother is physically beautiful, but

mentally deficient. Now, suppose, the first child Ram inherits the mental

brilliancy of the father and the physical beauty of the mother ; while, the

second child Sam inherits the physical ugliness of the father and the

mental deficiency of the mother. Thus, Ram grows up to be a handsome,

intelligent boy ; Sam, an ugly, foolish boy. Now, why should there be this

kind of difference between Ram and Sam ? Why should Ram be favoured

with all the choicest gifts of God, and not poor Sam ? Biology or any

other science, cannot reply. The different combinations which different

individuals inherit are, thus, taken by science to be purely accidental, for

which uo reason can be assigned,
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Here, the Indian Law of Karma is the only possible explanation.

Ram and Sun, inherit different combinations according to their own past

Karmas. In this way, the present distinctions between Ram and Sam

physical, mental, social, economical and so on are due to their own

past Karmas which were not able to produce their appropriate results

before.

In this way, either the Law of Heredity which is essentially a Law
of Continuity is absolutely unintelligible, haphazard and unjust. Or, it

is also an application of the more fundamental Law of Karma. Is there

any way out ?

(D) Sphere of Psychology : The aw of Relativity.

As in Biology, dealing with Life, so in Psychology, dealing with

Mind, continuity is a fundamental Law. The very description of Mind
as "a stream consciousness" shows that in the mental sphere no less, the

past essentially influences the present ;
the present, the future.

Take any Psychological Law, e.g. the Law of Contrast, or the

General Law of Relativity. In all these case?, the prior influences the

later in such a way, as even to change the later's very nature. Take half

of an orange peel, tasted before tasting sweets, and half, tasted after.

Are not the sensations quite different, one sweet, the other sour ? Is this

not continuity ?

Take, again, Laws of Educational Psychology. All of these hold

that lessons learnt in very early life, maxims practised then, habits formed

during that period continue to affect the whole of the later life.

Take, again, Freud's Depth Psychology. According to this, the very

early desires of a child vitally affect the whole of his future life. For

example, the celebrated theory of 'CEdipus Complex' of the Freudian

School implies that the first, fundamental sex- impulse of a child, called

the 'CEdipus Complex
1

, though repressed very early, continues to influence

materially the whole of the child's future life.

Examples may be multiplied to show that in all sciences, the Law
of Continuity is a fundamental Law.

All these, of course, refer to the same Life, But the principle is

just the same, if another life can be conceived of. And, why cannot such

a life be conceived of ? In fact, as shown above, also to be shown below

(P. 18")), 'Janma Jan rnantara-Vada' or the Doctrine of Births and Re-

births, has to be accepted for explaining many otherwise inexplicable

facts.

(E) Sphere of Logic : The Law of Causation.

Logic, as a science, takes the Law of Causation as its very
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foundation. But this L/aw of Causation, too, as we have seen, is a Law
of Continuity. 'A* as the cause, continues into 'B' as the effect. If this

be so in the present life, why cannot the causes continue into their effects

in the next ? Otherwise we have to say that some causes produce

their effects, some do not. But why? No legitimate answer can be

given. It cannot be put at the door of natural phenomena, for, occurrences

in Nature can afford no explanation at all, being purely mechanical in

nature. It cannot be attributed to individual efforts, for, often indivi-

dual efforts do not bear appropriate fruits, here and now ;
while effortless

results may follow (See below).

What can explain all these, except the Law of Karma ?

In fact, if we confine ourselves to the present life only, our outlook

becomes so narrow that many facts, requiring explanation, escape our

notice ; or defy our attempts at comprehension and explanation, and we

happily, substitute the Law of Chance and the Law of Indetermiui^m

for the Law of Order and Harmony. Is that not a retrogade step ?

(F) Sphere of Ethics : i he Law of a ecessary Relation

between Virtue and Happiness.

Ethics, as the Science of Conduct, makes a fundamental distinction

between 'Right* and 'Wrong*, 'Virtue
1

and Vice*. Also, according to

Ethical Maxims, only those responsible for their own acts, are liable to

be judged as 'good* or'bad', 'virtuous* or 'vicious' for the same. And, also,

according to Ethical Maxims there should be an essential relation bet-

ween *Virtue' and 'Happiness* 'Vice' and 'Unhappiness'.

All these fundamental Ethical Maxims imply two main things :

(i) An agent is fully responsible for his Voluntary Acts, and

has to be judged as morally good or bad for the same.

(ii) A morally good act should bring its own rewards, a morally
bad ret, its own punishment.

Kow is a Voluntary Action Judged ?

Now, let us take these two, one by one.

(i) Here, the fundamental question is : By what part of a

Voluntary Action is the action to be judged ? (See P. 184\ By 'Motive 1

or intended end alone ? By 'Intention' or intended end and intended means

alone * By 'Work* or the actual result alone ?

/ ccording to Western Ethics, Intended Remits are to be

morally Judged.

The Western View is that a Voluntary Action has to be morally

judged as 'good* or 'bad', not by 'Motive' or End, as the end does not
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justify the means ; not by 'Work 1

or the actual result, as actual results do

not always tally with the intended ones ; but by 'Intention* or Intended

End and Intended Means, taken together.

Now, what is the Indian view ? The Indian View, as referred

to above 'P. 184). clearly states that every 'Karma' (meaning, of course,

Voluntary Action) must produce a 'Karma-Phala ; (or appropriate result) ;

and every 'Karma-Phala' must produce 'Karma-Phala-Bhoga ; (or ex-

periencing of the results), or be exper'euced by the Karma-Karta ; (or free

and rational agent). Hence, according to the Indian View, the agent

here, must eiperience the actual result, and not the intended one.

Here, what exactly is the distinction between 'actual result' and

'intended result' ? When the actual result tallies with the intended result,

there is, of course, no distinction. When the actual result does not tally

with the intended result, then, there is, indeed, a d ; sttnction ; and that

may be due to many causes, as the case may be. Many of these causes or

circumstances are due to the individual concerned himself. E. G., when
a student slips and falls, thereby dislocating his wrist, and fails in the exa-

mination, as a result that slipping on his part is called an 'accident*

but in the universe which is a 'Cosmos', there can be no 'accidents' acci-

dents are only causes unknown So, this 'slipping' must be due to causes

and who knows it may be due to the student's own carelessness. In

that .case, naturally, he himself is fully responsible for it, and so fully

responsible for the actual result, though it does not correspond to the

intended one.

But cases may occur where the causes or circumstances, that make
the actual result quite different from, even opposed to, the intended one,

have nothing to do with the individual concerned himself. Eg., here, the

student might have been pushed suddenly by a mad man, and hence slip-

ped. So, how can he be, then, held responsible for this 'slipping', and,

for that, the actual results, quite distinct from the intended ones ?

The answer is that, this very circumstance of being suddenly push-

ed by a mad man occurred to him alone, and not to his friends, Why ? If

this cannot be explained by his present Karmas, the only explanation is

that this was due to his own past Karmas. In this way, willy-nilly,

knowingly or unknowingly, because of his present action, or because of past,

he himself is responsible for the causes or circumstances which produce

the actual result, as distinct from the intended one.

The feet is that, as will be shown later on (Section on 'The

Refutation of the Second Objection against the Law of Karma', included
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under the Section. "The Refutation of the Seventh Objection agrinst

the Law of Karma" ), an individual is born with certain hereditary

characteristics and environmental circumstances, according to his own

past Kartnas, but for the rest, he is free. So, if the actual results do not

tally with the intended ones, then the circumstances responsible for the

same must be due to his past or present Karrnas. So, he has to be held

fully responsible here, no less.

In the above example, the fact of being suddenly pushed is taken

to be merely 'accidental* cr something 'inevitable* over which one has

no cotrol at all. But how can Science really recognise something that

is purely 'accidental' or 'inevitable' ? So, according to the Law of

Karma, the so-called accidents or inevitable occurrences are due to

the past or present Karmas of those particular individuals themselves.

According to Indian Ethics, A dual Results are to be

morally /udged.

Thus, according to the Indian View, Karma means 'Voluntary

Action', (P. 184), 'Karma-Phala' means 'Actual Result, iuteuded or not* ;

'Karrna-Phala-Bhoga' means experiencing the consequences of the

above actual results. As here the individual is willy-nilly, knowingly
or unknowingly, because of his present action or because of past

responsible for the actual results, whether interded or not, it is but

just and proper that he should experience joys or sorrows and the like,

as the appropriate consequences thereof.

This has been fully explained above (P. 184).

It has also been shown adequately as to how this is a Law of

Justice (P. 184).

The Place of Death in Indian Philosophy.

So far, Western Ethics fully agrees with Indian Ethics. But

according to the Indian Standard, Western Ethics does not proceed
to the end, but stops in the middle, For, Western Ethics does not admit

'Janma-Janmantara-Vada' or the Doctine of Births and Re-births. But

says Indian Ethics : Can Death obliterate everything, stiflling the voice

of Justice ? Can an individual escape the just consequences of his

own voluntary acts, simply because Death spreads its ominous pall over

him ? Is Death such a great blessing as to make him enjoy all the

pleasures of all his numerous good deeds ? Is Death such a great curse

as to make him suffer all the pains of all his Ltimerous bad deeds, the

results of which have not yet been experienced ?
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N >, according to the Indian View, Who knows to a virtuous man,

Death may prove to be a curse ;
to a vicious man, a blessing ?

Hence, the Indian tendency Js not to give so much importance to

Death, as such. It is simply the Door to a new life- which may prove to

be really a 'new' life, with further 'Sakaina-Karmas,' all given up, and

Niskama-Karinas performed; or, which may prove to be only anew

repetition of the old life o c
ordinary cravings and failings.

That is why, to give a full scope to the Law of Karma to the end,

Indian Philosophers have unhesitatingly formulated the further Law of

Births and Re-births, 'Jaiima-TanxnaDtara-Vada t

'

as noted above. This

simply implies, that under no circumstances whatsoever should the

individual be allowed to evade his moral responsibilities and the just

consequences of his own voluntary acts,

In this way, from the sphere of Ethics also, we get, a full justifica-

tion of our Law of Karma. Can a more just Law be conceived of f

1 . Relation between Virtue and Happiness.

(ii) Now, let us cons'der the second fundamental implication of

Ethical Maxims, referred to above. (P, 185,\

If an act be morally good, then it is expected, according to all canons of

Justice, that it will bring happiness, name, fame, health, wealth, success

and the like to the agent. Oil the contrary, if an act be morally bad, it is

excepted that it will bring unhappiness, condemntion, poverty, failure

and the like to the a^ent. But does this realy happen ? Seldom. For,

is not the world full of of instances of virtuous men suffering, and vicious

men prospering ?

Difficulties in Western Solutions :

Western Ethics seems to have no solution of this very difficult

problem.

One common solution may be that what is apparently suffering in

the eyes of the world, is really not so in the eyes of the virtuous man.

In the very sauie manner, it maybe said that, what is apparently happiness

in the eyes of the w >rld, is really not so in the eyes of a vicious man. Thus,

even in the midst of all poverty, diseases, infamy, failure and the like, a

virtuous man remains unaffected and unperturbed, calm and peaceful,

satisfied aud and blissful, in the firm conviction that he is doing his own

duties that he himself is really untouched by all these worldly sins. In a

similar, way, in the midst of all wealth, name, success, a vicious man really

suffers immensely due to the constant prickings of his own conscience.
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But this solution does not seem to be logically tenable. After

all, here we are dealing with ordinary men ordinary 'Sakama-Karmis*.

ordinary individuals, aiming at pleasure and striving to avoid pain. In

such a case, it is not to be expected that even a virtuous man sbould

rise to such a height as to be unaffected by worldly pains and sufferings.

After all, the pangs of hunger, the torture of diseases, the pains of

bereavement, povertv, infamy etc. cann >t be dismissed off simply as non-

entities. These are bound to affect even a pood, virtuous man and make
his life totally miserable Similarly, it cannot, legitimately, be expected
that a vicious man should possess a conscience. Thus, we have to admit

that virtuous men do suffer and vicious men enjoy in the world often.

Merits of Indian Solution.

So, what is the way out ? The way out, as usual, is this celebrated

Law of Karma. According to this Law, as we have seen, acts, if not

capable of producing their appropriate results in the present life, have

to do so in a future one. Hence, if we find in the world that a virtuous

man is suffering sorrows, we have to explain this by his past Karinas.

Also His present good deeds are not bearing their appropriate Bruits/

and are beiiii* accumulated for a future-occasion. The same is the case

with a vicious man.

Law of iCar.na is the best possible Solution.

Is there any better explanation ? Pause and think. It will be

very difficult to fiud any. The ordinary reasons advanced, viz. that the

proper formation of character requires trials and tribulations, i. e., the

capacity to suffer for the sake of righteousness and come out victorious

in this moral struggle do not seem to be of any use here. For, although
it is true that the real moral worth of an individual comes out more

clearly in the midst of sins and sorrows, failures and frustrations,

degradations and diappointments, yet the question may legitimately be

asked as to whv the ultimate victory, with all its rewards, should not

result here before the eyes of all, to show the rewards of virtues, and the

punishment of vices. vv hy should these te left foi a future occasion

Heaven or Hell, as the case may be ? Are we to take it, then, that virtue

will b-ing sorrows here, only with the hope of joys in Heaven : Vice

wll bring joys here only with the apprehension of sorrows in Hell r But

why f If a voluntary action is < estined to produce an appiopnate result

in the world, it should do so here in the world why should everything
be left for a future world f

28
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Some I egitimtte Questions Replied.

The Crux of the whole thing here is this :

First Question.

If we take an ordinary worldly action, good or bad, it is meant

for producing an appropriate result. In the language of Indian Ethics, it

is a 'Sakatna Karma', aiming at a definite 'Pbala' or result. In the

language of Western Ethics, it is a 'Voluntary Actinia', having a definite

end. So, according to all criteria, its most essential part is the result

that will follow from it ; and so, there is an organic, necessary relation

between the act and its result ;
and an act is an 'act' because it leads

to a result
;
while an act is a mere 'movement', if it does not. If there

be such an essential, indissoluble relation between an act and its result,

then it is expected that the two should be always together, In that c^se,

only one definite and particular kind of result can follow from only one

definite and particular kind of act. As a ma'ter of fact, there is a

necessary relation between a cause and its effect
;
and one particular cause

produces one particular effect
;
and one particular effect follows from one

particular cause.

Here, a voluntary action, that is, a virtuous or a vicious deed, has

an appropriate result viz., pleasure in the case of the former
;
and pain, in

that of the latter, according to all canons of Justice and Morality So, if

we admit a necessary relation between a cause and its effect, then we have

also to say that the cause mu^t produce that definite effect, one day or other,

it must of necessity. Hence, a virtuous act must produce pleasure or

happiness in the world, one day or other.

Now, suppose, a virtuous deed fails to produce its appropriate result :

pleasure or happiness, in this world, What, will, then, happen to its

appropriate result: pleasure or happiness? According to the^Western

View, it will be produced in Heaven. But is that logical or just ? No,

for, logically, if an effect is scheduled to be an earthly one, it cannot be

logically a Heavenly one. And, morally, an earthly result should be

experienced on earth, and not elsewhere.

Reply to First Question.

However, let us consider the Indian View in this respect. Accor-

ding to this View, there are two kinds of Punya and Papa-Karmas, virtuous

and vicious deeds, viz those leading to resul's on earth ; and those leading
to results in Heaven or Hell, as the case may be. The first kind of

virtuous and vicious deeds are expected to produce their appropriate
results here on earth. But these may fail to do so due to many circums-

tances, viz,, other connected events or circumstances, and the like.
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E.g., a pitriotic person helps a fighter for the country's freedom, during
a foreign rule and is severely punished for it. Here, due to other

connected circumstances, his virtuous deed of helping a patriot cannot

now produce its appropriate results, viz. honour and happiness ; and

pain results due to a previous vicious deed, the result of which could not

be experienced before, due to similar causes. So, this virtuous deed

should produce its appropriate result, pleasure or happiness, later on in

the same life ; and if that be not possible, in another life. But it has to

follow in an earthly life, not in Heaven. Again, a patriotic person who

helps a patriot in a free country may be honoured immediately and thus,

this similar virtuous deed may lead to the appropriate result, pleasure or

happiness, here and now ; as the connected circumstances are different.

In this way, according to the Indian View, the appropriate
results of the first kind of virtuous or vicious deeds must be produced
either in this life or birth, or in a next and not in Heaven or Hell, as

the case may be. Logically and morally, this seems to be the only

way out.

Of course, logically and morally, it would have been best, if the above

first kind of virtuous or vicious deeds were able to produce their appro-

priate results actually here and now, in the present birth or life on earth.

Logically, it would have been best, as the cause would have, then, produced
its effect immediately. Morally, it would have been best, as the demands of

Justice would have, then, been fulfilled immediately, serving as perceivable

examples of the fundamental Ethical Maxim : Virtue brings its own
rewards ; Vice, its own punishment.''

But as this is, unfortunately, not possible, three alternatives

are left :

(i) The appropriate results never follow,

(ii) These follow in Heaven or Hell.

(iii; These follow in a next birth or life, as the case may be.

(i) This, evidently, is not acceptable at all, according to the Law
of Karma.

(ii) This is the Western View, not acceptable to Indian

Philosophers, as shown above (P. 218).

(iii) This is the Indian View, and under the circumstances, the

only possible solution,

Second Question

A question still remains. It has been said above that if on a

particular occasion, a virtuous deed, e. g, fails to produce its appropriate

result pleasure or happiness, then the actual result produced then, viz.
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pain or sorrow, is the appropriate result of a prior vicious deed. But is

that not itself rather unjust ?

Reply to Second Question

The reply is : It has already been pointed out above that it would

have been best if all virtuous or vicious acts, scheduled to produce their

appropriate results on earth, did so here and now. Hut unfortunately,

as we have seen, that is not always, rather, often, possible. The world

is so vast and complex, and there are so many complex 'Karmas* of so

many complex individuals, that simple, straight^ rward results cannot

always follow. Under the circumstances, it would have been far more

unjust to allow a virtuous cr a vicious deed to remain, totally unexperien-

ced, with its appropriate result, than to have it experienced on a different

occasion, later on.

Third Question

A further qustion remains. If this be so, then, what, after all.

will be the moral value of such acts? For, if a virtuous man suffers

immensely for Jus good deeHs, then even if these be the appropriate

results of his prior bad deeds, still, then will not the individual himself

think that virtue leads to sorrows and suffcriugs, and be discouraged

from following the Path of Virtue ? Again, if a vicious man prospers

greatly for his bad deed*, then, even if these be the appropriate results

of his prior good deeds, still, then, will not the individual himself think

tnat vice leads to joys aud pleasures, and be encouraged to follow the

Path of Sin ?

Reply to 1 bird Question

The reply is : It is true that in individual cases, this might

happen. But what is the alternative^? This is, inceed, a fundamental

difficulty cf the Ethical Systems of all countries, throughout the ages.

That virtue shoulo brii g its own rewards immediately, and vice its owu

punishment is a fundamental Mdxini ofEti.ics; that these do notis

an equally fundamental Fact of Experience. So, the problem oi problems

here is : How to reconcile the two ? Philosophers after Philosophers,

Ethicists after Ethicists have tr-ed to solve the problem in different ways,

but in vain.

You may say :

(i) External pleasure or pain, success or faiure do not realy

count here. What counts alone is internal peace or happiness, Hence,

virtuous men, who externally suffer, are, however, internally happy ;

while, vicious men who externally prosper, are, however, internally

unhappy.
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But this has been replied to before (See P. 216 ;.

(ii) Virtuous men do not act or care for rewards.

This, too, has been replied to above
(,
See P. 217). As even a

virtuous men is a 'Sakaina Karmi', he aims at an end
;
and as to whether

he expects, or not, a regard, is not the mam point here, the main po nt

is as to whether he should get a reward according to the Canons of

Mjr*lity : and if he should, why he does not. So, the very same

difficulty remains.

And, what ab^ut a vicious man, under this head :

(iii ; The present world is not a perfect one, but still in the process

of evolution. So heie there is no necessary relation between 'Virtue' and

'Happiness', 'V ce' and
1

Unappine 5 s
t

, as demanded by Justice and Mora-

lity. That is why, at present, only in a few cases, is N irtue actually

followed by its appropriate result viz. happn ess ;
for the re^t, it takes place

in a perfect place, viz. Heaven. But in a future, more perfect \iorld, we

may expect that virtue will bring its own rewards immediately, and sin its

own punishment.
But this is not the Indian View. This kind of Doctrine of Evolu-

tion is not accepted by Indian Philosophers. (See below under the Section

on The Acit : Jagat' ), According to the Indian View, the world is what

it is from the very beginning, and it has been shown many times above,

that the world is not 'World
1

as such, but. Brahman or His 6rikti (See P. 69.

127, l&O- And, it depends on you how you take it but that will not

change the nature of the worl 1 itself.

Doctrine of Evolution of no help here.

As a matter of fact, the Western Doctrine of Evolution, applied to

the sphere of Ethics, does not seem to be of much help here in solving the

above problem. For, the question of questions here is : What would be the

iorm of the finally evolved, perfect world? Will there be, can there be

sins and sorrows at all in such a perfect world? Jf.-o, low can it be

called 'perfect', and what distinction would, then, there be between a perfect

and an 'imperfect' world. If not so, will not that perfect world

be 'supra-moral', outside the pale of ordinary moral Judgements ?

In that case, really, the above question does not arise at all. Ibis, in fact,

is nothing but the sphere of Niskama Karmas', as explained above ,P.ib7).

Here, as we have seen (P. J8w), there is no question of anv 'Karma-Phala*

and 'Karma-Phala-Bhoga'. So, the above question as to why a viituous

or a vicious act does not lead to its appropriate result here and now, does

not arise at all. In a perfect world too, if and when existent, there cannot

be any distinction between 'Virtues' and 'Vices', and so, there is really, no

ethical problem at all. The pr >blem has to be faced really in an imperfect

world, like ours ; and solved there.
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From this standpoint, from the standpoint of the present world,

from the standpoint of 'Sakama Karmas* performed here, tbe Law of

Karma appears to be the only possible and plausible solution. In this

way, in the sphere of Ethics, no less, the Law of Karma stands fully

justified.

(G) Sphere of Fhe^log / : he Law of Cod's A II-mercifulness

and Impartiality.

The questions that may be raised in the sphere of Theology has

already been refened to in the ve-y beginning of the Section, under the

heading : "Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karana Vada". (P. 179).

As has been stated above, two grave charges may be brought

against God, the Creator of the unive^e, from the 1 he logical Stand-

point, viz. (a) that of Cruelty or "Nairghnaaya", (b) that of Partiality or

Vaisamya.

(Hj Refutation of the charge of Cruelty against Brahman.

As has been mentioned above repeatedly, if the Law of Karma be

admitted, then the otherwise insoluble ethical and theological problems
become easy to be solved. (P. Ic6)

As we have seen, Indian Philosophy is initially pessimistic,

as it starts with the undeniable Tact of parns and sorrows as found in

the world. It has a'so been exp'ained there that all these sins and

sorrovs are due the 'Sakama -Karnias' of the 'Baddha-JIvas' themselves

(P. 186). For. naturally, most of toe Karmasofthe Baddha-JIvas or souls

in bondage, are vicious acts, leading to sorrows and sufferings as their

appropriate results. Not o r

ily that, e^en the virtuous acts of the Baddha-

Jivas, though leading to joys and pleasures as their appropriate results,

cannot bring about real happiness or bliss. For, as explained above,

(P. 184, 204;., even tbese virtuous deeds are entirely 'Sakama' or 'selfish' in

nature aiming at transitory, earthly joys and pleasures. Now what is

transitory, cannot really be worth while or worthy in nature Hence even

the eirthly joys and pleasures cannot bring us real and permanent happi-

ness. Tim is why, worldly existence has been rightly characterised as full

of intense sins aud sorrows, pains and sufferings, impuiities and 'inperfec-

tions. And "Mokja* or "Mukti" has been c >aracterised as "Salvation"

or 'Emancipation" from such a painful, empirical existence.

Now, the question naturally arises from the Tbeologial standpoint,

as to why should God voluntarily create such a painful world and make

Jivas be born there ? Is He nor, then, a very cruel, a very callous Being ?

Sins and Sorrows are due to the Sakama Kaunas

As we have seen (P. 190), this charge of Cruelty against God may
be easily refuted if the Law of Karma be admitted. All these
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earthly sins and sorrows are not due to God, but to the individuals them-

selves. These individuals are subject to constant bitths and re births or
rSamsara-cakra* according to their own 'Sakama-Karmas/ So Brahman

cannot, evidently, be held responsible foi the sins a d sonows, as found in

the world. So how can He be called a cruel or a callous Being ?

Ethical Necessity for Creation.

Further, although the world is full of impurities and imperfections,

sins and sorrows, although it is finally rejectiMe and "Moksa" or "Mukti

means getting rid of this painful wordly existence, still, it too, has a pur-

pose and a value. For. nothing can be purely useless or valueless in this

beautifully ordered, intelligently systematised Cosmos of ours so how can

the Cosmos itself be so ? Now what is that purpose ? The final purpose
in Indian philosophy is only one viz, ''Moksa" or Mukti". The world,

too, serves that purpose,

But when it has been said that "Moksa" or "Mnkti" means getting
rid of 'Saijisara* or the world, is it not rather contradictory to assert, in

the same breath, that the very same 'Sainsara' or world serves the purpose
of 'MoksV or 'Mukti' ? No, it is not SDIQ the ense that though ultima-

tely rejectible, the world is, indeed, a stepping-stone to 'Mnksa' or 'Mukti*

How ? In this way : The Law of Karma essentially implies that unless

and until the results of our 'Sakama-Karmas' are fully experie' ced,

births and re births will continue for ihejiva, and 'Moksa'or 'Mukti' be-

come impossible, Now, where cau such Karma-Phalas or results of

'Sakaina-Karmas' be experiencd f In ths world only.

Thus, the world, too, has to be teleogically and never mechanically,

explained. This is the, 'Cau*e leading' of the world, as mentioned above

(P J84). Thus the 'Cause preceedin^' of the world is the 'Sakama-Karma
of a Jlva j

while the'Cau^e leading* is 'Moksa' or 'Mukti'.

Necessity for Mskama-Karma a

Of course, as pointed out above, the world, or the present li fe or

birth of the individual may lead to new births, if new 'Sakama-Karma

are performed unwisely \P. 185;. But if 'iNiskama-Karmas' are per-

formed, then the results of the old and accumulated 'Sakgma-Karmas' will

be experienced and thereby exhausted, opening the way to "Moksa" or

"Mukti". In any case, the woi Id, the present birth or Hie of the indivi-

dual is the only sphere where the Kuma Phalas may be experienced
and exhausted, So, from the moral standpoint, from the standpoint of

Salvation the world, indeed, is essential -
although it solely cepends

upon the Jivas themselves as to whether the same world will lead to the

tearing off of their bondage, or to further bondage.
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Hence, Brahman has to create the world according to the past

Sakama Karnias of th e Jivas, leavi'g to thejivas themselves as to whether

this will be beneficial or harmful to them. So, He cannot be accused of

cruelty at all.

In Western Ethics, all these worldly sorrows and sufferings are

taken to be essential f->r the formation and development of character,

as stated above (P. 2i7>. This might be so, but this view fails to

explain as to w'w such sorrows and sufferings accrue more to

some, less toothers, and here the distinction, evidently, cannot be ex-

plained except on the grounds of the Law of Karma.

2. Refutation of the Charge of Partiality against Brahman.

The second grave theological chaige against Brahman, as we have

seen (P. 185', is that of Partiality. That is, here in the world, individuals

vary widely, and so it has to be said that Brahman is partial to some, to

the exclusion of others.

Individual Differences are due ta Sakama-Karmas of Jivas.

But here, too, the snme solution is the only possible solution. As

already pointed out -P. 211), the main causes of individual differences are

the genes in the fertilized ova, or the hereditary characteristics inherited

by thejivas at the very beginning of their individual existences, Now,
these as we have seen, are entirely due to the past Karmas of the Jivas

themselves 'P. 212). Again, individual differences may, also, be due

to environmental differences, which, too, are due to the past Karmas of

thejivas themselves.

Failure of Modern Science in this respect.

Thus, Modern Sc ence attributes individual differences to two mam
causes : Hered'ty and Environment. So, the parentage of an indivi-

dual, as well as the circumstanc-s under which he is brought up, and the

like, make a 1 ! thedifferencesbetween individual and individual. But science

caunot explain as to why tnis child w 11 have this parentage and that

environment ;
and that child that parentage and this environment.

(P. 211). This can be explained by the Law of Karma alone.

Hence, all the individual difference are due to the individuals

themselves, and Brahman cannot be held responsible for the same. Thus,

Brahaman cannot be accuse*! of partiality at all, as He creates the world

according to the past Karmas of thejivas
1

themselves.

Hence, in common with other Vedantist J-Jrika^tha, too, asserts

repeatedly :
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In refutation of the charges of Impartiality and Cruelty (Vaisamaya
aud Nairghrnva) against Brahman, it may be said, says Srikantha, that

these are entirely unfounded. For, all the differences, as found in the

universe, are due to the Karmas of the Jivas themselves. So, Brahman

cannot be held responsible for the same.

Objections against the Doctrines of

God 8 All Mercifulness and Impartiality

In this connection, Srikantha iti his Commentary refutes five

possible objections against the above Doctrine that Brahman is not

responsible for the different lots of individuals, as found in the world but

only the respective Kaunas of those individuals themselves.

(i) First Objection and its Refutation

*- bjection

It has been sa''d above (P. 185-86) that the world is created according
to the past Karmas of the Jivas themselves. But Karmas mu^t be done by
the Jivas, and cannot remain hanging in the air. However, at the beginning:
of creation, there are no Jivas, so how can, there be Karmas, and Creation

according to Karmas ?

Reply
As has been pointed out above (P. 190 2C7), the 'Sams3ra-Cakra, or

the Series of Karma Janma Karma Janma and so on, is taken to be

'Anadi* or beginningless. Hence just as the Jivas are Anadi, so are

their Karmas.

: f ( vvVc )

Creation is according to the ?aka^ a-Karmas of Jivas

In fact, as has been repeatedly explained above 'P. 185-186), if ajiva is

born on earth again, that only because its past Karmas have not been fully

exhausted or experience 1. Due to the moral force, latent in such 'Karmas',
the 'Phalas' or appropriate results of which have not as yet been experienced,
the Jlva has to be born again for experiencing the due results of such

Karmas. So, if there be no Karmas. there can be no 'Srsti' or Creati< n

at all. Here. Creation being due solely to the Karmas of the Jivas them-

selves, Karmas must be there at the beginning of each Creation

Saka na-Karma-Vijas reside in the Subtle Body

But where do these reside f These reside in the Soul, or rather in the

29
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'Suksijia-Sarira' of the Jiva, or the subtle-body of the individual soul.

This subtle body accompanies the Jiva till it gets rid of 'Sainsara-Cakra'

or this cycle of births and re-births, and is blessed with 'Moksa' or

'Mukti', though the 'Sthula-&arlra' of the Jiva is destroyed at the time of

death at the end of each birth (See below under the Section of
(

Cit : Jivaj.

These are called 'Karma-Saniskara* or impressions left by the past

'Karmas' the results of which have not >et been experienced Thus, at the

beginning of each Creation, 1 rahman, the Creator, makes each Jiva or

individual soul be born again on earth Ly associating it with a new

physical body and assigning it to a particular family, and so on, strictly

according to its 'Karma-Ssrnskaras' ov past Kaunas, the results of which

have net yet been experienced. The process according to which He
does so exactly, will be discussed later on.

In this way, the above Objection viz. that at the time of Creation,

there are no Jivas, so there are no Karmas of Jivas- appears to be rather

a childish one. As mentioned above (P. 34), the Jivas are eternal as the

Cit-^akti of Brahman. So Pralaya or Dissolution does not imply a total

destruction of, the Jiva-Jagat ; nor, Srsti, a new creation of the same.

Rea^y, Creation means the manifestation of the Cit-Ack-oaktis of

Brahman ; Dissolution means non-manifestation, So, the Jivas are always

there, in a manifested or in an unmanifested form. The real implications

of such a manifestation and non-manifestation have been discussed

above (P. 68, 79).

Hence, the Baddhas-Jivas, with their Karma- Sfatnaskaras are ready
there at the time of Creation for Brahman to late note of and create each

accordingly,

ays Srlkantha in his Commentary :

I" ( M-Vl )

Being Ommiscieut, the Lord knows all the numerous and various

Karmas of all the Jivas, and according to the same, creates the various

bodies and the like of those Jivas, so that they may experience the

results of their par>t Karmas, in the new world.

Appaya Diksita's View

Here, Appaya Dlksita in his Subcomnientry. "jMvarka-Mani-Dipika,

gives a nice example I



Second Objection and its Refutation 827

r. \"

MJc ) i

An impartial Monarch cannot, evidently, favour some subjects and

prosecute others arbitrarily. On the contrary, he has to take into

account their conduct, and also consider whether their pleadings are

reasonable or not. Then aLne can He, as an Impartial Judge, reward
or punish them, according to their actual acts. In the very same manner,
the Lord, too, rewards or punishes the Jivas, or creates them as having
different lots in the world. This is the least that an Impartial Judge
can do. Otherwise, if He created all alike, in spite of their past Karmas

being different, then that would have made Him a totally Partial Lord.

Thus, creating Jivas as different is not at all unjust or partial. On the

contrary, creating all Jivas alike would have been supremely unjust and

partial on His part.

(ii) Second Objection and its Refutation.

Objection

The creation of the world may be taken to be due to the respective

past Karmas of the Jivas themselves, as shown above (P, 185-86) and this

may exonerate Him of the charge of partiality. But is not the very
creation of the world a very cruel act, as shown above (P. 222) 1 For no

one can deny that the world is full of pains and sufferings, sins and

errors, impurities and imperfections. It is no use being unduly and un-

justly optimistic and saying : "God's in Heaven and all's well with the

world." God may be in Heaven or anywhere else ; but, at least, this much
is certain that all is not well with the world. Just consider the course of

the world impartially, unemotionally, dispassionately what will yru see ?

You will see but an unending series of: Birth Growth Decay Death ;

or more properly, in the technical language of Philosophy -the

'J-Jadvikaras' or six kinds of mutations :

Jannia, -Sthiti Vrddhi - Vikara or Parinama Jara or Ksaya
Marana.

Or Birth Subsistence Growth Change or Transformation Old

age or Decay Death.

Thus, from the beginning to the end, the life of a worldly soul, is

subject to constant changes, and is, thus, essentially transitory or

non-eternal. So, how can permanent or eternal perfection and

happiness be ever possible here ? That is why, it is a well-known fact

that in the world, there might be a few pleasures, but pains are far

more numerous j
there might be a few virtues, but vices are far more
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numerous ; there might be a few fulfilments, but frustrations are far more

numerous. In fact, it is also questionable as to whether any thing can be

really called 'pleasure', 'virtue* or 'fulfilment in the world at all. So, it does

not need much argument to prove that the world is an intensely sinful

and sorrowful one.

And, God in His supreme might and majesty, out of His own sweet

will and inclination, creates such a world, non-chalantly and uncon-

cernedly. So, what kind of a God is He except a supremely Cruel One,

absolutely indifferent to the interests of the Jivas, absolutely unmoved at

the sorrows of the Jivas, absolutely untouched by the pleadings of the

Jivas. So., the charge of cruelty Ins to be brought against Brahman,

inevitably.

6rikafltha puts the Objection thus :

Non-sentient Karmas cannot, at the beginning of Creation, create

the bodies and the rest of the Jivas. So the sentient Lord alone is

the Creator of all these. But how can He ever, being an All-merciful

Being, associate the Jivas. once again, with bodies and the rest and cause

them to be reborn, when prior to creation, they are quite happy as not

being subject to any worldly experiences and pains ?

Reply

The above Objection has already been refuted above. (P. 16, 222)

Creation is necessary for Salvation

As ^rikantha and Appa>a Diks'ta point out here, the act of Creatkn
does not, by any means, prove that Brahman is a supremely Cruel Being.
On the contrary, it proves that He is a supremely Merciful Being and

the favourer of all "Sarvanugrahaka*. And, in what does His Favour

"Anugrdha" consist really ?

Favour means enabling the Jivas to attain 'Moksa' or similarity with

Himself, after destroying their state of Bondage.
That is, God really favours Jivas, when He, according to their

Sadbanas, leads them to 'Moksa 1

or 'Mukti'.

Now, this Moksa cannot be attained unless and until a)l SaLama-
Karmas are fully experienced and thereby exhausted. And for that, the
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JIvis have to be bora on earth. Th's is the great necessity of "Sarnsara".

So, though ultimately rejectable, it is necessary in the beginning to enable

Jivas to get rid of their Sakama-Karmas. Thus, though paradoxical, it

has to be admitted that 'Sarnsara' is the door to 'Moksa 1

(P. 223). So says

6rjkantha :

T" ( R-fW ) .

In this way, when the 'Karmas' are exhausted through 'Bboga' or

experiencing, Brahman produces knowledge regarding Himself in those

purified Jivas and thereby leads them to Moksa,

Appaya Diksita's View

Appaya Dlksita, with his usual sense of humour, here refers to the

case of 'Vrana and vaidya* in his Sivarka-Mani-Dluika'. Now, when a

patient is suffering from a boil or 'Vrana', the physician or 'Vaidya*

applies medicine to it to make it suppurated or 'Pakva', so that it may
burst forth, emitting the pus out, leading to relief and cure. But

prior to that, when the physician through the application of medicine

and the like, tries to make the boil suppurate, that gives intense pain to

the patient for the time being ;
still that cannot be helped and is meant

for the greater benefit of the patient himself. In the same manner, the

physician applies different kinds of suppurating medicine to different

patients, suffering from different kinds of boils. Here, the physician is

never accused of cruelty and partiality. On the contrary, he is praised

as a very kind and helpful doctor trying to help his patients to attain

tieir ends, viz, cure of the disease.

r

( v<-w )

That is, when the doctor applies different quantities of soda to boils

according to their nature, and also causes pain to the sufferers thereby, he,

as a kind doctor, is never open }o the charges of cruelty and partiality.

Similar is the case with Brahman and the Jivas. Brahman, as the

Supreme Physician of the Boil of Mundane Existence, has to subject

the mundane Jivas to the pain of mundane existence and apply the

medicine of 'Karma', or make them undergo the results of their past

Karmas, so that the boil of Mundane Existence may burst forth and be

cured, leading to 'Moksa'.

Thus, Brahman cannot be accused of Cruelty and Partiality simply
because He creates the world according to the past Karmas of ihe Jivas

themselves.
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(iii) 1 hird Objection and its Refutation

Objection

Brahman is responsible for Pralaya or Universal Dissolution. Does
that not prove Him to be a very Cruel Being ? For, destroying so many
millions and millions, of Jivas together, is, undoubtedly, the height of

cruelty and injustice (P. 56).

Reply
Destruction is according to the Past Sakama-Xarmas of Jivas.

Hence, it may be said, first, that like 'Srsti
1

or 'Creation'/Pralaya' or

Dissolution, too is due to the Karmas of the the Jivas themselves. The
exact process of this will be discussed later on (See the Section on "The
Fifth Objection against the Law of Karma"}.

Utility of Jeath and Destruction

Further, it is wrong to hold that Pralaya is altogether a curse

for it may also be taken as a a great blessing in disguise, How ?

srtanri ^rc-

I" (

In fact, Death, though so much dreaded and regarded as the greatest
of all worldly mishaps, sometimes proves beneficial to the Jivas them-
selves. For, what a great struggle-life is, according to common consent !

So, although led by our own blind animal instincts, viz. the fundamental
instincts of Self-preservation and Race-preservation, we hanker for worldly
life, yet it cannot be denied that worldly life is a very strenuous and

tiring one ; and a rest and a respite are urgently needed. Death, surely,
affords such a rest and a respite to such war-weary, life-weary, pain-

weary souls. In fact, according to the Videha-mukti-vadins, or those who
hold that "M >ksa" or 'Mukti" is possible only after death, when all the

past Sakama-Karinas of Baddha-Jivas being fully experienced are fully

exhausted, and the approriate 'Sadhauas' or spritual mean* fully followed

(See the Section on 'Salvation'). Hence, to such Baddha-JIvas, Death is

most welcome. To those also, who are destined to go to Heaven for

their Punya Karrnas or virtuous deeds after Death, (P. 199), Death is very
welcome. But to those alone who are destined to go to Hell after Death
for their Pa^a-Karmas or vicious deeds, Death may prove to be a great

terror, and justly so. However, generally speaking, Death is not an

unmixed evil at all (P. 215-216).

Again, Pralay* or Universal Dissolution, when even Heaven and
Hell disappear for the time being, undoubtedly affords a breathing-space
to all worldly souls, more or less exhausted after a long spell of hard

struggles in the world.
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In this way, according to the Laws of Nature, Destruction is also

necessary like Creation, for, worldly objects must have a beginning and

an eiid, being essentially non-eterral in nature. Thus, non-eteinal objects

come and go, to make room fur other nou eternal objects which will also

come and go. This being the Law of Nature, made by Brahman Himself,

He, too, ha to abide by it, and fo'low the Law of Creation, Maintenance

and Destruction. And for that, He can, by no means, be accused of

Cruelty.

(iv) Fourth Objection and its Refutation

Objection

It has been said above (P. 18 >18f^, that Brahman creates the uorld

according to the past Karmas of the Jivas, or individual souls. Here, a

formidable question arises. In that ca^e, who is, really, the Creato: here

Karma or Brahman ? Here, we are on the horns of a Dilemma
If Creation be due to the Kaunas of the Jivas, then Brahman is not

the Creator
; and, if Creation be due to Brahman, then Brahman is cruel

and partial.

Hither, Creation is due to the Karmas of the Jivas, or Creation is

due to Brahman.

Therefore, either, Brahman is not the Creator, or Brahman is cruel

and partial.

The Si^arka-Maiii Dipika" makes the difficulty clearer :

( ftraiwifio-^firw R-v^t ) i

If the different lo'.s of different individuals, as found in the world,

be due to the differences of the Karrnas of those individuals themselves.

then it has to be admitted that the Lord creates this variegated world,

as under the cnntrol of those Karrnas. Hence just as a Judge cannot act

independently, but has to depend on the reasonable or unreasonable arguing

by the lawyers so, Brahman, too, i^ not an Independent Creator, but

depends entirely on the Karmas of the Jivas. So, how can lie be designated

as the Lord ?

Reply

What is the way out ?

In his usual succint in inner, 6rikatha tries to solve the pn blem as

follows :
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On the one hand, Karmas are under the control of Brahman. So

Brahman does not ceae to be Independent. On the other hand, Karmas
themselves are responsible for the different lots, as found in the world.

So Brahman does not become open to the charges of cruelty and partiality.

In fact, theologically, this charge is, really, a formidable one. I or

if there be any thing that God cannot make otherwise, then God ceases

to be Omnipotent. This will be discussed later on. (Also see the Section

on '%ilavada and Karina va^a).

(V) Fifth Cbjection and its Refutation

Objection

If God be Omnipotent and All-merciful, then He can at once, and

immediately see to the expiring of the Karmas of the Jivas and thereby

exhaust these all. In that case, salvation would be attained by all

immediately a*nd no further births and re-births would be necessary.

Reply
The reply to this has been given many times above (P, 185-186).

Creation and Dissolution, Bondage and Salvation everything depends,
as we have seen (P. 185-186, 225, 226, 228) and as will be proved later on

(Section on "Salvation".) on the own respective Karmas of the Jivas

themselves.

Divins Grace is according to the Karmas of jivas.

In fact, the grace of God cannot be arbitrary (see P. 224 God is, surely,

All-poworful and All-merciful
;
but all these do not imply that He acts

just as He likes according to His own sweet will ( See below the section

on "Salvation ) So, His "Anugraha" 01 "Grace*', which, according to the

Monotheistic Schools finally brings about Salvatiou,is showered on different

individuals strictly according to their own Karmas. Hence, evidently,

Brahman cannot arbitrarily exhaust all the Karmas of the different

individuals to enable them to be free all at once, For that, every individual

will have to be born repeatedly till he himself actually exreriences each and

every Phala* or appropriate result of his each and every Sakama-Karma'.
here solves the problem very ingeniously thus :

i" ( ^-v^ )

Here instead of saying that Brahman does not favour all, but only some
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deserving nersons according to their Sa-ihanasor spiritual strivings, it is,

perhaps, better, from the theological point of view to say that as Brahman
is All-merc'ful, He emits His Supreme Mercy always and for all, it being

impossible for Him to change His Nature at any t'me, just as the sun is

all-luminous and emits* its rays always and for all. Here although the

sun shines for all equally, yet only those lotuses that are mature open up
their petals and bloom forth, and not those that are immature. In the

same manner, Brahman's Grace is there eternally and for all impartially

and equally. Still only those who are fit to be free according to their own
Sadhanas' or spiritual strivings, are freed finally through His Supreme
Grace, and not others.

Appaya Oik aita s View

Appaya Diksita comments in his Sub-commentary
B
6ivarka Mani-

Dipika" thus :

cqT-*n*fcft

Although the Lord is All-merciful and the Favourer of all equally, yet

all are not fit to receive His Favour equally and simultaneously, as their

Karma blemishes are not removed equally and simultaneously, or their

Karma-boils suppurated equally and simultaneously. Hence, there is

no possibility of Universal Relea e e simultaneously.

Samkar .'s View
To show the strict neutrality or impartiality of Brahman, {-Jatnkara,

in his Brahtna-Sutra-Bhasya, gives another beautiful illustration, frcm

the Vyavaharika or empirical standpoint, viz. that of "Parjanya" or cloudsf

thus :

four 3%ftft qratfOTcwnra: i

3 e

Take the case of clouds. Clouds impartially shower down rains over

an open field in which different seeds have been sown by farmers. Yet,

when the seeds sprout forth in plants, these plants are found to be entirely

different in nature. So, what is the cause of such mutual differences

amonest the plants ? The douds, evidently, or tha rains cannot constitute

such causes, as shown above. So. the only explanation is that the seeds

of those plants are mutually different from the very beginning, and so

80
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the differences amongst the seeds initially are responsible for the

differences amongst the plants ultimately. In this way, the clouds or the

rains are only "Sadharana-Karana or Common Causes of the resulting

plants ; while the potencies inherent in their seeds are the 'Asadharaga-

Karaija' or special causes of the resulting plants,

Exactly same is the case h*-re, as repeatedly explained above, (P. *85-

186). Isvara or God is the oadharana-Karaija or Common Cause of gods, men
and the rest; while the respective Karmas of those individuals are the

'Asadharana-Karana* or special causes of those individuals.

4. Concluding Remarks : Lilarada and Karmavada

In this way, from the sphere of Theology, no less, we get a full

support of the Law of Karma, In fact, every Theological System of the

world has to face three formidable questions; two of which have been

already referred to (P. 170, 252), viz.

(i) If God be All-mere. ful, then how can there be a world full of

sins and sufferings ?

(ii) If 'God be All-Isnpart
:

al, then how can there be a world full of

individual differences ?

(iii) If God be All-powerful and All-knowing, then how can there

be Freedom of Will in the case of individual souls, making Morality

possible ?

Attempts have already been made to answer the first two questions,

on the grounds of the Law of Karma, above (P. 182 ff). Now, an attempt
will also be made to answer the third below. (Section on 'Fifth Objection

against the Law of Karma* included under the Section on 'Refutation

of the Seventh Objection against Brahma Vada).

how can Isvara-LiU be reconciled with Jiva-Karmas ?

The crux of the whole matter is this.

Under the Section on Lilavada (P. 52, 151 ff, 207-8), it has been shown

as to how the creation of the world is not really a kind of production of an

external effect like the production of a clay-pot out of a lump of clay

by a potter ; but it is really a kind of 'sport' on the part of Brahman

with Himself. It is because of His essental loving, joyful, playful Nature

that Brahman engages Himself in a Divine Sport with Himself, seemingly

bifurcating Himself into the Universe of Souls and Matter ; seemingly

separating the Jivas from Himself, seemingly making them be born in the

world, thereby, making them. "Baddha" ; seemingly bringing them back

to Him making them ''Mukta" or ''Free''. We have here purposely used

the term "seemingly" several times to make it clear that all these pro-

cesses are not 'real' processes, as there cannot be an/ change of states on
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the part of Brahman, like expanding out or manifesting which is

"Creation*' or S^sti, and contracting in or not manifesting: which .is

Dissolution* or 'Pralava' ; separating, which is 'Bondage* or Bandha, and

uniting which is 'iMoksi' or Salvation (Pp. 70 71, 82, 147, 238). Yet, accord-

ing to the Monotheistic Schools, Creation and Dissolution, Bondage and

Salvation, Souls and Matter (Jlva-Jagafi are 'real', not only empirically. or

phenomenally, as held bv the Advaita School but also transcendcntally or

noumenally. How is that possible
> This will be discussed later on* See

bslow the Section on "Salvation"). For the time being, it is quite sufficient

for our purpose to accept the Doctrine of Lila, as established above

(P. 52, 151 ff,2C7-8).

Now, it has been said under the Section on "The Refutation of the

Sixth Objection agiinst Brahma-Karana Vada" (Pp. 151ff, that Brahman

creates the universe of souls and mater in sport. But under the Section on

"The Refutation of the Seventh Objection against Brahma Karana-Vada

(P. 182ff , it has, again, been said that Brahman creates the universe of souls

and matter according to the Karmas of the Jivas themselves. Now, how
can these two aopareutly contradictory statements be reconciled ? For, as

shown above, there is no necessity in Lila, except the necessity of Nature,

which, however, involves no compulsion of any kind at all iP. 82, It2, 178).

Thus, Lila' or S t >ort* is due to the loving, j yful, playful Nature of

Brahman which essentially or by a necessity of Nature, expresses itself in

sports. But here there is no f >rcing of any kind whatsoever either externally

or internally, and that is why, it is purely spontaneous Yet Brahman

cannot play
1

or 'create' in whatever way He likes, as He has to do so

according to the Karmas of the Jivas so far His act of 'p'aying* or

'creation' is a controlled kind of act. So, are not these two concepts : the

Concept of Lila and the Concept of Karma Li'Avflda and Karma-Vada

the two fundamental Concepts or Theories of all the Schools of the

Vedanta, inconsistent with each other ? (P. 169)

Invare-Lila and >iva-Karrais are not inconsistent.

Of course not, for how could have Indian Philosophy stood so long

and honourably, if its two legs were mutually antagonistic,- can any one

stand or walk with a pair of legs moving in two opposite directions ? So,

the above two fundamental Indian Doctrines are by no means Oj posed to

each other. On the contrary, these two together make up a great and

grand Theory of Creation, unparalleled, and may we say with all

humility the best, in the world.

Marks of a Sport : Orderliness.

Now, first, creation is of course, a Lila or a sport on the part

of Brahman an Infinite Sport, expressing His infinite Love and Infinite

Bliss ( P. 52, 73, 151 ). But another equally important characteristic
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of Brahman is His Orderliness; another equally important charac-

teristic of a sport is its variety. Thus, if a being be not an orderly,

systematic being, it cannot be a 'being
1

at all for 'existence', implies

'consistency', 'consistency' implies 'order
1

or *systtni'. Thus, wlat is

disorganised is disharmonious, and what is duhaimonicns is disinte-

grated soon, even if it has a temporary kind of existence. Hence it is

that Brahman has been described as "Kta/ (P. 29),

Marks of a iport : Variety

Again, a sport, to be a sport cannot be monotonous- variety, and

novelty constitute its very essence, and make it what it is an embodi-

ment of love and bliss. Thus, when Brahmau engages Himself in His

Divine, Cosmic Sport, He naturally does so according to a Supreme System,

in an orderly, and not in an haphazard, manner. Again, He plays with

His own different 'parts' this term has to be used for want of a better one

(P. 225 flf) in different ways, making His 'Play' variegated, rich, full.

In fact, as the Jives are mutually d'fferent (P. 43), Brahman's plays

with them must also be so, (Page 169 ft)

Now, what is the principle of such an Orderly, Variegated Play ?

According to* what particular principle does Brahman in empirical

terms separate, so to speak, certain Jivas from Himself, and re-unite,

so to speak, certain others with Himself ;
makes for the "Uandba* or

"Bondage" of some, and ''Moksa" or "Salvation" for others ? According to

the inherent individualities of the Jivas themselves (P. 43),- in empirical

terms according to the respective Karmas of those Jivas them-

selves. (P. 185) These 'individualities', from the transcendental stand-

point, and these 'Karncas* from the empirical, make for orderliness on

the part of Brahman, and variety in the case of His sport'. As a matter of

fact, this kind of Divine, Cosmic Play is the only kind of Activity that we

can conceive of on the part of Brahman. For, ds we have seen (P. 2, 76,

148ff, 15 Iff), all other kinds of activity are purposive in nature, involving

a kind of want or defect on the part of the agent himself ; and so, this

Activity must bea fully ordeily one. In this way, this Divine, ( osmic Sport

is essentially an orderly one, although t is spontaneous aud non-purposive.

Freedom and i eterimnism not Inco sistent

Really speak-ng, Spontaneity and Regularity, Freedom and

Discipline, Bliss and Oder, Love and Law are two sides of the same

thing. For, what is spcntaneous is only so because of a pc rfect rcgu'aiity

within-if there be internal irregularity, then there will, naturally, te

internal conflicts to conquer, internal hurdles to cross, internal obstacles

to overcome; and in that case, as naturally, the spontaneous flow of that

thing will be inevitably hampered. Can the sun shine spontaneously, if

there be irregularities inside its own disc ? Can the wind blow spon-
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taneously if there be irregularities within its own course? Can the

stream flow spontaneously, if there be irregularities within its own
bosom ? Then, everything will be impossible, or, at least* only forced,

halting, artificial.

In the same manner, Freedom essentially means Discipline or

self control. As a matter of fact, uncontrolled Freedom is an impossibility

or a contradiction in terms. For, the so-called uncontrolled Freedom really

amounts to an abject surrender to the rule of An malism, to our lower

passions and impulses, to our physical cravings and stri ings. Thus, if we

cannot check our lower impulses, if we become slaves to our own blind,

irrat onal desires, if we are led by our animal instincts- then, where,

really is our freedom ? In this way, Freedom essentially means rule of

self, control of self, discipline of self.

Hence, it is said that real Bliss, Joy or Happiness is real Order,

System or Harmony. Real Love is Law incarnate. That is why, God of

Bliss is also God of Order, God of Love is also God of Law. Accordingly,

His Acts of Creation and Euancipation Stti and Mukti or the two

sides of His Supreme Act of Playing, being expressions of His Love

and Bliss, are inevitably orderly Acts, according to the Laws of His own

Nature. These Law and Order consist iu creating, so to soeak, the

Jivas according to their own past, 'Sakama Karnias or selfish, acts
;
and

emancipating so to speak, the Jivas according to their own 'Sadhanas* or

'spiritual strivings'.

In this way, just as we can safely assert, in the same breath, that,

the sun shines spontaneously, without any selfish purpose, yet is subject

to its own inner laws so we can also assert safely that Brahman creates

the universe of Souls and Matter iu sport, yet creates the same accord'tig

to the past Sakama-Karmas of the Jivas themselves. Thus. Li'a-ia^a

an 1 Karma-Vada : Doctrine of Creation in Sport and Doctrine of

Creation according to Karma's are fully consistent with each other

rather, supplement each other, instead of being opposed to each

other. And, here the second Doctrine is essentially necessary to

make clear the first. For, our ordinary conception of 'sport' is t at

it is something absolutely free, uutramelled. uncontrolled, without

any order, system, rule or law. To controvert this, the Doctrine

of Karma is necessary, by the side of the Doctrine of LiiU.

Monittic View regarding Creation.

In fact creation according to all the Indian Theories Monotheistic

and Monistic can be considered from two standpoints Transcen-

dental and Empirical >P 73 ff . Of course, there is a distinction bewcen

Monistic and Monotheistic interpretations of tiiese two standpoints.

According to the Monistic Standpoint, the empirical is 'Mithja* or False ;
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as such it is ultimately negated, and is qualitatively different from the

transcendental. But according to the Monotheistic Standpoint, the

enprical is not 'Alithya' or False, but only 'Apfirga or 'Incomplete',

as such, it is never ulimately negated, and is only quantitatively

different from the transcendental. Thus, according to the Mon'stic

Standpoint, from the transcendental standpoint, there is no question of

Creation at all there oeing only one Reality, viz. Brahman, Jlva-Jagat,

the Universe of Souls and Matter being
4M :

thya' or False. From the

empiric*! standpo nt, however, Creation is a Lild or Sport of Isvara.

according to the past Sakama-Karmas ofJivas themselves.

Monotheistic View regarding Creation.

According to the Mo'iothei tic Schools, however, Creation is real

from the transcendental standpoint, no less. From this transcendental

standpoint, threat on is a Llla or a Sport on the part of God, without any
reference to Jivas, w thout any reference to Kartnas without any reference

to birth and re-births (P. 52,76,148,152) For all these terms 'Jivas',

Karm*'. Jauuia-Janmantara' are empirical in nature. That does not, of

course, i-nply that these are false in nature, for, as shown j ist above, the

empirical is not 'false/ but only 'incomplete*. Hence, it is only due to

our incomplete vision, because of the veil of ignorance that we consider

ourselves to be Jivas, independent of Brahman, living in a Jagat,

independent of Brahman performing Sakama-Karmas for selfish gains,

being born and re-born, sinning and suffering, going to Heaven and

Hell and doing all such sorts of things. Now, all these, according to the

Monotheistic Schools are not false, but, as pointed out above, only in-

complete. Thus Jiva is Jiva, no doubt, but not independently of Brahman,
but only as 'Svagata-Biudas* ( P. 37 ), internal differences of Brahman ;

Jagat is Jagat no doubt, but not independently of Brahman, but as only

'Svagata Bheda' of Brahman. Also, these being eternal, cannot really be

created ; yet creation is a fact, and not an illusion, in the same sense as

a 'Play', ;hou^h essentially, a kind of make-belief only, is, undoubtedly,
a fact. (P. 81, 15),170;. In the very same manner, the Jivas being eternally

free, cannot really be freed again, tyet Salvation is a fact, in the sense

explained above.

rifficultiei in the Monotheistic View.

This is the only way in which the Monotheistic Systems can

reconcile their fundamental Doctrines, viz. that Brahman is not subject to

any changes or transf rmation, and that, the Jivas are eternal and eternally

free, with their equally fundamental Doctrines that Creation and Dissolu-

tion, Bondage and Emancipation, Striving and Securing are actual facts

(P. 70-71, 82, 147. 233). The general supposition is that it is very difficult,

if not totally impossible, to justify logically Monistic Theories (Advaita-
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Vada), But, the above considerations will clearly show that it is far more

difficult to justify Mouotheistic Theories which, in the same breUh,

assert that God is unchanging, yet is transformed into the form of the

world
; and that the Jiva is eternal, yet an effect of Brahman.

(Ft Sphere of Metaphysics : Law of Conservation of Values

Metaphysics* as well known, is a Study of Reality, and in this

sen ic, is the oldest and the most primitive of all studies. For, with the

very dawning of rational reflection, the first and the fundamental question

that a Rational Man asked was : 'What is Reality' ? Now, in trying to

grasp the Real nature of Reality, the Rational M*n is confronted with a

fundamental, undeniable discinctiou, viz. that between *Reality' and

'Appearance
1

in the technical language of Philosouy between 'Nou-

menon' and PneuDtneuon'. "Things are not what t^ey seem" this poetic

maxim is, in fact, the very beginning, but by no means the end, of

Metaphysics. Thus, this distinction b tween 'Seeming' and 'Bei^gMs
maintained all throughout m Metaphysics, till 'Seeming* is resolved

into Being'; (Absolutism), or 'Being' into 'Seeming' (Scepticism).

1. Existence and Value

However, one thing is clear here viz, that according to a!l Meta-

physical Theories, 'Value' is a fundamental characteristic of *Ex ;sten:e'.

This simply m*ans that what is', or what 'happens* has a value of its

own whatever that be and that value can never be lost, even thoueh

apparently so. Now, there are different views as to whether 'appearances'

have any value at all, and if so, what and to which extent. But leaving

all these intricate questions aside, we may note here a fundamental Law
of Metaphvsics, viz. the Law of Conservation of Values. It is as funda-

mental to Metaphysics as the Law of Conservation of Energy is to

Physics.

2. Law of Conservation of Values

This Law of Conservation of Values means that the very existence

of an object carries within it an inner potency which must express itself

in an appropriate result ;
and until and unless it does < r can do so, that

potency is conserved in it. That effect is called its 'Value*. This Law
of Conservation of Values is. however, the same as the Law of Causation,

as found in the Science of Logic (P. 182'. As a Science, it simply deals

with existent facts ; and says that a cause actually produces an effect ;

an effect actually proceeds from a cause. But it does not say as to what

happens to a cause that does or cannot actually produce an effect. But

Metaphysics being a wider study has to consider further this question

equally : If a cause, if an existent thing, if an object fails, for

the time being, to produce or manifest its value what happens to that
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value ? Here, according to the Law of Conservation of Values, that

value d>es not disappear, but is conserved. For what purpose ? For

the purpose of later manifestation. If there be no such later manifesta-

tion, what then Then the value of tbat orject remains in it in a

potential form. For how long ? That depends on the nature of the object

itself. Thus the value of a seed is in the plant. If the plant cannot be

produced, due to some reison or other, then the seed may, for sometime,

retain its plant-producing potency, or may dry up.

3. What is Value ?

A further question, may be asked as to whether the 'value' of a

thing lies in what it "is*, or only in what it "does*. The answer is simple

enough. If a thing be 'static', then its value and its existence are

identical; its value, thus lies in what it "Ls". Again, naturally, in the

c*se <'f a 'dynamic' thing, its "value" and "behaviour" are identical, and

its value lies in what it "does".

In any case, according to this beautiful Metaphysical Doctrine of

Conservation of Values, values are as eternal as the valued substances

themselves. If the object persists, its value, too, does so.

4. What happens to Unmanifested Values ?

But in the case of a dynamic reality, a new d.fficulty, crops up.

It is as follows :

If the value be not manifested here and now, what happens to it ?

Western Philos phical Systems, not believing in Re-birth, is at a loss

here. The undeniable fact remains that if the value is something to be

expressed, something to blossom forth and fructify in something else,

something to lead to an appropriate effect then unless and until that

value is expressed, that value is fructified, that value is produced into an

effect that value should be conserved and an appropriate metaphysical

theory formulated to make that possible. But, unfortunately, Westexn

Scholars have fought shy of the only metaphysical theory possible and

plausible here, viz. the theory of Births and Re-births. So, the whole

thing is in a cauldron, in a melting-pot.

5. India a Solution of the Froblem

Here steps in Indian Philosophy with its usual broad outlook and

ingenious modes of solution. And what does it offer ? It offers, as

usual its fundamental Law, viz. the Law of Karma, as the sole solution of

the above problem. According to it, Kaunas, i.e., Saiama-Karmas are

dynamic realities, and as such, their values lie in their products, or their

values lie in producing pleasures or pa
;

ns, as the case may be. These

values must be produced, otherwise, Sakama-Karmas are not fo at all.

Hence, if. not produced immediately, these values are necessarily

conserved, and, are produced later on. According to the Indian View, if
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such values have to be produced, as shown just above, then these have

to be produced even in next births- for, a Safcama-Karma without its

appropriate result, good or bad, is unthinkable. Thus, the Law of Kami a

means that there is no loss of the Karmaphaias of Sekama-Karmas.

And, this is nothing but the Metaphysical Doctrine of Conservation of

Values,

Thus from the sphere of Metaphysics, no less, we get a full support
for the I^aw of Karma.

(G) Concluding Remarks : Law of Completeness

The Law of Karma has been sought to be justified above on the

grounds of d fferent branches oi study. Underlying all these, there is a

basic Law the Law of Completeness, and the Law of Karma is nothing
bat a great and grand illustration of such a Law.

1 . aw of Completeness

How, what is this Law of Completeness ? It hold* that a 'Complete*

thing is only that which, in the empirical sphere, can be taken together
with its 'Cause-preceding' and 'Cause leading', (P. 188, 223 . For example, a

pot is not completely known, until and unless its 'Cause preceding' and

'Cause leading' are done so. Her*, its 'Cau^e preceding' is the potter with

the lump clay and other tools and instruments. And its "Cause leading" is

the buyer who purchases it and uses it for drinking and other *uch purposes.

Thus, to know the pot completely, we have to know 'what' it really is ;

and to know what it really is, we have to know its how' and 'why'

'ho*?' it comes into existence and 'why' it comes into existence.

Here, the 'how' is known from the 'cause preceding' ;
and the 'why', from

the 'cause leading
1

. In this way, from the empirical or worldly

standpoint, a complete thing is essentially connected with other things,

being itself produced by something else, itself producing something else
5

being itself served by something else, itself serving something else.

In this way, a worldly thing, a thing that becomes, is a "thing" only in

relation to its antecedents and consequents, only in relation to its causes

and purposes it cannot be taken just as it is and left there, it has to be

traced back and followed up.

2. Law of Karma is a Law of Completeness

And, the Law of Karma is nothing but this processes of "tracing
back" and "following up". It insists on a complete explanation of a

thing, "tracing it" to its "cause preceding", and "following it up" to its

"cause leading'. And, what is the fundamental thing in the world ?

Karma, for, the world is a world of becoming, where activities are. as such,

so very important. Hence, such Karma*, viz. Sakaina-Karmas, must
be taken to be complete facts, i.e., being produced by appropriate
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preceding causes, these must also, lead to appropriate succeeding

results or Phalas. But if these are not allowed to do so, then these will,

inevitably, remain incomplete, failing to reach their consummation or

fulfilment. However, as the world is entirely teleological or purposive

in nature, everything in the world must be so
; everything in the world

must be able to reach its own completion, attain its own consummation,
honour its own commitments. The Indian Law of Karma only em-

phasises this and nothing more. And, as a corollary to this, it has also

to assert that if the present life be too small, too full to afford a icope

for the fulfilment of the purpose of each and every Karma another life

will be needed for that. How can that be taken to be wholly impossible or

absurd ? Is it not far more impossible or absurd that in a teleological

world, in a world created by the Supremely Ra'ional God, purposive acts

or Sakama Kamias should fail to fulfill their purposes or produce their

appropriate results ?

(h) Second Objection against the Law of Karma : Fatalism.

A. second, common objection against the Law of Karma is as

follows :

It has been said above that according to the Law of Karma, the

past Karmas of a Jiva determine its present life here and now. Thus,
its hereditary characteristics, as well as its environmental conditions are

all due to its past Karmas (P. 182ff). Now, the activities of that Jiva in

the present life are due to its hereditary and environmental conditions.

(P. 210,248) For example, if this Jiva acts intelligently and virtuously, but

another Jiva does the opposite, then the difference between the activities of

these two Jivas must be due to Heredity, Environment or both. Thus, Rama
acts intelligently because he has inherited intell gence from his parents or

ancestors ; and also because his environments have helped him to

develop his intelligence. Now, according to the Law of Karma, Rama's

hereditary characteristics and environmental facilities are entirely due to

his own past Karma*. Hence, his intelligent activities here ate entirely

due to his own past Karmas.

1. Law of Karma makes Freedom of Will Impossible.

In this way, if the Law of Karma is admitted, it has also to be

admitted, at the same time, that there is no freed' m of action in any life

or ^irth at all. But from all eternity, there is a series of pre-determined

acts, each pre-determined by a corresponding act in a prior birth, and

each, again, determining an act in a later birth.

Thus it is that Freedom of Will is an impossibility ;
and the main

characteristics of a voluntary action, viz., free reflection about different

alternatives regarding ends and means, as well as free choice of one
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amongst the rest, are, accordingly, all illusory. Hence, the Law of

Karma, instead of being a Law of Justice, as asserted, (P. C9), becomes
a supreme Law of Injustice. For, why should an individual be allowed

to enjoy pleasures or forced to suffer pains not only here, but also here-

after for acts which are really not 'voluntary acts' at all, in any proper
sense of the term ? For, here, as shown above, the so called 'free reflection'

is an act inevitably pre-determined by other prior acts; the so-called

'free choice* is, also, an act inevitably pre-determined by other prior acts.

Hence, the individual conceined should not be held responsible for his

present acts, and compelled to undergo the results thereof.

2. Law of Karma makes Morality and Religion Impossible

In fact, if the Law of Karma be admitted, then moral life itself

will become impossible. Morality requires freedom of will, the possibility

and capacity to choose freely and rationally amongst alternative courses

of action, good or bad. Hence, if there be no freedom of will then, moral

responsibility becomes a farce. In this way, the Law of Karma inevitably

involves Fatalism ; and Fatalism inevitably puts an end to all that ^e
call a human life, as distinguished from a mere 'animal life

;
and as

inevitably makes way for Mechanism, Amoralism, and finally, even

Materialism. For, human beings who are simply 'automata' like

material objects, and behave like material objects, are really, the same as

material objects, differing from the material objects at best in degree

only, and not in kind, Also, God who creates such a wholly auto-

maton-like world, is not, really, like the God oi Religion ; for the Gcd of

Religion is a God of Prayer and Worship, having an intimate relation

with His own counter-parts, the individual souls. But if the individual

souls be purely machines, like material objects, Religion becomes mean-

ingless, and God of Religion also so.

In this way, it may be pointed out that the Indian Law of Karma is

a wholly untenable Doctrine.

(r) Refutation of the Second Objection against

the Law of Karma.

The above objection, indeed, appears to be a formidable one. But

really it is due to a very common misunderstanding of the whole problem
of Creation from the Indian point of view.

As pointed ont above, Creation can be considered from two stand-

points, transcendental and empirical. From the tianscendental stand-

point, it is 'Uvafa-LIlS' ; from the empirical, it is according to

Jiva-Karmas (P. 37 ff).

(A) Karmas and Phalat form one Whole

Thus, from the empirical standpoint, the 'Sakama-Karmas 1

are
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taken to be causes, of which 'pleasure' and 'pain' are taken to be just

effects. Now, according to th L/aw of Causation, a 'cause' tCause No. 1)

is completed, so to spe*k, as so >n as its own appropriate 'effect* iKifect

No. 1; is produced. Hence, it is that 'Karmas' and Thalas* are taken to

be forming one, total whole. So, if the effect, again, in its turn, becomes

a cause itself (Cause No. 2 by producing another effect of its own, (Enect
No. 2), then the "cause No. 1." has no direct connection with or control

over the "Effect No. V, the Effect No. 2 being directly produced out of

the "Cause No. 2".

Of course, it is true, that "the Cause No. 2 being itself the "Effect

No. 1 of the "Cause No. 1", itself carries withiu it the characteristics

or qualities and powers of "the Cause No. T. But, still, the "Eiiect No.

is not at all a product out of these characteristics or attributes and \ owers

only. For, as pointed out above, the 'potency* or the power of being a

Cause' is exhausted in the case of a particular thing, as scon as its own

appropriate, direct, immediate eflect viz. "Effect No. 1" is produced.
But its remote effect, viz. "Effect No. 2" is really due to the new 'potency*

or 'new power of being a cause 1 of Cause No. 2.

(B) Real Meaning of a 'Cause*.

Otherwise, we shall be led, inevitably, to an absurd position, thus :

If in a series of Mutual or Reciprocal Causes and Effects, there be a

hundred effects, oue after another, then all of these must be taken to be

due solely and wholly to the Original Cause alone, to the Cause No. 1

alone. In that case, how can the "Cause No. 2", and the rest be called

"Causes" at all ? Then, these should, more properly, be called mere 'trans-

mitters' only. For, real causes are entities on their own rights, with

their own potencies or powers to be causes, and are not mere transmitters

by any means.

(C) Worldly Examples,

In fact, to maintain that in a Series oi Mutual Causes and Effects,

all the effects are due to the Original Cause or the ( ause No 1, will be as

absurd as to maintain that all the trees in the world, past, present and

future being due to one original seed, partake of its characteristics

only; all the hens in the world, past, present and future being due to

one original egg, partake of its characteristics only ; all the human

beings in the world, past, present, and future, being due to the same

parents, partake of their characteristics only ; this will automatically

mean that all the trees, all the hens, all the human beings in the world,

past, present and future, are exactly identical in nature. The same is the

case with every species.
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Thus, according to the above view, we ate landed on a very strange

conclusion. Let us take a symbolical example once again. Suppose we

say that A as a cause, produces B as an effect ; again, B as a cause,

produces C as an effect, and so on. Now, here, suppose we say that X*

constitutes the nature of 'V. So, 'B', as the effect of 'A', is also'XMn

nature Hence, when, again, from 'B' as a cause, 'C' arises as an effect,

'C*, too, must be *X* in nature, and SD on and on. In this way, 'A', 'B'

'C
1

ind all the rest in the series must be all 'A 1
in nature and so be exactly

identical in nature.

If that be so, then all tht members, past, present and future, of all the

species in the world must, always and inevitably, be exactly the same, or

identical in nature.

But is that ever found ?

(D) The Causa is an Independent Power

Hence, we have to conclude that as in single cases, so in the case

of a series, a particular cause and its effect form one complete whole,
i e., the cause 'A* and its effect 'B' complete the matter for the time

being. After that if 'B* again becomes a cause of another effect 'C',

then B', though partly determined by 'A', its own cause, is also partly,

independent, as itself a cause of 'C'.

In fact, it is this characteristic of 'part dependence', and 'part in-

dependence* that constitutes the very core or essence of a 'Cause'. Thus,

a cause, as itself an effect, is determined by its previous causes so far,

it is determine 1 aui dependent. But, again, it, as itself a cause, itself

determines its later effect so far, it is non-determined and independent

Take a common example. A seed springs out of a plantso far

it is determined! and dependent on that plant. But when it itself

produces another plant, it does so by its own inner potency or power,

which is its o*n
;

its environments may be different ; or, even, in the

same soil, under the same circumstances, its reaction may be quite

different, producing a plant different from the original.

Or, take a better example, more to the point. A child is born of

particular parents, in a particular family, under particular circumstances.

So far, he is, surely, determined by his hereditary and environmental

peculiarities. But can it be ever said that the child is entirely determined

by the same ? Evidently, not. Even 'identical twins', having the very same

hereditary characteristics, and brought up in very similar environments,

are by no means, identical. And, it would also be very hazardous to assert

that, if, like hereditary characteristics, environmental circumstances, Uo,

were exactly identical here, then the 'identical twins/ would have been
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exactly identical, proving thereby that an individual is wholly determined

by his or her hereditary charact ristics and environmental circumstances.

For, the individuality of an :udividual is an undeniable fact of

experience, as shown above (P. 43).

(E) I he Cause is an Individual

And a Cause is essentially an Individual.

Now, what exactly, s an Individual ? As poii ted out above (P. 43\

an Individual is a unique s >mething what it is, it alone is. and no one

else is And. such a 'uniqueness* im >lie*, essentially, that, the Individual

necessarily possesses the power (if rising above its circumstances, going

beyond its own causes. For, if it were determined solely by its own

circumstance*, by its previous causes, then it would have been the same

as many other individuals under the very same circumstances ; then,

it would have been the *auie as its previous causes Hut it is not,

definitely not. So, this proves definitely that the individual is unique
because it has the power to rise above its own circumstances, to go

beyond its own causes.

And, it is. in this that lies the potency or power of the Cause.

(F) A Cause or an Individual is bel determined.

In this way, a Cause or an Individual is essentially se-f-determined.

This implies that there is something in it. an incomprehensible

residue, an inexplicable 'more', tbat, in the midst of all its surround-

ings influencing it, still, makes it free and independent, not, of course, in

the sense of being absolutely wild and uncontrolled but, only in the

sense of being c >ntrolled by its own 'individual self, and not by any
external circumstances.

(G) 'Other-determination' and 'Self-determination'.

It has been said above (P. 245) tbat a Cause is partly determined and

partly not. Now, what does this exactly imply ? It simply implies that

the 'other-determination' itself is, finally, self-determination. This
is by no means, paradoxical. For, an individual is partly determined

by his hereditary characteristics and environmental circumstances ; yet,

ultimately, he himself determines as to how these will mould his life and

shape his destiny. Thus, R*ma may, by heredity, possess a good power
of painting ; and also, his environmental conditions may be favourable,

in this regard. Again, Syama may not possess a good faculty of painting,

and, a !so his environmental conditions may not be very favourable, in

this regard. Yet, who knows, Rama may not actually turn out to be a

good painter; while, Syama may prove to be quite a good one. Why?
Because, it lies within the power of an individual to deal with his

hereditary and environmental conditions according to his own inclinations

and capacities. (P. 248J
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Undoubtedly, it is true that such powers are not unlimited in

extent. For, S)ama, inspite of his best efforts, ca not become a good

painter as he, from the beginning, by heredity, lacks the power of paint-

ing. Still, he, can at least, wipe away the Zero' '0) and transform it into

'One* (1). This much lies within his power, More so, Rama can wipe

away 'Hundred' (100) and reduce it to a mere Zero (0). Is this net free-

dom or independence enough f

And, this is self-determination, pure and simple.

(H) Law of Karma : A Law of Self-determination.

Now, let us return to the original problem posed for here.

It is true that the present life of an individual, here and now, on

this earth is due to his past Karmas, as shown above (P. 182ff)

otherwise, no just explanation can be given of individual differences Still,

as also shown ab we ( P. 245-246 ), the individual, by no means, is wholly
determined by his hereditary characteristics and environmental circums-

tances ; but himself determines as to how these will, ultimately affrct

his life and proiuce actual results therein. In other words, the indivi-

dual is, essentially, a self-determined being, as a metaphysician would say.

(1) Law of arma does not imply Fatalism.

Hence it is wrong to assert that the Law of Karma nece*sari!y

implies a pernicious kind of Fatalism, and, is, on that ground, absolutely

untenable.

Really, there is no scope for Fatalism here, at all. Apart from any

thing else, who starts the whole series, the whole course of Births and

Re-births ? The self itself, the individual himself, and no one else. It

is his own 'Sakama Karmas' that start the whole series, the whole course

of Births and Re-births. So, leaving aside all these questions as to

'which precedes which, Janma or Karma* , which, however, have been

fully discussed above V P. 206 7) it may be safely said here that the Law
of Kartiia, being essentially a Law of the Sakama-Karmas, or selfish

voluntary acts of individuals, can never imply any kind of Autcmatism

or Fatalism, at all. For, even if, for the sake of argument, it is

assumed here that the later Karmas of an individual are entirely deter-

mined by bis prior Karmas that is not Automatism or Fatalism, bv any
stretch of imagination. Automatism or Fatalism implies predetermina-
tion by external circumstances, beyond one's own control. But here the

acts of an individual are determined by his own free acts, his own past

acts, of course, now beyond his control. But what does that matter, really ?

After all, these are his own acts, his own voluntary acts, and if the once*

done voluntary acts com iun to produce their effect* birth after birth-

that would, really, be nothing more than self-determination, may be.
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rather an unduly long drawn self-determination, yet, self determination

undoubtedly and inevitably. So, here, even if it be accepted that .<ome

previous acts can produce a long series of later acts, even extending

to different births still such later acts cannot, by any means, be called

Automatic or Mechanical Acts, like Random Acts, and the rest (P. HO; ;

also 'Forced Acts', like the act of building a road, at the point of a

bayonet, by a prisoner of war.

In any case, as we have seen above, this is not taken to be the real

implication of the Law of Karma. For, the Law of Karma is, essentially,

a Law of Causation, 'Karma' being the Cause, and 'Karma-Phala', the

effect. And, a cause, as we have seeu. directly produces its own imme-

diate effect only, and ends there. If it is supposed to start a series, then

also, each intermediate cause in it is a separate individual, with separate

potencies of its own.

1. Case of the Same Birth.

Now, here, suppose, in course of the same birth or life, a particular

indiviiual performs a particular 'Sakauia Karma' or selfish voluntary

action. Then it produces its appropriate result, accompanied by pleasure.

And, for the time being, the matter ends there. FT example, a student

studies hard and passes the examination, getting intense pleasure for

the same. Here the original act and its appropriate result are taken to

be one complete whole, as poiu ed out above. Then, of course, this reult

or consequence of 'passing the examination' may lead to other results,

such as joining a college' or 'getting a job' and the like. But here, that

student exercises his free will over again, and chooses a particular course

of action. In this way, the Law of Karma leads to no special difficulties

in the case of the voluntary acts, done in the course of the same birth and

producing their appropiiate results, then and there. For, the Irdian

case is uothing peculiar. According to all protagonists of Free Will,

hutnan actions are done voluntarily and produce their appropriate results,

here and now, unless otherwie prevented from doing so.

2. The Individual and Heredity and Environment

The very pertinent question, as to whether the voluntary desires

and efforts of an individual are the only deciding factors here, may, very
well, be raised here. This has already been referred to above ( P. 210-1 1,

242, 245-46).

The question is an all-important, all-time question as to whether
an individual does, really, possess the power of rising above his here-

ditary characteristics and environmental circumstances. It h^s been said

above (P. 210), that the hereditary characteristics and the environ-

meaul circumstances are responsible for individual differences, as
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found in the world; and. so in order that God may not be accused of

partiality, these hereditary characteristics and environniental circums-

tances are taken to be due to the pa-t Kartnas of those individuals

themselves, and not to the sweet will of God.

3. Objection

Voluntary Acts are not really ree.

Now, here, the question, naturally, arises as to whether the so-called

'free and voluntary' acts of an individual are r^a'.ly and tmlv so. cons'der-

ius< the fact that it is the hereditary characteristics and environmental

circumstances that make that individual act in those particular ways,
rather than in others.

To take the above exanmle (P. 2-16 , a student Ra"ina due to his past

Karmas, (according to the Law of Kartna\ inherits intellectual abilities,

love of knowledge, desire for a higher, scholastic life, lovers of sustained

studies and the attributes of determination. peiMsteuce courage optimism
and so on. Further, clue to his pa*t Karmas (according to the Law of

Karma), he is, also, born in a cultured, helpful, kind family. And, all

these factors combine together to make him study hard for his examina-

tion, and thereby, attain success and pleasure. Here his very act of

'studyng hard' is no*, really, an independent kind of action ,
but is,

essentially, determined by the prior factor-, ment oned above!, (See P. 242).

Again, ttke the case of a second student, Sydma. He is an unfortunate one.

His hereditary characteristics and en vironmental circumstances are not at

alt intellectually stimulating. Hence, his act of 'not studying hard' and

failing, as a consequence, experiencing intense pa<n for the san.e, is not,

really, an independent one, but determimd by the*e prior factors. A^ain,

take the case of a th'rd student Yadu. He has inherited high intellectual

abilities, but is not fortunate en ugh to have good intellectual o\ pcrtunities.

However, here the hereditary factors being stronger than the environ-

mental ones, his act of 'studying hard' follows naturally. Again, take

the case of a fourth studeut Madhu. He has not, unfortunately been

born with high scholastic powers ; but is fortunate enough to have

stimulating and sustaining environmental circumstances. However,
here the environmental factors being stronger, his 'act of studying'

follows on his pirt quite naturally.

Here, the above acts, it is asserted, are due to hereditary and

environmental factors, combined together, positively or negative!}
-

positively, as in the first two cases where both are of the same nature and

supplement each other
; or, negatively, as in the last two cases, where the

two are of an opposing nature and counter-act each other, the stioDger

one be>ng the deciding factor.

32
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Thus, it is asserted here that, as in the case of other Physical

Sciences, dealing with the behaviour of unconscious physical objects in

the case of which there is no question of 'Free Will and Voluntary Action 1

,

so here, too, in the case of Human Psychology, dealing with the action of

conscious, rational, free human beings, exact mathematical calculation and

prediction are quite possible.

4. Refutation: Human Freedom is an Undeniable Fact.

But is that really a fact ? Is it really a fact that human beings are

just like physical objects, and behave wholly automatically like the same ?

Of course not. Otherwise, amongst the numerous ver> strange, absurd,
un cceptable, undesirab'e consequences that will folk.w, perhaps the worst

would be that there will really remain no distinction between the Cit

and the Acit, souls and material objects. For, then, the so-called 'cons-

ciousness', generally supposed to be the 'Diffeient;a' in the technical

language of I/osric, or the distinguishing mark, in ordinary langi age, of the

Soul will be different from 'materiality
1

not in kind, but only in degree.

However, leaving this fundamental Philosophical prcbUm aside

the proper- consideration of which will take kts of time and space the

point to note here is this :

This is not a special problem for the protapom'sts of the Indian Philo-

sophical Doctrine of Karma, alone, but f>r all philosophers, all over the

world, all throughout the ages always. For, the hereditary snd environ-
mental factors are always and already there Law of Karma or no Law
of Karma. An individual is never born absolutely blank, with nothing
in him as hereditary factors, and nothing around him as environmental
ones. This is a hard, actual, absolutely utdeniable fact, which has, of

necessity, to be faced and dealt with. The Indian Philosophical Law of
Karma only steps in to offer a plausible solution of this great and grave
problem as to why different individuals should be born with different

hereditary and environmental factors which the Sciences of Biology,
Psychol >gy and Sociology apparently fail to do. But the hereditary and
environmental factors are always and already there whatever explana-
tion may different Philosophers offer of the same. That is why,, it has
been said above that this is not a special difficultv of the Indian Philo-

sophical Doctrine of Karina ; but a very general difficulty of all Doctrines
of Human Freedom.

5. Solution of the Problem

But is there no solution f Undoubtedly there is.

Take the above four cases, again (P. 249;. In the first case, it has been
said that Rama studies hard because of intellectual hereditary traits and
environmental circumstances. But it may also be found that his brother
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Lakjmana, having very similar traits and circumstances, neglects his

studies and fails in examinations. Even Rama himself may act

differently on different occasions , now studying hard an<1 passing ; now

neglecting his studies and failing. It cannot be said here that his cir-

cumstances are changing, and, that is why, his acts, too, are doing so.

For, if you come to think ol it, his behaviour may change every moment
and how can his environments also change so much every moment to

make so much differences in his behaviour f Thus, here, visibly, there

is no change at all except the tick of a clock ; very visibly, there is a vast

change on the side of the behaviour of ihat individual. So, it would be

mere Dogmatism to assert that all changes in the behaviour of a person
are due to some unknown and unintelligible changes in his environments.

In the second case, again Syaina s brother Vyoma may study hard

inspite of adverse hereditary and environmental conditions, and get some
kind of success. Or, as shown above, Syaina himself may behave

differently every moment, or on different occasions.

The third and fourth cases are also of the same kind.

Examples need not be multiplied to show that human freedom

is a fact and a reality.

In fact, in the world, which a world of Space and Time, a world of

existence and occurrence, everything exists in Space and occurs in Time,

and so everything has a past, a present, and a future. The peculiarity

of an empirical or wjrldly existence being essentially this, it follows from

this that every empirical or woildly individual or Jiva is a complex being,

determined by his past, yet determining his present and future. It is in

this part determination and part freedom that lies the total 'individuality'

of the individual, as bhown above. (P. 246;. Thus, an individual has

surely the power to ri*e above his hereditary and environmental circums-

tances. As a matter ot fact, an individual cannot be called an 'indivi-

dual' at all if he lacks this power. For, his very 'individuality' consists

in his 'more-ness* ovei his determining circumstances. He is, thus, due to

his o^n determining circumstances, which are, according to the Indian

Philosophical Doctrine of Karma, due to or determined by himself, yet

always remains something 'more'. (P. 246-47).

6. The ? oncept of Empirical Development*

It has been stated above (P. 195-96\ that from the ultimate or philo-

sophical standp>int the concept of Development has no place in Indian

Philosphy. This, as shown, and as will be shown ( in the Section on

"Salvation"), is perfectly true. But, from the empirical, worldly, stand-

point, Development is a fact and has to be admitted. And, this 'Develop-

ment* is really, a peculiar, wonderful process, being a combination of

'old* and 'new*, 'determination' and 'freedom', 'past' and 'future. Thus,



252 Doctrine of

at every stage, the developing object, develops out of a previous stage,

emerges out as a new stage, and not merely as a repetition or duplication of

the old, and develops into a future istage which also will emerge out as

a new stage, and not as a mere repetition or duplication of it. This, in

fact, is the only meaning of 'Development*. The very term 'Develop-

ment* makes this abundantly clear. If there were no new something at

every stage, then the original thing cannot be called 'developed', but

only 'repeated', only 'duplicated', only 'multiplied'. But who would

dare to say that Nature is a series of 'multiplication* only ? Do net

the infinite varieties in Nature definitely prove this to be a case of

'addition
1

additions that make up for the colour and music, fragrance
and sweetness, beauty and gaiety in one word, richness arid fulness

of Nature Herself?

In this way, Emergent Evolution is the order of Nature. Like a

chemical compound, emerging as something new out of the combinat ;on

of separate, old elements, worldly effects, too, emerge out of their causes as

something new.

That is why, the eternally continued world never grows old. Its

novelty is as much a Law of its nature as its continuity.

So, the 'Karmas* of the Jlvas are, also novel ones. And, hence, there

is no Necessitarianism here, at all.

7. 'Inevitableness' is the Law of Nature.

As a matter of fact, the main objection against the Law of Karma
is that it makes inevitably, for a kind of 'inevitaUeness* in human actions

which does not, all all, tally with the voluntary or free 'nature' of the same.

But really speaking, is not 'ii evitabieness* itself the Law of Nature ?

For, if we consider the matter d spasionately, for a moment, then we
shall see that many uf our acts seeni to be inexplicable, and, so,

inevitable.

For example, a passenger, at the last moment, without any rh} me
and reason, cancels his booking for an air flight ;

and another passenger,
all on a sudden dec des to avail himself cf lhat vacancy. Then, there is

an air-crash, an<l, every one says that it is 'fate that saved the first

gentleman and killed the second, Again, take the case of a Lottery.
This is taken to be, purely, 'late* or 'chance'. And, from the scientific

standpoint, it, has to be admitted that this is noth ng but 'fate', 'destiny',

'luck', chance', 'accident'- for, though there is, really, no scope or re cm
for chances' and 'accidents' in Science, yet has any Sc ence been able to

explain these cases rationally ?

In this wav, if we carefully analyse the life of a particular indivi-

dual, we shall inevitably find that there are many circumstances in his
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life which are altogether beyond his control, yet which inevitably

influence and determine h s life to no mean extent. Yet, neither Science

nor Philosophy can offer any satisfactory exp anation of the same, without,

accepting, the Indim Philosophical Doctrine of Katma. So, the

Law of Karma only tries to expla n what has been left unexplained by

Science and Philosophy alike. Hence, it would be very unjust to charge it

with formulating a kind of Fatalism, on that account. In fact, as stated

above (P. 247, if, in other cases, Freedom of Will is not jeopardised

because ot the inevitableness and pre determination, as found everywhere,

then why should it be so in the case of the Law of Karma the only

fault of which is to explain the same as due to the self itself, and noi to

any external causes at all ?

8. I he * More-ness' or 'Uniqueness* of the individual

It has been said above that the very '<ndividuaHt>
' cf U e individual

consists in being something 'mere' than his pre dete' mining causes and

circumstances. Now what exactly is th's inertness' and how do the indivi-

duals come to have different kinds of 'more- ness/, which, finally, make for

their individual diiferences ?

Now, nccordinu' to the Mechanical or Materialistic view, as everything

in the world is accidental, so is the creation of oifferent individuals on

earth So, according to these theories, somehow or other, the physical

elements are accidentally combined together to procuce different

conglomerations of individuals.

But the ordinary thcistic views as we have seen (P 238), face great

difficulties here. For here, God is inevitably made a Part al bting,

endowing different individuals with different kinds of 'it dividuality' or

'm^re-ness' or uniqueness'.

Now, what is the Indian view in this respect ? As we have seen,

(P 185) according to this view, aa individual is partly determined by his

herditary characteristics and environmental jeiicumstaice& and all these

are due to hid own past Karuias, and not to God or hranuiau. But the 'niore-

less' or "uniqueness* of an individual is something his \ery own, some-

thing which is independent of his hereditary ai.d envHOunuiital facurs,

something which is self-determined and self-controlled. What, exactly,

then is this 'something
1

1

9. Brahman an Organic V\ hole

From the triiiscendental standpoint, this simply implies that Brahman

is an Organic Whole'. What is an Organic Whole 1

? As pointed out

above (P 37) it is a whole of naturally different parts. Now, Brahman, too,

is taken to be essentially an 'Organic Whole'. So, the Jivas, the parts uhe

term is used for want ot a better one. See P 144-145, of Brahman, are from
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the very beginning, naturally different from one another. So, here, each

is an individual, different from every other individual (P. 43\ In this

way, the mutual differences amongst the Jlvas, as the 'Svagata-Bbedas* or

'internal differences' of Brahman, have to be recognised by all Monotheistic

Systems of thought, of the type of the Monotheistic Vedama.
In fact as we have seen, from this transcendental standpoint, there

is no questi >n of Creation, at all (P. 237-38 ). So, the atove question, viz./

how different individuals come to have different individualities, does

not arise here at all.

10. The Jiva: An Individual Self

The term "Jiva" is, ordinarily, translated as ''Individual Soul", Now,
as we knovv, English Terms are, often very inadequate to designate the

different shades of meaning carried by the corresponding Sanskrit ones.

In this case, however the adjective 'Individual', as well a? the noun 'Soul*

are quite appropriate. For. as we have seen (P. i

4), the Jiva is a "Soul
1

or

a 'Self Atman'. being the 'Svasata-Bhedas' of the Supreme Soul of Self

the 'Paramatman*. Yet, each is a unique individual. (P. 48), In this

'Individual selfhood' lies the solution of the above difficult problem.

11. Objection: Differences in the Individualities,

imply partiality on Brah aan's part.

The problem is the same as posed mny times above (P. 179ff ,
viz.

that unless Brahman creates (from the empirical standpoint) the Jlvas

acco rding to their own, respective, past Karmas He has to be charged
with part ality and cruelty. Now. as has beeu showu above (P. 210-12), the

hereditary characteristics and environmental circumstances, vhich paitly

determine the individuals, are Hue to their own respect've. past Karmas of

those individuals themselves But the remaining part, the

residue, the 'more-ness', 'the uniqueness' are not due to the

hereditary and environmental factors, and so not due to the p^st Karmaa

ofthejivas. So, does not Brahman become inevitably open to the very
same charge of 'Partiality', as He endows different Jlvas with different

kinds of 'individualities' or 'uniqueness' or 'more ness* ? How to get rid

of this formidable difficult) 1

12. Reply : Individualities are due to Freedom of Will.

But, though this difficulty is a formidable one, yet, it is, by no means,

insoluble. For, it is the individual self itself that is the 'unique' something

here, the 'more' something here that can rise above all hereditary and

environmental circumstances. This 'individual self is not an arbitrary

creation of God Himselfbut a rational creation of the individual self

itself out of the freedom of will, the free Gift of God, given equally to all.

Because of this 'rationality", and this free will', the Jiva, in the truest sense
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of the terms, is a maker of itself, an architect of its own 'fate', working out
its own destiny, freely and rationally.

In fact, man has been defined as a rational animal. But 'rationality*

essentially implies freedom*. For, \vhat is the use of rationally thinking
out of this course of action, or that, unless one is free to follow this

course or that ?

Thus, as we have seen 'Pp 246-47), from the empirical or worldly
standpoint, from the standpoint of the Jlvi, 'freedom of will* is a fact.

And, if that be so, every, normal, rational, arhilt individual is at

perfect liberty to work just as he likes, forming bis own life just as he
thinks fit.

To take, once again, the above examples ( P. 246 ). Rama, as befitting
his hereditary and environmental circumstances, studies bard and passes
the examination ; while, his brother Laksmapa, as uot befitting his here-

ditary a -id euvirouueutal circumstances, does uot study .hard and fails.

So here Rama and Laksmana behave differently out of their own free

will and in that way build up their lives differently.
This is the 'residue', this is the 'more' tomethinpr, this is the 'unique*

person, this is the 'individual self, the rational t-elf, the free self.

13. The Self and Freedom : which precedes which ?

It has been said above that God makes a free gift of 'Freedom of Will*

to all. So, the question may be asked as to: Which precedes which
here ? Does Freedom precede Self; or Self precede Freedom ? Not the

first, for. then, where will Freedom itself inhere ? Not the second, for*

as has been said above 'P. 251, 254 ), it is 'Freedom of Will* that forms the

Self; also, h>re, God Himself, too, becomes open to the charge of

partiality. So, what is the way out ?

14. Solution of the 5 robiem
The way out is not very difficult. For, what has been said above (P. 251,

254\ viz. that 'Freedom Will' forms the Self, is perfectly correct, and that

'Freedom of Will' itself needs a substratum, too, i$ equally correct. Hence,
the only thing that can be asserted and accepted here is that God, in

His infinite goodness and wisdom, endows all alike with 'Free Selves',
Selves with Freedom of Will, as their only characteristics* Here, the
Selves are not made distinct arbitrarily from the beginning and hence,
God cannot, by any means be charged with partiality. But only God'a
awn Nature, own Essence is poured in all in equal drops, endowing all

equally with divine, free, rational Selves or Souls.

And it is entirely left to the JIvas themselves to mould themselves out
their free will? i.e. la maniest the divine essence even in the midst of
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all their pre-determiued hereditary and environmental circumstances- this

is 'Mukti' or Salvation or, to have the same obliterated by the veil of

Ignorance and selfish Desires this is 'Bandha' or Bondage.

In this way, the Jivas are different in so far as their hereditary and

environnental circumstances are so. And, the&e being due to their own,

respective past Kartnas, no fault of 'partiality' attaches to God, at all.

Again, the Jivas are the same, in so far as they are all equally free and

rational or God iu essence above ail their hereditary and environmental

circumstances. And, the Divine Essence being the same in all, here, too,

no fault of 'Partiality' attaches to God at all. And 'forming the self

itself, moulding life* 'working out one's destiny* and similar expressions

all, really, mean that the Divine Essence in all has to be manifested

progressively, as best as one can do so.

II T he Case of a Different Birth

As we have seen, (P 1 85), if the 'Sakama Karmas' or Selfish Voluntary

acts of a particular individual fails to produce its 'Phalas' or appropriate

results here and now or, in course of the same life or birth, then these have

to do so in the next life or birth.

How do these non-expenenced and so accumulated 'Karma.*'

produce t eir appropriate 'Phalas* in the next life or birth ? These do so

bv making the individual get a particular kind of heredity and environ-

meut i P. 2 1 12), and are exhausted thereby. For, the rest, the individual

is, undoubtedly, free to act. just *s he likes (P. i>47 . And, so the question

of Fatal sin does not arise here, too at all (P. 247)

1. Past Karmas and their Appropriate Results.

It has been said just above tint past 'Sakatn* Kaunas' produce here-

ditary and environmental circumstances for different individuals in the

next birth or life. The question here is : Are these the only appropriate

effects of the past Karmas ? Or, do these past Karrnas also produce

so ne later effects, by directly influencing tbe new 'Sakama-Karnias' of

that particular individual in tint new birth ?

'The answer in general, has been given above (P. 244-45). There, it

has been said th-t each cause and its appropriate effect together form

one complete whole
;
and as soon as that particular effect is produced,

the cause-effect series is completed then and there. The same is the

case here, too. Hee, the past Karmas, as causes, produce riereditaiy

characteristics and environmental effects in the present birth, as their

appropriate effects; and then and there, the Cause-effect set ies is com-

pleted. Then begins the new free life of that individual under the setting

of his pre-determined or past Karma determined hereditary and environ-
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mental factors and circumstances ; and how this new life will be shaped

depends on him and his own new Karmas and no further on his past

Karmas of a previous life.

In this way just as the first part of the Doctrine of Karma, viz. that

the Sakaraa Karmas of this life must of necessity produce their appro-

prate 'Phalas', does not imply any Fatalism; so the second pat t of the

Doctrine of Karma, viz. that the past, non-experienced 'SakSina Karmas'

must produce their appropriate 'Phalas' in another life, does not involve

any Fatalism, at all.

2. Past Karmas and Next Life

A further question still remains here. This is as follows :

Do the past Karmas produce their appropriate 'Phalas' only in this

birth, or even in some later births ?

The answer is that, this is rather uncertain. Ordinarily, and as

expected, the past Karmas produce their results in the immediately
fo 1

lowing birth. But in some special cases, where the past Karmas are

inevitably prevented from producing their 'phalas' or appropriate
results even in the next birth, according to the fundamental

tenet of the Law of Karma that every Karma must, necessarily, produce
its 'Phala* or appropriate result, some day or other, these past Karmas,

too, must produce their 'Phalas' or appropriate results in some other

birth, later on.

It must be reinem bered, however, that such a dragging of the past
Karmas throughout more births than one, is not at all, a desirable thing.

The best thing, it goes without saying, is that the 'Sakama-Karmas'

should all produce their own, respective appropriate results in the present

birth, so that the individuals concerned may know of the results thereof,

immediately. This is desirable for more reasons than one* (See below P. 258).

However, if that be not possible, due to unavoidable circun stances, then

we have to admit, willy-nilly, that the unexhausted past 'Sakaina-Karnias
1

continue to be there, with their full vigour or potency, till, in a later birth,

next or still later, these produce their 'Phalas' or appropriate lesults.

3. Past Karmas, Phalas and their Obstructions.

A further question still remains another fundamental question, viz.

why should some 'Sakaina-Karmas' produce their 'Phalas' or appropriate
results here and now. in the same birth ; while others not ? What is the

discriminating mark between these two kinds of 'Sakama-Karmas' f

The answer is that these depend on both internal and external

conditions. The internal conditions are the inner potencies of those

Karmas themselves. The external conditions are other external circums-

tances, like other stronger Karmas, pushing for fulfilment by producing
their 'Phalas' or appropriate results, and the like.

S3
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4. Worldly Examples

Take the case o f a blossoming cherry-tree. Here there are numerous

buds, but all of these do nomot blossom forth together at tr-e same time.

Why f First, because t^e buds themselves are internally different,

hav ng different kinds of potency or fertility. Secondly, because their

external conditions are different, some being more exposed to light and

air, and more drenched by water ; others, less. Thirdly, because some

larger or stronger buds over-shadow other smaller or weaker cnes.

The same is the case here too. Not being really mechanical or

automatic but fully voluntary only, these 'Sakama-Karmas' are,

naturally different, with different characteristics, powers, tendencies and

the like. Their opportunities for producing their appropriate results,

too, differ widely. These are also stronger or weaker, simpler or more

complicated and so on, in nature. That is why, naturally, all the K^rmas do

not behave alike in producing their own, respective, appropriate results.

We may, here conveniently take some ordinary instances.

A professional swindler, in a high position, avoids arrest and prose-

cution, all throughout his life, because of strong backing by his influential,

dishonest friends, Here, under the present circumtances of his Society

and State, 'backing by influential friends' is, at least for the time beinj*

a stronger kind of action than 'swindling.
1

Again, late" on, if the moral

conditions of his Society and State improve, then the 'backing by
influential friends' will not be of much help to him

;
and then 'Swind-

ling' will, automatically become the stronger one, producing its'

appropriate results, viz, arrest, prosecution, conviction, degradation,

sorrow, here and now.

Again, a studious boy writes the answers to the Final Questions,

well ; but at the last moment, is seized with a sudden strong temptation,

copies the last answer from his neighbouring candidate's book, is caught

and, finally, expelled Here, the 'act of honestly answering the questions'

is weaker, under the present circumstances, than 'the act of copying
from others'. And, so, the stronger one prevents the weaker one from

producing its appropriate results.

These illustrate as to how stronger acts may prevent the weaker

ones from producing their own, respective, appropriate results imme-

dately, even in course of the same life or birth.

The example given is that of a stronger cow, eating grass forcibly

by driving away many weaker ones.

Further
,
adverse or complicated external circumstances may delay

the results. For example, a poor but honest boy tries hard for an honest

job ; but due to very stringent conditions, fails to do so. Here 'honeat
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trying' faili to produce its appropriate result 'getting the job' here and

now, due to other external circumstances.

Again, a student studies very hard for his examination and he is

quite confident of passing the same. Yet, he is given a seat in a dark, hot

corner, cannot write his answers well, and fails, ultimately. Here, also,

due to other external circumstances, his act of 'studying hard' fails to

produce its appropriate result 'passing'.

These illustrate as to how opposing external circumstances prevent
acts from producing their appropriate results immediately, even in course

of the same birth or life.

Further, the Karmas, themselves, may be of different kinds, having
different kinds of potencies, E g. take two unconnected voluntary acts

of a boy, viz. 'practising tennis* for winning a championship, and 'doing

physical exercises
1

for improving health. Now, here, suppose, the

former is done with vigour, regularity and precision, and so produces its

appropriate results soon. But, suppose, the latter is done in a rather

careless, irregular manner, and naturally, the appropriate result does not

follow so soon.

Again, two sisters Rani and Vani are interested in music, and take

daily music lessons. Rani's practising produces the appropriate results,

such as, getting music prizes ;
while Vani's practising does not'. Here,

apart from the question of inner, inherent or hereditary powers, the acts

themselves may differ, one being fuller and more perfect than the other.

Hence, the less full and less perfect act fails to produce its own, appio-

priate result soon.

These illustrate as to how due to their own nature, some acts may

produce their appropriate results immediately or soon
$ some may not do

so, even in course of the same birth or life.

Thus, the above are some main causes which prevent Karmas or

voluntary acts from producing their own, respective, appropriate results,

here and now.

We find from the above that in some cases, such delays in the

production of the appropriate results or effects are due to the Karmas

themselves on their potencies intensities, complexities, regularities,

completeness, perfection, and the like
; and nothing moie remains to be

said in this connection. However in some other cases again, such delays

are due to external causes, like other stronger acts or other adverse

circumstances. But, is it not wholly unjust that an individual ehould enjoy

or suffer, as the case may be, for these exteinal circumstances, over which

he himself has no control at all, and foi which he himself is not respon-

sible at all?.
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The reply to this has been given many times above (P.211-12). The

external circumstances over which ihe individual has no control and, for

which he is not responsible, are, however, his own creation. For, theieare

either due to his hereditary and environmental couditioiis-which, again
are due to his own past Karmas (P.211-12; or

s
to his new free and rational

acts (P. 247) i. e. to his prese.it Karmas ( P. 214, 250 ). So, here there is

nothing objectionable from the standpoint of the Law of Karma.

Law of Karma and Non-Voluntary Actions and Non-Moral

Actions : Peculiarity of Indian Ethics.

It has been slated above that the Law of Karma is a Law of

Voluntary Activities ouly (P 184". But there are qui'eafew kinds of

Non- Voluntary Activities, like Random Activities, Senscri-Motor Acti-

vities, aud the rest ( P. 150 . These are, naturally, taken to be non-moral,
or beyond the scope of moral judgment, like 'good

1

or bad*. Further,

besides these, acts which lack the two essential characteristics of a volun-

tary action, viz. rationality and freedom, are, also taken to be 'non-moral"

in the above. sense. Thus, the acts of a mad man or a child, devoid of

reason, are not morally judged as 'good' or 'bad'. In the very same manner,
the forced acts of convicts or prisoners of war are not morally judged.

In this way, Western Ethics excludes a larger part of human

activity from its own scope or from that of moral judgment as 'good' or

'bad', and totally, exonerates the individuals concerned frcm any res-

ponsibility for the same

But Indian Ethics is a peculiar one, as we have already seen in

connection with the very common ethical distinction between 'egoistic"

and 'altruistic' acts, (P. 2C1 3) Its peculiarity is due to the fact that, as in

other cases, so here, too, it is, ultimately, taken to be a subsidiary part
of that greit and grand field of study, viz. Moksa-Sastra or Deliberation

and Discourse on Salvation, its Summum Bonum of life, to use an ethical

expression, but philosophically, Life itself. ( See below the Section on

'Salvation')

However, leaving that aside, we may, here, note another peculia-

rity of Indian Kthics, in connection with the abcve question of Ncn-

Voluntary and Non-moral Acts.

Now, according to Indian Philosophy, Teleology is the core and the

essence of the whole world
;
and the whole vorld has been cie&tcd ty God

(in the sense as explained above P. 241-42) solely accoiding to the past
'Sakama-Karmas' of the JTvas, or the individual souls. Thus, the world

has a great moral purpose behind it, vz. the puiposeof serving as an aiena

where one undergoes the results of one's own non-experienced and unex-

hausted, past, 'Sakama Karmas', and prepares one's self lor Moia or

Salvation, through the Ssdhanas' or spiritual strivings. (P. J87,. la Uri*
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way. in the world, the individuals or Jivas are responsible for each and

every thing that exists in space and occurs in time, as in the world,

each and every thing that exists in space and occur* in time is the

result of either the past 'Sakama-KarrnaV of the Jivas, or their present

'Sakama-Karnias'.

!. Two inds cf 'Responsibility*

Now, this responsibility is of two kinds, according to the nature of

the things and events concerned

1. First, we have 'responsibility' in the ordinary, Western ethical

sense of the term ;
or 'responsibility' of a free rational agent for his own

voluntary activities. These are called 'moral actions', to be judged

morally as
f

^ood' or 'bad'.

. Secondly, we have 'responsibility' in a special sense iu the

Indian Ethical sense, viz. that we are responsible for any and everything

here, on earth. In this sense, we are not only responsible for our free

and rational voluntary acts, but also for all kinds of acts, even non-

voluntary, including nou-ratioual and non-free ones, as mentioned above.

(P. 15C), In what sense ? In the sense that even such non-voluntary acts

are due, ultimately, to the past or present Karmas of the individuals

concerned. How ?

2. Worldly Examples
Take an ordinary example. An individual is captured as a prisoner

of war, and then is forced, totally against his will, at the point of a

bayonet, to construct a road or an aerodrome, that will go against the

interests of his own, beloved Mother-country. Here, his 'act of building',

being a forced one, is non-moral, i.e. not open to moral judgment as

'right* or 'wrong'. Yet, how can he himself shirk the responsibility of

being captured and placed in such a situation of being forced by ethers

to do something ? Thus, such a capture may be due to his own care-

lessness
;

or to the treachery of his so called friends whcm te trusted

foolishly ; or to some circumstances totally beyond his own control
; or,

to what is, ordinarily, called accident'. But whatever te the circums-

tances that lead to his capture and torture those circumstances them-

selves need explanation. And, according to the Indian Law of Kaiira,

the only possible explanation is that these are due to the Karmas of the

individuals concerned Karmas, past and present.

All other activities have to be explained in the very same way, for

the general maxim oi the Law of Karma, viz. 'Nothing without a cause,

nothing, nothing/ has to be applied to each and every case, each and

every !

And, what is *he harm ? If Science, though professedly devoted

to explanation by means .of causes^ ye.t has to leave many things, to
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'chances' and speak glibly of 'accidents, off and on 'then, what harm is

there if something else steps in to try a hand ? Is there any better

explanation ?

3. Peculiar kind of Responsibility
In this way, in Indian Ethics, we have two kinds of 'responsibi-

lity* one involving the question of immediate moral judgments as

'good
1

or 'bad'
;
the other, not. In the first case, as accepted by ordinary

Ethics, the individual concerned is responsible for his own voluntary

acts, which are morally judged as 'good' or 'bad'. In the second case,

however, he is held responsible ior his non-voluntary acts, in the sense,

shown above but his acts are not morally judged as *good' or 'bad'. For,

these are not the direct but only indirect results of his voluntary acts.

That is, these are the past Karmas, responsible for his hereditary and

environmental circumstances, and leading to such a situation through a

chain.

Thus, in Indian Ethics, we have the peculiar conception of

'responsibility' without 'moral praiseworthiness or blameableness*.

(HI) Law of Karma and 'Accidents 9
.

The above has shown clearly that in the vast, hoary field of Indian,

Philosophy there is not even an inch of space for 'accidents' of any kind

whatsoever. According to the scientific definition, an 'accident' or a

'chance' is a 'cause unknown'. And, by -its own admission, it cannot ex-

plain these unknown factors, and so, delegates the same to mere 'accidents
1

or 'chances' as last resorts. In this way, Science is, after all, self-incon-

sistent. For, whatever be the modern interpretation of the age-old con-

cept of causality, i. e. as a continuum without any element of Time, the

fact remains that, here as something leads to something else, like one

wave leading to another, and so on, there should not be any unknown link

in, the series.

Now, whatever be the verdict of Physics in this respect, the ver-

dict of human life is quite clear viz. that all the 1'nks here are not

known ;
and that is why, many circumstances in it have to be taken to

be due to more 'chances or accidents' (P 252). From the very beginning
of his individual life to the very end such inexplicable circumstances are

numerous. For example, the very combination of hereditary qualities,

which he gets at the very beginning of his individual existence, as

well as the environments under which he is born, are inexplicable to the

Science of Biology. (P 210-11).

But the Indian Law of Karma, though dubbed as wholly irrational

and unjust is the only attempted full explanation that is both rational

and just But it is not a mechanical system, nor 'a closed continuum 9'

of Physics but essentially a system of self-determination alone (P. 247).
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(W) Law of Karma and 'Adrsta'.

'Adrsta' or Fate or Destiny is a very common concept of our daily

lives, We often use such expressions.

'Alasl this is but fate' 1 'My fate saved me from this great

disaster'
[ 'My fate has brought me this great fortune' and so on,

Thus, if we carefully analyse the above expressions aad

exclamations, we shall find that in every case there is an unknown
element. According to the Law of Karma, 'Adrsta', or the unknown

principle, is nothing but the accumulated stock of the pat non-

experienced and unexhausted 'Sakama- Karmas' of the ]i\as themselves.

So, in the most literal sense : 'AH are architects of Fate',

(V) Concluding Remarks: Daiva and Purusakara.

A long discussion has been undertaken above regarding the real

implications of the Law of Karma. The charge of Fatalism, in fact, is a

very common charge against the Law of Karma. That is why. j-o much
time has been taken by us to refute it, as best as we could, in our humble

ways.

Let us conclude here with very common, but telling, examples :

In a eame of cards, the cards are shuffled and then distributed

to different plavers. In this way, which particular cards will a particular

individual get, does not depend on him at all. But, how, he will play

the cards depend on him alone. Thus, a dull player, though having a good

hand, fails to play well. On the contrary, an intelligent player, though

having a bad hand, plays quite well as far as possible.

Similarly, in this Great Game of L^fe, we are given our cards

according to our own past Karmas, in the shape of our hereditary charac-

teristics and environmental circumstances. Tl>Ts we call, 'Daiva', or

'Destiny* ; or 'Adrsta' or the Unseen Principle. But for the rest, we are

free to play, just we like. This is called 'Purusakara or Human
Endeavour.

Thus in this Mysterious 'Bhava-Lila'. or Play of Life, we are, of

course, given the implements of play to begin with
; but, play, we must,

through our own independent judgments and efforts.

Again, fishermen are given different kinds of boats by their leaders ;

but how best they will row depends entirely on themselves alone An

inexpert rower, though given a very good boat, has every chance cf being
drowned ;

while an expert rower can reach his destination in spite of

getting an old, rickety boat.

Similarly, in this Great Ocean of Li;e, we are given our boats accord-

ing to our own past Karmas, in the shape of our hereditary characteristics

and environmental circumstances. But for the rest, we are free to row,

just as we like.
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Thus, in th ;s boundless 'Bhava-Sagara' or Ocean of Life, we are, of

course, given the boats to begin with ; out, row, we must, through our own

independent judgments and efforts

Again, travellers are given different kinds of lamps by forest- officers

to cross a forest
;

but how b*st they will see their way through, depends

entirely on themselves alone. A nervous and incautious traveller, though

given a good, bright lamp, Ins every chance of having it extinguished

very soon ; while a self-confident and courageous traveller, though given a

small dim lamp, can come out of the forest very well.

Similarly, in this Great Forest of Life, we are given our lamps,

according to our own past Karmas, in the shape of our hereditary charac-

teristics and environmental circumstances. But, for the rest, we are free

to travel, just as we like.

Thus, in this Dense 'Bhavaranya' or 'Forest of Life' *e are, of course,

given the lamps to begin with ; but travel, we must, through our own

independent judgemei ts and efforts.

In this way, whether we play, or row or travel, we never begin with

an absolute scratch, but always with ce.tain implements, equipments,

instruments. 'For, no one is an absolute point, with an absolute begin-

ning in the ceaseless flow of Time ;
but every one is a continuity, a conti^

nuous, concrete whole of 'Past-Present-Future',

1. f-utual Relation of '^*iva' and Purusakara'

In Western Psychology, the question is always ra'sed as to whether

'Heredity' is stronger than 'Environment' or vice versa. But, in Indian

Philosophy, we have to face the broader question as to whether

'Purusakara' or human efforts are more potent than 'Daiva' or the original

hereditary and environmental factors, or vice versa.

It cannot be denied that Daiva' is a very potent factor in the life of

an individual. During the first formative periods of life, when the

child is not yet in a position to do anything much independei tly, the

formation of his life, psychologically, is practically over
; and, his later life

is, more or less, but au unfolding of the same.

But those who believe in Human Free Will cannot accept this

Totalitarian or Mechanical Conception of human life, or development.

The verdict of Psychology or Socio'ogy need not be controverted here.

But, according to the Doctrine of Free Will, the free will of the individual

concerned is always, and at every step, a third factor, to be reckoned with,

over and above the first and the second factors of Heredity" and 'Euviron-

ment\ respectively. In fact, do we not, at every step, find clear signs of

such a 'Free Will', in every human being not excepting a child ? As in

other cases, here, too, there maybe more or less developed states of the

case,
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So, if there be free will at every step, that free will must produce
results at every step, great or small.

This is the Indian View of 'Purusakara'. According to this View,
'Purusakara' cau always control, rise above, and even, change 'Daiva'.

In this connection, the famous saying of Karna in the Mahabharata may
be recalled

"?3i*ra* 5% 5TW, wrer* ^ <?ta^ f*

"Birth in a particular family is due to 'Daiva, but Turusakara' is wholly

dependent on me".

2. Can 'Purusakara' Change 'Daiva' ?

This, in fact, is a very crucial question.

According to the Indian View, 'Daiva' consists of both the original

hereditary and environmental factors of the individual concerned. Now,
here, environmental circumstances can be changed by the individual, of

course, sometimes later. Thus, ha may totally give up his parents,

relatives, friends, associates and the like, constituting his 'social environ-

ments' ; leave his country or home-place and the like, constituting

his 'physical environments 1

; change his present position, occupation,

and the like, constituting his 'economical' environments1

, and so on.

In this way, he can begin his life anew under new environmental

conditions, better or worse.

Bnt the question of questions here is : Can 'Environments' change

'Heredity' ? Even more, can 'Purusakara' or independent efforts really

change 'Heredity' f

Western Psychology seems as yet undecided on the point, The
two opposing camps of Hereditariaus and Environmentalists are still

raging a ceaseless war in this regard. Here, one thing is clear, viz. that

even if a characteristic, i.e. a quality or a power, be present in some one

from the very beginning through 'Heredity', it may remain totally un-

manifest through adverse environmental conditions. E. G. even if the

seed be an excellent one, it may not produce any flowering plant for want
of good soil, light, air and the like. In this way, 'Environments' can

easily kill practically an existent hereditary power. In the case of human

beings, it may be said that adverse 'Environments' or rather, the lack or

deficiency of independent efforts to rise above the same, may, to all intents

and purposes, make an existent hereditary attribute or power non-

existent,

But the real difficulty is regarding the converse. Can Environ-

ments' or 'Independent Efforts' create an attribute or a power when it

is, by heredity, non-existent in an individual ?

As pointed out above, Western Sciences, like Psychology, Sociology
and Biology, are very much divided on the point. But the consensus

Si
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of opinion seems to be that 'Environments' or 'Independent Efforts'

cannot create new attributes or powers ;
but can only manifest and

develop already existing ones. That is why, we have proverbs like :

"You cannot make a silk purse out of a sow's ear" ; or, the corresponding

Bengali proverb, ''You cannot beat a donkey into a horse".

3. This Wonderful Free Self

However, the verdict of Indian Philosophy in this respect is clear.

According to it, the powers of the Free- Self are, indeed, gieat. And, it is

not known what the Self can do and what the Self will do. Indeed,
wonderful is this Free-Self. Restricted as it is by its hereditary and
environmental conditions, as well as, bodily inabilities and mental
inefficiencies it can, yet, soar to wonderful heights, and manifest
wonderful potencies. Thus, do we not find cases of sudden conversion,
sudden manifestation of new powers, sudden emergence of literary or

scientific geniuses P

The Hereditarians will, surely, say* here that all these are nothing
but cases of hitherto unmauifested. and so, unknown hereditary

powers. But : when you come to think of this, what proof is there that

all the manifested abilities are hereditary abilities, and nothing else ?

What hereditary characteristics exactly does the individual concerned

actually get juct at the moment when the two parental cells combine
together to produce a new living organism. Science has no means of

ascertaining. The only proof of this is the actual manifestation of
certain abilities in the individual concerned later on. But, as stated

above, who would say here definitely as to which of these abilities are

hereditary, and which, acquired ?

So, let us, give the Indian Doctrine of Free Will, at least, the benefit

of doubt, and gladly accept its contention that, at least in a few cases,
the possibility of 'acquired abilities' has to be admitted, wi'ly-nilly.

And, with justice 1 For, what meaning is there in 'Free Will', if it

is not 'free' to rise above its present conditions, and add to its stock of
inheritance. What kind of Sovereign is he who only wears the Jewelled
Crown, but is not free to enrich it by a single gem ?

4, Doctrine of 'Juper-Freedotn of Will'.

We started with the apprehension that the Law of Karma might
involve a kind of Fatalism, that would prove to be a death-blow to
'Moral Life', itself and exercise a very pernicious influence on all, paving
the way for Pessimism and Inactivism.

But, lo ! what do we actually find in the end ? We find, to our
great gratification, that the age-old Law of Kaima, the very life-blood,
the very heart-beat, the very vital-breath of Indian Philosophy, is after
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all, not only a Law of Fatalism ; but, on the contrary, a Law of 'Super-

Freedom of Will'. In what sense ?

In the sense of going far beyond even the ordinary Doctrines of Free-

dom of Will. For, as we have seen, such Doctrines also of Freedom of

Will involve a kind of Fatalism or Necessitarianism, as according to

these, ordinarily, the freedom of the Self is, rather, a limited kind of

freedom, as the Self does not seem to have any control regarding the

hereditary characteristics, except in manifesting the same, but having
no power to add or increase.

But, the Law of Karma, leaving the Free Self just as it is, even

allows it the freedom to add and increase its hereditary characteristics,

not to speak of the environmental circumstances.

Further, according to it, everything, each and every thing in the

life of an individual, is due solely and wholly to his own Karmas may
be past, may be present, may be great, may be small, may be good, may be

bad but entirely and eternally to his and no one else's, not even God's

Karmas. Such a Doctrine of pure and simple self-reliance, self-endeavour,

elf-development is, indeed, rare in the world ; and it is to the eternal

glory of our revered Risis or Seers of old, that they have visualised

such a superb Doctrine, even at the dawn of Human Civilisation itself.

(s) Third Objection against the Law of Karma I God ceases

to be Omniscient and Omnipotent

A third common Objection against the Law of Karma may be stated

as follows :

It has been said above that Brahman creates the universe according

to the own, respective, past Karmas of the individual souls or Jivas,

(P. 182ff;. It has also been explained above as to how, otherwise, Brahman
becomes inevitably open to the charges of Cruelty and Partiality (P. 179).

Well and good ! But does not the above Doctrine of Creation according

to the past Karmas of the Jivas themselves involve other difficulties from

other points of view ? What are these ? These are difficulties regarding

Gods Omnipotence and Omniscience. As a matter of fact, just as God
cannot be taken to be Cruel and Partial, in any way, so He cannot, also,

be equally taken to be Non-omnipotent and Non-omniscient. But, here9

unfortunately, to avoid one kind of difficulty, we are inevitably landed

on another ? How ?

In this way : If God has to create according to the past 'Sakama-

Kannas of the Jivas only, then how can He be called a 'Free Agent ?'

A free agent, really, is one who is not guided or controlled by any

external circumstances, and compelled to act in a particular way,

according to the same. That is, he has alternative courses of action open

to him and can rationally and freely choose from amongst the same.
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In fact, as well-known, these two viz 'rational thinking' and 'free choice*,

constitute the two fundamental marks of a voluntary action (P. 148). And,

alljlvas, all normal adults have full opportunities for doing such

voluntary acts, which, from the empirical or worldly standpoint, are the

best kinds of acts.

But look at poor Brahman. He, in His infinite wisdom and goodness,

has allowed the Jivas to what He Himself cannot do viz. perform volun-

tary acts. Why ? Because, in His great and good act of creation a fund-

amental act on His part He Himself All-wise and All-powerful, as

He is has no scope for any rational deliberation and free choice amongst
alternatives. Sof how can His act of creation be called a 'Voluntary Act* ?

Consider the matter, once more, fully, Firstly, he has no scope for

rational deliberation in His Creative Act, for the simple reason that here

there is nothing at all for Him to think or reflect upon or deliberate about.

For, here only one course of action, is open to Him, viz to act or create

according to the past Kartnas of the Jivas themselves. These Karmas are

eternally there, creation after creation ; and, the only task of Brahman
here is to connect the different Jivas with their own respective Karmas,
and the rest follows accordingly.

That is why, here it is not necessary for Brahman to think of or

decide about anything else, except to know simply of the already existent

Karmas of the Jivas. These Karmas are done by the Jivas independently
and freely, as Brahman has endowed them all with free will. So,

the only function of Brahman here is to take note of those independent,
free acts of the Jivas, and act, willy nilly, accordingly.

Secondly, for the same reason, He has no scope for free action here.

He cannot, according to the Law of Karma, change the Karmas of the

Jivas even an iota
;
or create new Karmas and destroy old ones, or assign

the Karmas of one to another , by any means. So, He is more or less an

Automaton here, guided and compelled by external circumstances, viz the

Sakama-Karmas ofJivas, acting according to their own sweet will.

A Difficult Theological Laiemma

Thus, if Creation be admitted to be according to the past Karmas of

the Jivas themselves, then that will inevitably jeopardise Brahman's

Omnipotence. For, then, He being powerless against the Jlva-Karmas,
cannot be called 'Omnipotent* or' 'All-powerful,' and the JIva Karmas will

become more powerful than He. So here, we are on the horni of another

difficult theological Dilemma :

If Braboun creates the universe according to the past Sakama-

Karmas of Jivas, then He is not All-powerful 5 and, if He does not create

the universe acccording to the past 'Sakama-Karmas of the Jivas, then

Ht in not AH-Impartial.
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Either, He creates the universe according to the past 'Sakama

Karmas' of the Jivas ; of, He does not,

'. either, He is not AH- powerful or He is not All-Impartial.

What is the way out ?

This is from the empirical standpoint or from the standpoint of the

Jivas,

The same question has already been raised and discussed from the

transcendental standpoint or from the standpoint of Brahman (Section on

Ula and Karma P. 52,76,151).

.^t) Refutation of the Third Objection against the Law of Karma.

Now, the same objection from the transcendental standpoint, has

been disposed of above. ( P. 225ff ). The disposal of the Objection from

the empirical standpoint, is also very similar.

(A) The Monotheistic Conception of Saguna-Brahman
Now, according to the Monotheistic Vedanta View, Brahman is

essentially 'Sagurii' or possessed of an infinite number of excellent, auspi-

cious attributes ( P, 17 ). So, Brahman is taken to be an Organic
Whole of these attributes, His -Svagata-Bhedas'. Hence, these attributes,

being the Svagata-Bhedas' or internal differences' of Brahman Himself,

must be harmonious with one another, though sometimes apparently

inconsistent. For, evidently, there can never be any contradiction in the

nature of Brahman.

Now, as mentioned in the above Theological Dilemma, two of the

fundamental attiribu'es of Brahman are 'All-Potferfnlness and 'All-

Impartiality'. Also, He is an All-Just* aud All-Moral Being, an 'All-

Merciful* and 'All-Loving* Being. Hence, if He has to create the universe,

He will have to do so in such a way that none of His attributes is set at

naught in any way.

(B) Moral Nature of the Universe.

In fact, what does the Universe of Souls and Matter, as created by

Ood, imply, as a created effect of Brahman ? It implies that from the

empirical standpoint, from the standpoint of the Jiva, it is nothing but

an arena of moral development. As we have seen (P. 52, 76, 151,),

from the transcendental standpoint, from the standpoint of Brahman

Himself, there is no question of any purpose in the lyila or Play of

Brahman, which we call 'Creation*. But from the empirical standpoint,

from the standpoint of the Jivas themselves, it has a deep, moral purpose
behind it viz,, that it affords opportunities to the 'Baddha-JIvas* to

undergo the 'Karma-Phalas' or the appropriate results of their past Sakama-

Karmas' so that, by getting rid of their Sakama-Kannas', they may
ultimately, be blessed with 'Moksa' or Salvation. All these have been

explained above in details. (P. 185 ff).
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In this way, from the empirical standpoint, or standpoint of

the Jlvas themselves, Creation is entirely a Teleological process, a process
of upholding the great Moral Ideal of 'Niskama-Karmas', and leading to

the great spiritual end of 'Moksa' or Salvation.

If that be so, then the Universe of Jlva-Jagat has to be created in

such a way as to make this kind of Moral Life, this kind of Spiritual Life

possible on the part of the Jivas. L,et us have this clear first. If there be

any question of creation at all and we know, there is, from the empirical

standpoint, or the standpoint of the Jlvas themselves -then, the created

world, according to the Indian Views is not a mechanical something,
not an accidental or purposeless something, bat is essentially a tecological

or purposive something, and that purpose is one and only one the

one and only one purpose of the whole of Indian Philosophy, viz'Mokga
1

or'Mukti', or 'Salvation'.

(I ) Free Na ure of the Jivas.

Hence, Brahman, the Creator, creates both Jiva and Jagat for the

very same spiritual purpose, viz. 'Salvation'. That is, the 'Jivas' 'attain*

'Salvation' through the help of the 'Jagat' ; and the 'Jagat' affords oppor-

tunities to the Jivas to do so. That is, it is essential that the Jlvas must

be free agents. No moral endeavour, no spiritual striving, is at all

possible on the part of one who has no freedom of will. Thus as we have

seen, worldly Jivas may perform three kinds of action Sakama-Pu$ya-
Karmas' 'Sakama,-Papa-Karmas' and 'Nikama-Karmas' (P. 195). The
first two come under 'Morality' ; the last under 'Spirituality*. But in every

ease, free will is the first condition. Hence as Brahman creates the

Jivas as 'moral' and 'sprituaT beings, so He, must, of necessity, create

them also as 'free' beings. For, how can the All-wise Brahman do some-

thing that is totally absurd and impossible? And, it is, undoubtedly,

totally absurd and impossible to conceive of any moral life and spiritual

life without a 'free life
9

, at the same time.

Thus, Brahman has to create the Jivas as free beings, in whatever

way that be possible (See just below). And, if that be once admitted, then

there is no way out of the conclusion that God creates according to the

past Karmas of the Jivas themselves. For this, as we have seen (P. 181ff )

is the fundamental demand ofJustice itself. And, an All-Just Brahman
cannot jeopardise the just claims of Justice.

(D) Creation according to Jiva-Karmas
does not jeopardise Divine Omnipotence.

In this way, if all the conditions of Creation be properly understood

here, there arises no question at all of jeopardising the Omnipotence
of Brahman. Let the conditions be re-capitulated :

(i) Brahman creates the universe for the sake of the 'Moka' or
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'Salvation' of the 'Jivas'. So, He has to create the Jivas as free agents ;

otherwise, it will be very unwise on His part.

(ii) Brahman creates the Jivas as mutually different. So, He has
to create the Jivas according to their pa^t Karmas ; otherwise, it will be

very unjust on His part.

In this way, Brahman, out of His own All-spiritual Nature, endows
the Jivas with freedom of will ; a d then, when, as free < gents, they pei form
'Sakama Karmas' or Voluntary action, Prahman out of His own All-Just

Nature, creates them according to their own past, non-experienced, and

so, unexhausted Karmas. In this way, if one does somethit.g out of

his own nature, that can never be set at naught by another aspect of his

own nature, for, Nature is one, not dual or multiple.

(E ' Worldly Examples

For example, a Sovereign declares several prizes for sports-

competition amongst his soldiers. Then, l;e distributes the prizes strictly

according to the merits and performances of the soldiers themselves.

Here, then a Sovereign, though possessing absolute powers over his

own soldiers, though supplying the funds for the prizes himself alone,

though himself the only and the final judge cf the contest yet,
restricts his own freedom or power in such a way as not to upset
the other equally fundamental aspect of his nature as sf Sovereign, viz
his strict impartiality and justness. But, here who would say that

the Sovereign is a powerless, weak one, as he observes certain rules

and regulations, and restricts his own power ?

Or, take the case of a Judge cr an Examiner. A Judge has been

given an absolute power of judging and passing sentences. But can he
ever act arbitrarily, ignoring the evidences placed before him y No, for,

then, he will cease to be a Judge ; and the very nature or quality of being
a Julge' implies that he judges cases impartially, strictly according to

the evidences and other connected circumstances alone
; and the moment

he fails to do so, he ceases to be a Jud^e.
In exactly the same manner, an Examiner has an absolute power of

evaluating answer scripts and allotting marks. But can he ever act arbitr-

arily, ignoring the merit or otherwise of the answer-papers, submitted to

him ? Surely not. For, here, too, the very nature or quality of being an
'Examiner' implies that he exmines papers impartially, strictly according
to the quality or value of the answers given by the candidates
concerned ; and not according to any olher consideration, And, the
moment he fails to do so, he ceases to be an 'Examiner'.

Or, take the case of a Doctor. He, too, has an absolute power
to prescribe medicines or lines of treatment. Jhut can, he, too, act

arbitrarily with regard to his patieuts ? Most emphatically not.
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Here, too, the very nature or quality of being a 'Doctor 1

necessarily

implies that he doctors h''s patients, not arbitrarily, but only strictly

according to the symptoms of their diseases And, the moment he fails

to do so, he ceases to be a 'Doctor'.

Examples need not be multiplied here. The fact to note here is

that any and every person, weilding powers over others, must

do so according to some fixed rules and principles. For, the very

conception of Tower' necessarily implies that of 'Justice* ;
the very

conception of "Freedom" implies that of 'Rule'
;
the very conception of

Self-dependence impPes that of Self-control. That is why, if anyone

weilds power, without justice, in an unjust manner, he is not called

a 'powerful' man, bnt only a 'tyrant'; if any one exercises freedom,

without rules in an unruly manner, he is rot called 'a free, man',

but only a 'libertine'; if any oue shows 'self-dependence or independence

without 'self-control', in an uncontrolled manner, he is not called a

'self-dependent* or 'independent man, but only 'undisciplined*.

And, so in every case, there is a kind of 'limitation* : 'Power' is

not uncontrolled, but limited by Justice; 'Freedom* by 'Rule'; 'Self-

dependence* by 'Self control'. But, here such self-limitations are not,

really limitations, in the ordinary sense of the term ; as these constitute

the very nature or essence of those things concerned. For, as pointed

out just above, 'Power* is not 'Power' at all, if not limited or guided by

'Justice' 5 'Freedom* is not 'Freedom' at all, if not limited or guided by

'Rule'
; 'Self-dependence' is not 'Self-dependence', at all if not limited or

guided by Self-control 1
.

This is the general rule regarding 'Power', 'Freedom', Se'f-

dependence',

Brahman's Power, Freedom and 'Self-dependence
1

Brahman, too, is 'Sarva-^akti-Syadhiua-Svatantra
1

Omnipotent,

JBternally Free, Absolutely Self-dependent.' Yet, for making a spiritual

life possible for thejivas, He allows it freedom; for upholding the

claims of Justice, He creates the universe according to the past 'dakarna-

Karmas of the Jivas. So, why should these imply any limitations on Him ?

As a Powerful as well as a Just being, He cannot but weild His power

according to the cauons of Justice. As a Fne, as well as an Orderly Being,

He cannot bat exercise His freedom, according to rules. As a Self-

dependent, as well as a Self-disciplined Being, He cannot but manifest

His se f-dependence according to the processes of self control.

Hence, the above Objection that if Brahman has to create the

Universe according to the past 'Sakama-Karmas' of the JIvas, His Omnipo-
tence and Freedom will be jeopardUed, is wholly untenable, Thiswll

be,as shown above, at absurd as to hold that a Sovereign is not powerful and
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free, simply, because he rewards and punishes his subjects according to

their good and bad deeds, aud not arbitrarily.

(G) The Concept of Self-limitation

In Western Theology, which does not believe in the Law of Karma f

the problem is presented in a slightly different way, viz., as to why God

should allow freedom of will to human beings, thereby limiting His own
absolute freedom ? The solution offered is, ordinarily, that this is a case

of Vo 1

untary, Divine Self-limitation. And, the counter-argument also, is,

ordinarily, that any kind of limitation, even self-limitation, is, after all,

a limitation, and so inappropriate on the part of an Unlimited and Illimi-

table Being like God.

Now, there may be differences of opinion regarding the above

question. That is why, here the Indian Concept is not a concept of 'Self-

Limitation 1

, but, rather one of 'Self-Characteristic'. In fact, the

term 'limitation* is rather a misnomer here, as shown above. ( P272 ).

Really speaking, it is no 'limitation* at all on the power and freedom of

a Sovereign if he rewards or punishes his subjects according to their

good or bad deeds and not arbitrarily ; because, this is the only way in

which he can ever do it, or be a Sovereign,
It is this real apprehension of the meaning of 'Self-limitation' that

will enable us to see that there is no contradiction, in the, nature of God.

So 'limitation* or 'restriction* of any kind is not necessary in His

case, at all. Everything in Him is spontaneous and sprightly and this

is the Essence of God. ( P. 270-72 )

(u) The Fourth Objection against the Law of Karma.
The Fourth common Objection against the Law of Karma is a still

more formidable one.

Under the "Refutation of the Third Objection against the Law of

Karma", it has been shown as to how Brahman allows freedom of will to

the Jivas, and creates the universe according to their past, 'Sakama-

Karmas, without His Omnipotence and Freedom being jeopardised or

curtailed in any way (P. 267 ff . But, even if His Omnipotence is saved in

this way somehow, alas ! His Omniscience cannot be done so at all. Why ?

Because of the following reasons :

Brahman is, essentially, Omniscient or All-Knowing, This means,
that He knows all events or things always. Accordingly, not only the past
and the present, but also all the future acts of the Jivas, what it will do

year after year, birth after birth, as well as the results thereof, are known to

Him from all eternity. In that case, the so-called freedom of will of the

Jivas is a farce aud an illusion. For, if all its acts, together with their

actual results be known to Brahman always, these are, really, pre-deter-
mined by Him always, and cannot be made otherwise by the JIva
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through its so-called independent efforts. Thus the Jiva's moral and

spiritual life will become impossible, on this count

Another Difficult Theological Dilemma

If to avoid this, it be said that, Brahman does not know all the acts,

with their results, of the Jlvas- then He will become non-omniscient.

Thus, here, again, we are on the horns of another Theological Dilemma:

If God knows all the acts of the Jlvas, then the Jlvas are not free ;

and if God does not know aU the acts of the Jlvas, then He is not

Omniscient.

Either, God knows all the acts of the Jlvas, or He does not.

Hither, the Jlvas are not free, or God is not Omniscient.

What is the way out ?

(v, Refutation of the Fourth Objection

against the Law of Karma.

This, indeed, is a very difficult, philosophical problem for all

Theological Systems of the world, all throughout the ages.

It is, indeed, more difficult than the problem as to how individuals

can rise above their hereditary and environnental circumstances, discussed

above (Pp 263-64). Hence, a Western scholar has remarked tensely.

"Theology ha* more perils for human freedom than Cosmology." (Seth's

Study of Ethical Priucples P. 40IJ8th Ed.)

(A) Western Solution.

In Western Theology, the problem is, generally, attempted to be

tackled on the basis of Divine Timelessness. Thus, it is said here that

Divine Knowledge is not at all a temporal one, but is immediate and

intuitive. So, it does not 'happen' in time, as a 'process', like human

kuowledge. But human voluntary acts happen in time, as a 'process'.

Hence, it is asserted here that there can be no relation of contradiction or

opposition between these two entirely different k'uds of things viz.

Essentially Timeless Divine Kuowledge, and Human Freedom, essentially

subject to temporal conditions, Thus, 'it is concluded, in this connection

th it Diviue Omniscience does not jeopardise Human Freedom, the two

being on two different planes. If, of couise, these were on the same

temporal plane, then the question could have arisen. But it does not

now.

As a matter of fact, Divine Omniscience is quite different from

worldly pre-determination. Worldly pre determination is a process

in titn?, aud hence, it is, naturally, opposed to Human Freedom, also

a process in time, That is why, we have to discuss seriously, in this

connection, only as to whether the pre determination as held by the
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Necessitarians, by hereditary and environmental factors really set at

naught Humau Freedom. But there is no difficultywith regard to the

present case, as explained above.

(B) Difficulties of Western Solution.

But, If we come to think of il, the above Western Solution, is cot at

all satisfactory. That God is Timeless, is a well-known metaphysical and

theological fact, But, how can that afford any relief here ? For, whether

God knows in a timeless manner, or not, that makes no difference to the

question at issue here. The main thing is that God does know in what-

ever way that be possible, consistently with His own nature and charac-

teristics, And, if God does know, there' the difficulty remains exactly the

same, viz if God does know eternally all human acts and their results,

there is really no meaning, at all in human freedom.

So, what is the way out ?

(C) Only Solution of the Problem

The only way out is to tackle the problem straight and face the

consequences.

And, what are the consequences ? The consequences are not that

God is not Omniscient or Man is not Free God is Omniscient and Man
is Free -both these, viz both. Divine Omniscience and H&man Freedom,
have to be kept. But the only logical conclusion is that God is Omniscient,

no doubt, not in the sense that He does actually know all things, but

only in the sense, that He can know all things, but does not. Why ?

Because, as stated above, and as well-known, there is no cor tradiation in

God's Nature.

1. God allows Human Freedom and Makes it r*osible.

Now, it has been explained above, that it is God's Nature to allow

freedom of will to the Jivas (P. 270). If tV at be so, then it is also God's

Nature to allow them the conditions of that freedom. For. how can God act

here, in a contradictory, we might e. en say with all apologies to God,

in a deceptive manner, by allowing men freedom by one hand, and

withdrawing the same by the other, so speak, through knowing and

thereby pre-determining all their acts from all eternity ? This is

impossible on the part of God.

So, here we have to say that either God does not allow freedom to

men at all
;
or He does so, gladly and actually. No other third alter-

native can be conceived of here like, He allows freedom to men only

apparently, and not really, and so on. Now, here, the first alternative is

wholly untenable. For, as we have seen, from the empirical standpoint,

God creates the universe with a moral purpose, i. e.for enabling the Jivas



276 Doctrine

to attain salvation through it finally, by exhausting their 'Sakama-

Karmas', performing 'NiSkanaa-Karmas', and practicing the 'Sadhanas'

( P. 186-87). If that be so, as we have seen already, it is absolutely

necessary for God to give freedom oi will to men otherwise, the very

purpose of His creation will be totally defeated ( P. 270).

Thus, God cannot behave in a haphazard manner, like a mad man,
now starting something, now doing something contradictory to it. But

being a supremely rational, supremely systematic, supremely able Being,
He finishes all His acts in a rational, systematic, and able way.

Hence, the only question here to be decided about is : First,

whether God actually gives 'freedom of will' to men, or not. Once this

question is decided, the rest is easy.

So, as we have seen (P. 270), God actually does give freedom of will

to men. That is final.

2. God can, but does not, I re-know.

Accordingly, His act of giving freedom of will to men must be a full

and consistent one. He cannot, from the Monotheistic standpoint) deceive

men by apparently giving them freedom of will, but really not, He cannot

play a practical joke on them by actually giving them freedom of will,

yet making the exercise of such a freedom wholly impossible by other

circumstances. So, when He gives freedom of will to men, He must
also see to it, at the same time, that there is nothing to prevent the full

exercise of such a Freedom i. e. arrange for the circumstances that will

enable them to exercise such freedom actually. What are such circums-

tances ? Such circumstances are these : He himself must not pre-

determine the voluntary acts of the Jivas ;
so. He must not pre-know

the same. So God does not do so.

This is a sinrple solution, but fully logical.

Let us have it clear.

(i) God gives freedom to men.

(ii) God does not pre-know their acts.

Here (i) and (ii) are positive and negative ways of the very same

thing. So, there cannot be (i; at all wit 1 out (ii), for, if (i) be true, (ii),

too, must be so there is no other alternative.

(D) The Indian view? Saksi- Jaitanya,

The Indian Conception of 'Saksi-Caitanya or Witnessing

Consciousness', may, profitably, be noted here. This is really an Advaita-

Vedanta term, used, generally for showing that the leal 'Caitanya' or

Consciousness of the 'Atmau' or Self is unaffected by the empirical states

and processes of the 'Manas' or Mind, itself a product of 'Ajnana' or
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'AvidyA'. But, in the Monotheistic Schools, it may be taken as Isvara or

God, not directly interfering with human activities, though immanent
in the hearts of men as,

'

Autaryauiiu* or Inner Controller. Hence, He is

a silent 'Witness', so to speak, of everything, but not a direct participator

in any thing.

This is the Mouothestic picture of an Omnipotent, Omniscient

Omnipresent God, possessing all powers, all knowledge, and pervading

all; yet leaving the sphere of human lives free for free endeavour and

free realisation.

So, what contradiction is involved here f

(E) Wordly Analogies.

To make the matter clear, we quote here certain wordly

analogies.

A benevolent Sovereign, desiring to make a gift of a piece of land

to a subject, makes all necessary arrangements for the same, so that the

individual concerned may enjoy the ownership of the land unrestrictedly.

So, the Sovereign voluntarily restricts his own authority over the land,

removes his own properties from there, demolishes his own buildings on

it, orders his own guards to vacate, and, in this way, does any and every-

thing tint is n:c53$ary for enabling the beneficiary to enjoy the gift

without any restriction whatsoever. If the Sovereign does not do all

these, yet makes a gift of the land to the subject concerned, his act

will be either a foolish or a knavish one. But it is inconceivable that a

Sovereign Monarch should act in such a strange and absurd way.

Or, take the case of a democratic King, delegating some of hi*

powers to the Legislative Assembly. Here, also, he takes proper steps

to see that the Assembly has a full authority over the subjects delegated

to it. And, if he be strictly democratic, he will not, also, reserve any

special powers for him in those respects.

Or, take the case of a fond father, dividing his properties

amongst his sons even before death. Here, also, he takes all

proper steps to give an absolute authority to his sons over his

properties.

Now, in all these cases, men in authority voluntarily make a gift

of something to some other persons and at the same time, do everything
that is necessary for making the gifts absolute.

But does that imply any restriction of authority on their part ?

Surely not. This follows simply from their very nature as 'Giver's. One
who gives, does so in such a way as to make the 'giving, actually
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effective. Hence, whatever is necessary, for that, is, by no means, any
'limitation* or 'restriction' on the "giver's power, authority or freedom

but simply his nature as a 'giver*.

So, what contradiction is there f

(F) Divine Omniscience is not inconsistent with Human Freedom ;

No limitation or Even self-limitation here.

In exactly the same manner, God, as a Giver of Freedom ofWil
to men, does not voluntarily know their acts and the results thereof, lo

make such a freedom possible for them that, by no means, implies any

self-limitation, self-restriction on His part or any jeopardising of His

Omniscience For, this voluntary non-knowing of human acts and their

results implies no limitation on His Otnmiscieuce by anything external,

it isn^t even self-limitation but only His nature itself as a 'Giver*.

In fact, just as God cannot be a Just Creator, unless He creates according

to the past, 'Sakama-Karmas of the Jivas (P. 184-85, 270-71), so, here

too, He cannot be a Giver of Freedom, to the Jivas, unless He refrains

from pre-knowiug the acts of the Jivas, together with their results.

So, as everywhere, so here, too, there is,no limitation, no restriction,

no curtailment, no jeopardising of any power or attribute of God, at any

time, under anv circumstances whatsoever. There is only the eternal

manifestation of His Nature His harmonious, consistent, smooth, serene,

beautiful Nature (Pp. 272-73;. So, if this Nature of God be understood,

even a bit 'realization' is a big thing, leave that apart still then, all

these apparently insoluble Theological problems will at once vanish,

like a mirage before a discerning eye.

(G) Is Brahman actually C mnipotent and Omniscient,
or only potentially so ?

1- Abjection

Two questions have been discussed above two very difficult

problems for the Theologians of all ages and all countries, viz.

(i) How Brahman or God can be taken to be Omnipotent, when He
has to give Freedom of Will to ihe Jivas, and so, create the universe of

Souls aud Matter, only according to the past/Sakama-Karmas* tf the

individual souls or Jivas

(ii) How Brahman or God can be taken to be Omniscient, when He

has to give Freedom of Will to the Jivas, and so. jreftain from knowing
their acts and the results thereof.

The answers suggested were that

(i) Brahman or God being a Just Being by nature, by nature

creates, the universe of Souls and Matter according to the inviolable
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principles of Justice, and so, according to the past Karmas of the Jivas

themselves. So, this is no limitation of God's Omnipotence, but His very
Nature. Itself.

(11) Brahman or God being a Free Giver of freeedoui to tbe Jivas by

nature, by nature refrains from knowi g the acts of the Jivas, in order to

make this freedom possible for them.

Well and good, and accepted. But, reflect just for a moment, over

the real implications of the above.

If the above views be accepted, then we have to say that, willy-nilly,

it does not matter if it is by nature even then, God has to restrict His

Power and Knowledge, voluntarily, refraining from doing and knowing
whatever He likes, for the sake of the Jivas, or for the sake of allowing them
freedom of will. Now, this may be very natural to God

;
this may be very

beneficial to the individual souls all these may be fully and gladly

admitted. But still, the hard, undeniable fact remains that, if these be so,

Brahman cau, no longer, be called actually Omnipotent and Omniscient ;

but, at best, only potentially so. For, then, we have to say that, Brahman
can create in whatever way He likes, but does not do so actually. So,

actually, He is not Omnipotent, but only potentially. In the very same

manner, we have also to say that, Brahman can know whatever He likes,

but does not do so actually. So, here also, actually, He is not Omniscient,

but only potentially.

Worlly Examples

Take the examples given above.

If a just Sovereign rewards and punishes his subjects according
to their merits aud demerits, then as a Just Monarch, he becomes restricted

in power or authority to that extent. Again, if a Liberal Sovreign

glvts a gift to a subject and does whatever is necessary for making the

subject an absolute owner of the same, then also, as a free giver, he

becomes restricted in power or authority to that extent.

In the very same manner, Human Freedom does actually restrict

Divine Omnipotence and Omniscience, and so, here only the potential

Omnipotence and Omniscience of God can be saved, nothing more. Bu
when Brahman is called '^arva-sSkti' and 'Sarvajna'. He is taken to be

actually Omnipotent and Omniscient, and not only potentially.

So what is the way out ?

2. Reply

If God is to be theologically conceived, then, undoubtedly, His

actual, aul not only, potential, Omnipotence and Omniscience have to be

kept, at any cost. Again, if Man is to be theologically conceived, then,
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undoubtedly, his actual, and not only apparent, freedom bas to be kept,

at any cost, For, as well-known, from the theological standpoint, or

from the standpoint of Religion, God is actually Omnipotent and

Omniscient ; White, Man is actually free, and freely, spiritually strives

to attain God.

And, if both have to be kept, then, as pointed out above (P. 276)

the above are the only solutions possible. However, we repeat, if properly

Uiiderst od, these solutions never jeopardise the 'actual
1

,
as opposed to

'potential', Omnipotence and Omniscience of God, or the 'actual', as

opposed to 'apparent' freedom of Man.

. Now, it has been said above, repeatedly, (P. 270) that the just God's

act of creation according to the past, 'Sakama-Karmas' of the Jlvas is

not any kind of 'limitation' on His freedom of action or powers not even

'self-limitation*. So, ho\v cau the question of any kind of 'limitation'

arise here at all ? It is 'natu-e
1

, we r.peat again, and, where there is the

question of 'nature', there cannot beany question of 'limitation' of any

kind whatsoever.

3. God cannot go against His own Nature

Thus, a Just God, by nature acts justly, and not otherwise, Here, the

phrase : *<md uot otherwise
1

, however, does not imply any defect, weakness

or limitation otc His pirt, but, just the contrary. In fact, the Omnipotence
of God includes th

:

s fundamental power of always acting according

to His own nature. The power to act arbitrarily, even against one's own

nature, cannot be called 'power' at all as it is nothing more than a

'revolt' against nature. And, the main task of 'powers' is to quell such

regrettable 'revolts' within nature. For, one's own 'nature' must be, at

all c^sts, harmonious, consistent, organ-sed, peaceful (P. 278).

Of course, there maybe cases of sudden 'reformation', when theie is a

sudden revolt against one's own nature. But, really, here the force that

lea Is the persou concerned to 'revolt' or 'rise against
1

his own nature, must
become a real 'power' to be ultimately effective. And, the attempts to go

against one's own nature that cannot become such 'powers', have

naturally, to be suppressed for the sake of maintaining I/if's integration,

the 'sine qua non' or the essential, minimum condition of life itself.

In fact, uot to go against nature, and to oiganise the thousand and

one opposing tendencies, feeling, Meas into one harmonious whole is

not an easy task. So, the real and the greatest power of any man lies in

this, and in this alone.

4. Real Meaning of God's Omnipotence.

And, in God's case, too, His Omnipotence is not an empty abstract

theoretical something meaning any and everything in an abstract
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theoretical manner. But it is a full concrete, practical something meaning
His power to act according to His own Nature In human cases, such a

power is limited in nature, as it is, often, hampered by internal 'revolts'

and external opposition. I3ut in God's case, naturally, such a power is

absolute, eternal, unhampered. And, this is His Omnipotence. Thus

Hig act of Creation according to the principles of Justice or the past

Sakama-Karmas of the Jivas, being an act according to His own Just

Nature, implies His full powers to act according to His own Nature

and this is nothing but 'Omnipotence', instead of being any defect

or deficiency or lack of powers or Omnipotence on His part.

5. Real Veaning of Divine Omniscience.

In the very same manner, Gods 'Omniscience', too, is not something

empty, abstract or theoretical. But it, too, is something full, concrete

or practical, implying His power to know all according to His own Nature.

Thus, His act of not knowing the acts of the jivas, being an act according

to His own Nature as a Free Giver of freedom to men, implies His full

powers to act according to His 0*11 Nature and this is nothing but

'Omniscience', instead of being any defect or deficiency or lack of know*

ledge on His part.

In this way, as pointed out above 'P. 278 280\ in God's case, also In

all cases, the only thing to be considered is 'Svatupa\pr Nature, and

nothing else. All His attributes, all this powers, all His activities are

manifestations of this, and only this, and nothing else but this. (P. 144,\

Thus, although the ordinary limits of possibility and impossibility

are not applicable in the cise of God, yet there is one limit, viz. that even

God cannot go agiinst His own Nature - this is impossible even on the

part of God. If this fundamental concept can be grasped, all problems

regarding God can be solved easily and joyfully.

6. God is actually, and not only potentially, Omnipotent

and Omniscient

Hence, God is actually, and not only potentially, Omnipotent and

Omniscient.

Ordinarily, speaking of nature, we speak of its three main sides

cognitive, emotive and conative, from the standpoints, respectively, of

thinking, feeling and willing. If we apply the same categories to God

also we might, briefly, say that He is All-knowing from the cognitive

side, All-Merciful from the emotive, All Powerful from the couative. Hence,

according to the above maxim a fundamental, theological maxiin Gcd

knows according to His own Nature loves according to His own Nature,

acts accodins to His own Nature, And all these : His Omniscience,

All-Mercifulness and Onnip>tence, are actual, and not only potential,

even though, according to His fundamental Just Nature, He does not know
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all things, does not favour all beings, does not do all things as shown

above For, what follows from Nature Itself, is always actual) and never

only potential.

(H) Concluding Remarks

We have spent a lot of time, and devoted a lot of space for the

above two fundamental theological questions. For, the whole structure

of a Monotheistic System depends on the same. Cases are not infrequent

when philosophers aud theologians both Western and Eastern have

given up the problems as insoluble and referred to the *Ananta-Acint}a

akti' the infinite, inscrutable powers of God, because of which He is

capable of any and every thing, though incomprehensible to us. But

such theories make God unknowable, on the one hand
; and, autocratic,

on the other both of which, in our opinion, a Monotheistic God should

never be.

That is why, in our humble ways, we have attempted to offer a

solution, based on the fundamental Indian Concept of. 'Svarupa
1

or

'Nature', which perhaps is the ouly way out, under the circumstances,

Who knows ?

(w) The Fifth Objection against the Law of A arma.

A fifth; rather an ingenious Objection may be raised here, as

follows j

It has been said above (V. 1 2fF) that the universe is created according
to the past, Sakama-Karmas' of the JIvas themselves. But all the

JIvas are, bv no means, born together ;
nor do they die together. On the

contrary, they are born and die separately; the 'Jagat' or the material

world is already there even before they are born ; and continue to be

there even after they die So, how can it be said here that the 'Jagat

is created according to the past,, 'SakSma-Karinas'of the Jivas themselves ?

For, over and above the fact that all the JIvas are not born simultanecusly,
the Karmas of all of them are, by no means, identical. On the contrary,
if it be held that each Jiva is a separate and a unique 'individual*

(P. 43) then its Karmas, too, must be absolutely separate and unique. So,
how cau such separate and unique past Sakaina-Karmas of so many
different individuals, born, over and above, separately at many different

times, combine together to produce one, total, identical world, just at the

beguiling of Creation? Again, when so many different individuals die

separately at many different times, what will happen to the world,

supposed to be created according to their respective, past, Sakama-
Karmas ?

In this way, it is asserted, the creation of the Jivas, according to

their own, respective, past SakSma-Karxnas is, undoubtedly, tenable.
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But the creation of the Jagat according to the same Law of Karma is

wholly untenable, as shown above. So, what is its explanation ?

(X) Refutation of the Fifth Objection against the Law of Karma.
But the above Objection is, really, based on a mis-conception regard-

ing the Law of Karina. It is not the contention of the Law of Karma
that the whole physical universe, with its sun and moon, seas and

mountains, towns and villages is created anew with the birth of each

Jiva. This, evidently, is absurd and impossible, For the universe is

there long before particular individuals are born, and will continue long

after they die.

So, how has it been created f

(A) Creation of the Universe according to the Karmas of

All Conjointly.

Now, according to the Indian View of Creation, the present universe

is created'at the time of Srsti or Creation, and will continue till the time

of Pralaya or Dissolution. And, according to the Law of Karma, a

definite number ofJivas, whose past, Sakama-Karmas have not yet been

exhausted, have to be re-born in this universe.

Here, the Omniscient and Omnipotent Brahman takes note of all the

past, Sakama Karmas of all those Jivas, and creates the physical universe

out of His 'Acit-akti', according to all these conjointly,^ in anticipation.

That is, He create?, in anticipation, an infinite number of small indivi-

dual universes, so to speak, suited to an infinite number of Jivas, according

to their own, respective, past 'Sakama-Karmas', so that, they may, in

their own times, be born in those 'individual universes' or in simple

language, under those environmental circumstances.

1. Objection
The question may legitimately be asked as to how so many different

past Karmas of so many different Jivas combine together to produce only

one universe which is a Cosmos, and not a Chaos. For, such numerous

variegated, Karinas are sure to be mutually contradictory, and. so, how

can these conjointly produce a universe that is cjie, consistent, organic

whole ?

2, Reply
The reply is that, it is quite within the power of Omnipotent and

Omniscient God to fit in all these numerous, variegated, and even,

contradictory Karmas into one consistent whole or 'C< smos'.

It is, of course, true, that according to our own conception of a

Just and Orderly God, we cannot conceive of God as combining contra-

dictory elements together by a super-natural, magical, mystical feat of

will. But the fact is that, what is contradictory in a small setting, may
not be so under a wider perspective. For example, one small leg and
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another big one are naturally inconsistent and inconvenient in tbe case

of a small teapoy, having only two legs and one pattern But in the

case of a big table, having many legs and patterns, placed on different

slopes and heights, these two legs of diSerent heights may be quite

suitable, at different points.

In a similar manner, in this vast and variegated universe, nothing
is so very contradictory as to be incapable of being fitted in the total

pattern of the whole. Also, all these JIvas were living together in the

same world, performirg their Karmas under similar conditions.

So, how can these be so very contradictory ?

In fact, in the universe there are not a few contradictory elements,

like day and night, summer and winter, land and water, and what not

still the world is a Cosmos, still the course of Nature is smooth, still the

life of Man is harmonious.

So, it is nothing impossible ou the part of Brahman, even consis-

tently with His Just and Harmonious Nature, to produce a harmonious

universe, according 10 the conjoint past Karmas of all the- Jivas, entitled

to be born there. The blocks are there, but the setting iu, the putting

together, the pattern, are entirely His own. So, like an expert toy-maker,

fitting the apparently chaotic toy-blocks into a beautiful picture,

Brahman, too, fits in the past Sakama-Karmas of the JIvas into the form

of this beautiful universe.

So, what contradiction is there ?

(B) The 'Individual Universes' : Five Kinds of Environment.

And, in this big universe, the small 'individual universes' await

the birth of their respective masters. These are the environmental

circumstances under which the Jivas, with their respective hereditary

characteristics, are re-born. Such environments are physical, physio-

logical, psychological, social and economical
;
and these differ according

to the respective, past Karmas of the Jivas.

Thus, if you come to think of it, even the physical environments,

viz. the common suit and the moon, light and air, land and water,

differ according to the past, Sakama-Karmas of the Jivas themselves.

For, climatic and geographical differences do make for important

d ffereuces in the lives of different individuals, as the Anthropologists will

show. Thus, one born in a hot country and, one in a cold one; one

born in a feitile land, and one in a desert ; one born ir a town and, one in

a city, and so on, do differ in nature and abilities, quite a lot.

And, that the physiological, psvchological, social and economical

environments of the Jivas differ, is well-known.

Thus, according to the Law of Karma, the big universe, as well

as the small 'individual' ones are created in accordance with the past,



Creation is due to Jiva-Karmas 285

'Sakatna-Karmas' of the Jivas themselves; in such arenas, the Baddha-

Jlvas are re-born, with their physiological and psychological inheritance

to undergo the appropriate results of the their own, past, non-experienced,

unexhausted Kaunas.

Thus, physiologically, the Jivas are born with different kinds of

bodies, sense organs, motor-organs, and the like.

Psychologically, the Jivas are born with different kinds of minds

and mental powers and the like.

Socially, the Jivas are born in different families, societies, regions,

as different races, nationals, castes, with different creeds, traditions,

histories, and the like.

Economically, the Jivas are born as rich or poor, highly or lowly

placed and so on.

(C) Creation is due to Jiva-Karmas.

In this way, there is no real inconsistency here, at all. Sfsti or

Creation is, thus, due to the Jiva-Karmas, and the Law of Karma is not

set at naught in any way.

(D) Creation is due to Jiva-Karmas.

Thus, the actual process of Creation of Jlva-Jagat is as follows:

(P. 176).

First, as we have seen (P. 182 ff
,
the Jagat or the phys

;cal world is

produced from all the past Karmas of the Jivas, taken by Brahman

conjointly. Here, all those Jivas whose Karma-Bljas are ripe, so to sptak,

are born gradually, at their scheduled times. Thus, on the first day, those

whose Karma-Bijas are fully ripe are born, together ; and then, others,

day by day, hour by hour minute by minute, just when their Karma-

Bljas are fully ripe and ready to produce their appropriate fruits or results.

In this way, the Jivas are born ceaselessly during the whole period of

'Sjrsti' according to their own, respective past, 'Sakarna Karrnas'.

(E) Dissolution i* due to Jiva-Karmas
In the very same way, 'Prala>a* or Dissolution, too, is due to the Jiva-

Karmas (P. 230). Accord'ng to the Vedama Tarigauia Vada'urthe Doctrine

of Real Transformation, 'Srsti' or 'Creation* means that the Karmas are

active or awake, so to speak ;
while 'Pralaya' or 'Dissolution' means that

the Karmas are inactive or sleeping so to speak. Hence, when the time is

ripe for the Karmas of those Jivas, who are entitled to be born, to be active

and awake, there is 'Creation*
, when, the time is ripe for the same to be

inactive and sleeping, there is 'Dissolution'. Thus, 'Dissolution
1

is not

'Salvat'on', for, even then the Karma- Hijas continue Karma-Bijas which
are to fructify in a new birth. So, it is only a kind of temporary
suspension of actual worldly life, though the conditions for the same are

there.
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(F) Difficulties in these Conceptions of Creation and Dissolution

The difficulty in connection with 'Creation* has already been

explained (P. 28 . The same difficulty is felt more in the case of 'Disso-

lution*. i^or, the question here is as to how all the Kartnas of all the

Jivas can become inactive and dormant simultaneously, to cause 'Praia) a*.

In the case of 'Creation', of course, to solve the difficulty, it may be said

that the Omniscient God takes note of all the Karmas of all the Jivas and

creates the world, accordingly, in anticipation, though all the Jivas are

not born together at the very same time, but do so gradually, according
as their Karmas actually ripen ^P. 283-84). But the same explanation, in

terms of 'anticipation', evidently, cannot be effective in the case of

'Dissolution'. So, we ask again, what is the way out ?

(G) Solution of the above.

In this connection, in the beginning, we may refer to the view of

Appaya Dlkita in his 'Sivarka-Marjii-Dipika
-

wwftrf wifr sirftRt fctnfer*

: BKwfiifii

Here, Appaya Dikita very cleverly brings to light two main differ-

ences between 'Creation' and 'Dissolution'. Hence, he purposely uses the

terms 'Krama' (Order) and 'Vaisaniya* (Difference) in connection with

former, but the terms 'Yaugapadya* (Sirnultaneousness, and 'Samya*

(Sameness) in connection with the latter. Thus, he says here that

'Creation' is a gradual process, it takes pLce in Kranias' or stage by stage.

Again, these 'Kramas' or stages aie mutually different ; or the Kramas of

the Jivas are dilferent, and so, they are also gradually born as different.

But 'Dissolution' is not a gradual process, and takes place at the same

time. So, here all the Karmas of the Jivas should be U e same. But is

that not wholly inconceivable f

Still, he quotes an analogical example. During nights, all the

different Jivas go to sleep. Similarly, a particular time may come when
all the Karmas of all the Jivas go to sleep, causing 'Pralaya' or

'Dissolution'. Or, to take another analogical example : During a

particular season, all the berries may ripe simultaneously, so here, too.

Hence, Time' is the cause of such a simultaneous ripening.
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(n) Death, Dissolution and Salvation : Marana,
PraUya and Mukti Not the same.

Now, let us pause a little to consider the matter a bit.

During 'Pralaya', all Karmas cease to operate. So, this is not the

same as ordinary 'death*. Ordinary 'death' does not mean the cessation

of all Karmas. It means only the cessation of those Karmas that are

scheduled to bear fruits here and now, in the world. But there is another

kind of Karmas, viz. those that are scheduled to tear fruits hereafter, in

Heaven or Hell, as th^ case may be. After the exhaustion of this latter

kind of Kaimas, the Jivas concerned return to or are re-born in the

worll, and the whole series starts against ; P. 185). But 'Pralaya' is the

only period when a 1 ! Karmas, scheduled to bear fruits here or hereafter,

cease to function for the time being.

Thus, 'Pralaya' is something peculiar. It is not 'Mukti' or Salvation,

when all Karmas are totally and eternally destroyed. It is not ordinary

death, when Karmas to be experienced hereafter, viz. in Heaven and

Hell only, remain. But it is a state when Karmas are not destroyed,

only do not function at all. At this stage, the Universe of Souls and

Matter is withdrawn by Brahman within Himself, and remains in Him
in a subtle form.

1. Creation and Dissolution are Gradual Processes

Now, whatever be the analogies given by Appaya Diksita, really

speaking, all thejlvas and the Material World are not withdrawn by

Brahman within Himself, simultaneously. As during 'Creation', all the

Jivas are not manifested or created out of God at the very same time,

but only gradually ; so during 'Dissolution', too, all the Jivas are not

withdrawn or destroyed in God at the very same time, but only

gradually.

Thus, daily Jivas die. Some of them go to Heaven or Hell to

experience the results of their past Karmas the results of which are to be

produced there
;
and then to be re-born in the very sime world. Others,

whose Karmas.become inoperative, are withdrawn in Brahman to await

re-birth in a new world. This goes on and on. Then, a time arrives when

only the last batch remains. So, these are all destroyed together and with-

drawn in Him
; after that, or simultaneously, the physical world, as well.

Thus, no contradiction is involved here. Evidently, the world

cannot be created every time a JIva is bom; also cannot be destroyed

every time a Jiva dies. But, the world is there even before the individual

souls are actually born and even after they die. And, every thing is

according to the past 'Sakama-Karmas* of the Jivas themselves. Also,

there is nothing wrong or unintelligible if the world exists, even before

the Jivas Appear, and continue, even after they disappear.
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Thus, when the question of Creation arises from the empirical stand-

point, the Cit arid the Acit, the two 6aktis of the Creator God, are in

perfect accord with each other. From this star dpoir.*-, the 'Cit' is the

higher principle, and the world is realjy created for the sake of the Cit, as

explained above. ( P. 128 ff . Hence, the Jlva is taken to be the 'Bhokta*

or Exrjeriencer. the Jagat its 'Bhogya* or object of Experience.

Thus, if the whole Creation be according to the past Karuias of the

Jlvas, then the phy>ical world, too, must be created according to the

same. This fundamental principle lias to be admitted here, first and

foremost, and everything else has, inevitably to be, adjusted to it,

whateren be the difficulties. And, the difficulties as shown above (P283).

are easily removable, if we understand the fact that, even without

jeopardising the scope of this great and good Law of Karma in any way,

God can create the physical world even before tae individual Jivas are

born separately and maintain it even after individual Jivas die separately

and gradually.

2, The Production of the Physical World is something Peculiar

The si'mple reason is tint the case of the production of the physical

world according to the past, 'Sakama-Karmas' of the Jivas, is not exactly

analogous to those of other Karmas-Phalas or 'fruits or results thereof.

In these latteK cases, those Karma Phalas are to be experienced directly

aud separately by those respective Jivas themselves. Bnt such, evidently,

is not the case with the world as a 'Karma-Phala. Jt is an arena

where all the Jivas, in part simultaneously, and in part successively,

experience their Kartna-Phalas. So, here there cannot be numerous,

separate worlds for numerous, separate Jlvas, And, if there be only

one world for all, it must be there for all, irrespectively of individual

births and deaths, as it does not, as a whole, depend on, the

individuals separately, as their separate Karma-Phnlas do. And here

there is, also, no inter-mixture or hybridization of K^rmas. For although

the whole world has been created according to Ue Karuias of all, jet as

we have seen (P 2:>4
), here each Jlva is born in its own small individual

worlds, according to its own special past Karmas.

In this way, Indian Cosmology, from the Metaphysical and

Theological standpoints, is quite consistent with the ordinary view that

in order of creation, the world both preecedes and outlasts the living

beings, as natural.

(x) Concluding Remarks on the Law of Kar < a

We have taken quite a long time over the Law of Karma, and we

think, justly so. For, the Law of Karma, as pointed cut repeatedly

above, forms the very foundation of Indian Philosophy as a whoie.

Just pause for a moment, pause and reflect what a magnanimous
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conception is this ! What does this really imply ? That is simple enough,
for. what is sublime, is, also, necessarily simple. In fact, complexity is a

sign of incompleteness the more a thing becomes complete and perfect,

the more it becomes simple! with all its external obstacles overcome,

internal conflicts resolved, inherent defects destroyed, insoluble difficulties

ironed off. In the same manner, the Law of Karma is, at the same

time, a sublime and a simple one ; a fundamental and a fine one
;
a basic

and a beauteous* one.

1. Sublimity of the Law of Karma.

In what does its sublimity, its fundamentalness, its basicity,

consist ? And, in what, its simplicity, fineness and beauty ?

Its sublimity is that it takes an absolutely panoramic view of the world.

In fact, by common consent, living from moment to moment is not really

living at all. For, Life is not a point, but a line
; not a drop, but a wave ;

not a grain, but a block. So, why cannot this line stretch, this wave

flow, this block spread beyond death ?

According to our Risis saints and sages, prophets and incarna-

tions, scholars and devotees, these can, and do so, definitely can, and

definitely do so.

(A) Life is Purposive

The main question here is : What, exactly, is Life ? Is it something

accidental, or is it something teleological ; is it something mechanical,
or is it something spontaneous ;

is it something material, or is it

something spiritual ? Indian Philosophy firmly asserts, without hesitating

for a single moment, that everything, everything, everything on earth

has a definite purpose behind it not even a leaf moves, not even a drop

falls, not even a sparrow flies, without a definite purpose. But, at the

same time, can such a purpose be fulfilled completely in course of the

same life ? That depends. If the purpose be something ordinary,

something small, something easily attainable, then, of course, that is a

different matter. But, if it be not what then ? Will it, then, remain

unfructified ? No, that cannot be. For, purpose and fulfilment are

relative terms ; and the former without the latter is, really, impossible.

(B) The Summum Bonum, the Highest Purpose
of Life is Mukti

Here, on the one hand, the purpose is something very vast, grand
and glorious, viz. realisation of Brahman. On the other, the common

obstruction, too, is equally fundamental, but more terrible, more wide-

spread, more irremovable, viz, our own "Ajnana", our own inherent

Ignorance, our own lowly impulses and activities. So, naturally, the

37
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removal of this veil of Ignorance takes time. One life, one short life

may not be enough for it ; but, removed it must be, and till that is done,

Life's purpose is not fulfilled, and so Life cannot be ended, If it be

so ended, then it has to be taken to be wholly purposeless, wholly useless,

wholly haphazard. But can any one, really, except an incorrigible

Pessimist, conceive Life to be such ?

(C) Worldly Examples : 'Existent*' and Occurrences'

A lamp must shine, a flower must bloom, a river must merge in

the sea, a cuckoo must sing. If a lamp does not shine, but is

extinguished; if a flower does not bloom, but is dried up ;
if a river

does not reach the sea, but is lost
;

if a cuckoo does not sing, but is

struck mute then, what, after all, are they? They are not, then,

'existents', but only 'occurrences', and in a teleological universe,

such 'occurrences' are, undoubtedly, entirely misfits.

(D) 1 he Summum Bonum must be Attained

According to our Indian View, human lives, at least, cannot be

taken to be such misfits. The Lamp of Life must shine ; the Flower of

Life must bloom ;
the River of Life must flow ; the cuckoo of Life must

sing. Shine as what, bloom as what, flow as what, sing as what ?

As one thing, and one thing only shine as Brahman, bloom as

Brahman, flow as Brahman, sing as Brahman. What else is it, what

else can it be, what else should it be ? It is Brahman, and it has to

realise this, and till it does so, it cannot end.

(E) One Life not Enough for it

But is one life enough J The question may be asked legitimately

'Why not* ? If the soul is already divine by nature, if this divinity be

something eternally existent, and, not something to be newly acquired-

then, what trouble is there only to realise it, only to manifest it ? If the

lamp be already there, is it, after all, so very difficult to lift away the veils

only, to enable it to manifest its light ? If the flower be already there,

is it, after all, so very difficult to tear off the coverings of the bud,

to enable it to manifest its bloom ? If the river be already there, is it,

after all, so very difficult to remove the obstructions of the boulders,

to enable it to manifest its flow ? After all, 'existents' are positive ;

'obstructions', only negative. So, how can 'obstructions' obstruct,

obliterate 'existents' for long ?

Right 1 They should not, but they do, in most cases do, indubitably

do. What is the use of denying this undeniable fact ? That most of the

worldly individuals do not attain perfection or salvation here ; that they
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die, leading ordinary selfish, lives ; that they commit sins and escape

are facts of experience. So, how can it ever be said that one life, the

present life ia quite sufficient for the purpose of Salvation ? In the case

of a few only, obstructions are negligible. But what about the rest ?

(F) Western Views of Heaven and Hell Not Acceptable

In this connection, we have, of course, the ordinary conception of

Heaven and Hell. But are these at all satisfactory ? Specially, the

conception of Hell, that of eternal damnation? For, according to this

view, the individual soul is eternally doomed to the tortures of Hell, after

death, as the just consequences of its vices and crimes on earth.

This is just what the Law of Karma controverts vehemently.
Give it opportunities, give it opportunities, give it opportunities
after opportunities, opportunities after opportunities, till it attains

Salvation. Do not confine its life, its attempts in the narrow scope of

its present life. Evidently, this present life is not enough for his

reformation, for his realisation, for his salvation.

Really speaking, as we know, there is no 'reformation' here,

no change, no addition, no new something but there is only 'realisation'

realisation of what is eternally existent, realisation of the eternal

'Brahtnanhood' of the soul. The term has been used here *in the ordinary

sense only. However that may be, the question is : If the individual

soul fails to realise its inner divinity, its eternal glory, its infinite great-

ness in the present life, and through sheer ignorance, goes on leading a

life of brute impulses and selfish acts, then, should it be punished

straightway and for ever in Hell ; or should it be given fresh

opportunities ? The Western Philosophers accept the first alternative 5

Indian Philosophers, the second. Which is preferable ?

(G) Indian View : Unlimited Opportunities For All

We prefer the second, infinitely more than the first. Why ?

Because, it is much more sublime, much more sympathetic, much more

accommodating. Give the soul infinite opportunities, life after life,

birth after birth. Let it not end incomplete, imperfect, inglorious, as a

seeming sinner, as if only a small Jiva, and not the great and grand
Brahman Himself. Let it complete itself, perfect itself, glorify itself or,

rather, realise its eternal completeness as Brahman, eternal perfection as

Brahman, eternal glory as Brahman. Is that an easy task ? As has been

said above, in one sense, it is easy, very easy, For, here, it is not

necessary to attain any new attribute, acquire any new skill in short,

change and improve nature, but only, to realise nature, realise the

Self, realise the real nature of the Self.
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True, very true ! Yet, in another sense, it is difficult, very
difficult. For this "Knowledge of Self, this <Atma-Jfiana" is, after all,

the most difficult of all kinds of knowledge. It is not due to ordinary

perception, inference or authority it is "Darsana" Vision. For just

a few, as pointed out above, it is easy they are "Atma-Sthita",

"Sthita-prajfia", "Sthita-dhi" they rest on the Self, on their own selves,

rather than on the world, on others. So, the Vision of the Self "Atma-

Darsana" is, naturally, easy for them. But what about the rest ?

We again ask : What about the rest ? So, think of the majority, and

give them chances, more and more chances, more and more till the

goal is reached.

(H) Indian Optimism : Every one must be Free*

And, the goal must be reached - must ! This is our Indian view,

our eternally optimistic Indian View, our infinitely encouraging Indian

View, our incomparably exhilarating Indian View. Every one must
realise his own self, his own nature, his own Brahmanhood every one, of

necessity, without exception. But every one evidently, indubitably is

not doing so. So, every one must be given chances, an infinite

number of chances, as stated above today or tomorrow, now or then,

here or hereaffer infinitely. And, this in fact, is the Law of Karma,

nothing more, nothing less.

Look at Nature I Do you not see a Great and Grand Purpose every-

where ? There is an inner necessity, so to speak, in everything great or

small. There is an ineviableness in the growth of everything. The
child grows up as an adult, the bud blossoms forth into a flower, the

stream flows on as a river. But is it mere physical growth ? Apparently
it is. But really it is nothing but the manifestation of Life itself Life

that is physical, yet not so, that mysterious, wonderful principle behind

all growths of all kinds whatsoever.

What is this Life this Tra^a' ? In the strictly philosophical

terminology of the Indian Systems, it is 'Ja4a' material. This may
seem strange to many and, with justice ? For, how can Trarm' ever

be 'Jada' ? The idea behind is that Trana' is an empirical principle ;

it is worldly life, depending solely on Jada Body-Mind, physical,

conditions. So, it, too, is itself "Ja4& or physical*. However that

be,
4

Pra$a', in the sense of being Life Divine, Life Eternal, Life

Beautiful is something essentially 'dynamic* it must, essentially,

manifest itself no dark clouds can obliterate its light for ever ;

no closed up petals can stop its bloom for ever
5
no heavy boulders can

check its flow for ever. This is the Law of Nature, this is the Law
of Life, this is the Law of Soul. And this is the sublimity of our
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magnificent, Indian Law of Karma. Its vision is sublime, superb,

soaring beyond the narrow present, looking straight backward and

forward, in order "to see Life steadily and see it whole". It is this

wholeness of Life that is the real point at issue here, and the Law of

Karma is nothing but an admission and an expression of the same.

2. Fundamentalness of the Law of Karma.

And, from its 'Sublimity', inevitably, follows its another fundamental

characteristic, viz its own Fundamentalness'. What is a 'Fundamental

thing'? What makes for its 'fundamentalftess' ? That is nothing but

its capacity to supply plausible explanations for many things together,

otherwise inexplicable by themselves. Take the concept of Energy in

Physics, and that of Psyche in Psychology. So many connected problems
are solved thereby, so many gaps filled up, so many creases smoothed

out, so many knots untied. Hence, a 'fundamental thing* is wide in

its scope, yet firm in its hold; accommodating, yet uncompromising ;

universal, yet individualistic.

(A) No Compromise with Chances.

Such, too, is our Law of Karina. As we have already seen, so many
spheres of knowledge require its help (P. 181 ff). All tliese have been

discussed above in details. But the point to be emphasised, once more,

here, is its refusal to compromise with 'chances', under any circumstances

whatsoever. There is no sphere of study in the Modern World that

does not give or is not forced to give, some license, to chances, to

accidents, to the inexplicable', to the 'the unexpected
1

, to the unwanted.

But the Law of Karma boldly and firmly refuses to do so. In fact,

its secret of success is that it goes to the very root of the matter, and

removes the difficulties, lock,stock and barrel.

This strictly scientific attitude, this superbly philosophical sagacity
this serenely sure conviction, makes it at once, a fundamental doctiine

and a forceful one.

In fact, what is fundamental, is also forceful, for, in order to be a

basis, it must also be brave, and, have the courage of conviction to face

facts, and stand up against all odds.

So, this Law of Karma, too, is such a cool, courageous Law, furnish-

ing the very foundation of Indian Philosophy, as a whole ; and boldly

offering explanations for all its knotty problems. It is, really, inconceiv-

able, as to what Indian Philosophy would have been, without this funda-

mental Law of Karma. There is, really, no second instance, we think,
in the whole History of Philosophy of auch a Law, weilding such vast

powers and exercising such deep influences, all throughout, unfailingly.
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(B) The Soul is Divine

What does its 'fundimentalness' really imply ? It implies tbe

eternal, spiritual force of the Soul or the Self. According to the first

characteristic of 'Sublimity', discussed above, infinite opportunities are

given to the Soul or the Self to realise the 'Summuni Bonum 1

of its life.

But opportunities' necessarily imply persons capable of seizing the same,

using the same, fructifying the same. Otherwise, mere empty 'oppor-

tunities', with no corresponding 'users' of the s q nae, are absurd and

meaningless. Hence, as pointed out just above, infinite opportunities

necessarily imply infinite abilities.

It has been said above under the first characteristic of 'Sublimity',

that every soul is Brahman in essence, and, must one day or other, realise

its eternal divinity. So, from this, it follows that possess it must in-

finite powers to realise itself as divine. It is Divine, it iiiust know itself

to be Divine, it can know itself to be Divine, it does know itself to be

Divine these four assertions mean exactly the same thing. And, the

first two come under the first characteristic of 'Sublimity' ;
the last two,

under the second one of 'Fundatnentalness'.

Thus, the Law of Karma is a Law of supreme optimism, taking, as

it does, its fundamental stand on a concept of Eternal Spiritual Bnergy.
The worldly 'opportunities' are not the 'masters', but the, 'slaves' of the

Soul this is what it fundamentally implies. As a matter of fact, no

Doctrine can ever be a fundamental one, in Indian Philosophy, unless it

be an inherently spiritual one. And, the fundamentalness of the Law of

Karma also, therefore, implies necessarily such a Spirituality, from the

beginning to the end.

3. The Basicity of the Law of Karma.

Now, what Is the distinction between a "Fundamental Doctrine" and

a "Basic one ? The first is externally fundamental ; the second,

internally. What does this imply ? It implies that the second is

more fundamental than the first, and forms its basis, as such, if that be

possible at all. In many cases, we stop with the "Fundamental", and

cannot proceed further to the "Basic".

(A) An Eternal Spiritual Paradox.

But here we do, we have to do. In what way ? In a very

paradoxical way, as follows :

The first mark of the Law of Karma, viz. its 'Sublimity, implies

that the Soul has to realise its own eternal Brahmanhood ; while the

second mark of the Law of Karma, viz. its Fundamantalness' implies
the corollary, viz. that the Soul does realise its own eternal Brahman-
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hood. Now, the third mark of the Law of Karma, viz. its 'Basicity

implies that the Soul is not only Brahman, but also its Realisation. At

the above two stages, we unconsciously speak from two different stand-

points : Timeless and Temporal. Thus : "The Soul is Brahman" this is a

timeless fact. But "The Soul realises Brahman" this is a temporal
one. Here, the temporal is taken to be leading to the timeless.

Really speaking, this is a great spiritual Paradox. Here : How can

the 'Sadhanas' really lead to 'Siddhi' ? For, the Sadhanas' are temporal

facts, which Saddhi* is definitely not. And, this Paradox is, inevitably,

to be accepted. For, no one has, as yet, offered a solution. How can a fact,

which is qualitatively different, as well as lower, lead to a fact, qualitatively

different, as well as higher ? At what point does the quality which

is lower suddenly change, and become transmuted, nay elevated, to

something else ? That point, too, is a point of time. So, how cad

elements of time, processes of time* influences of time be avoided ?

How can the mind,.which is Jada, or material and non-spiritual, according
to the Indian View, lead its own illumination, which, will, so to speak,
end its own existence ?

(B) "Die to Live."

But such is Life ! At every step, such is Life ! "D'ie to Live" is

the very slogan of Life. Life is a continuous, ceaseless process and the

question is : Is it a development' or a 'Manifestation'? If the former,

then, Life is a new something at every stage, a novel emergence, an

addition and an acquirement. If the latter, then, Life is eternally what

it is, with no new addition or acquirement, but with only unfolding of

what it is from the very beginning to all eternity. We have many
different views regarding the problem, as natural.

But, the difficulty remains just the same, in both cases. For,

whether a 'Development* or a 'Manifestation', at every stage, nay, at every

step, a lower something leads to a higher something. How to explain that

that is the crux of the whole question. Is there really 'Dying' to Live' ?

Is it really 'Dying' or 'Living' ; is it really 'Destruction' or 'Fulfilment';

is it really 'Ending' or 'Beginning' ? This is the eternal question

for all Systems of Philosophy, Religion and Morality, throughout
the ages.

In any case, if a thing be not an absolutely 'static' one the above

problem has to be faced. So, it has to be faced in the case of each and

every worldly object, for, each and every worldly object must have either

'Development' or 'Manifestation' it cannot remain, as it is, as it just is,

but has, inevitably to be either 'developed' or 'manifested'. So, the

question, the great question always is l How does it do so f
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(C) The Basic Fact of Indian Philosophy : Simple. "Is-ness"

According to onr Indian View, from the Taranaarthika' standpoint,

from the real, fundamental, transcendental standpoint, the Self is, simply

is, with no development, not even manifestation. The dark clouds are

blown off, and lo ! the golden sun shines out. The hard buds burst off,

audio! the serene flower blooms forth. The dry sands are dug out, and

lo ! the merry river flows on ! But did the sun ever cease to shine, the

flower to bloom, the river to flow ? No. But its shining has to be

manifested to some one else, its blooming also, its flowing also, respec-

tivelyand not to itself, never for itself.

Thus, ^Manifestation' is, naturally a 'Dual Conception'. And when

there is no 'Duality', there is also no manifestation'.

In this way, from the standpoint of the 'Satya', 'Satta', 'Vastu'

itself, of Truth, Existence, Thing itself there is no such thing at all.

And, the Law of Karma, as a 'basic' Law, implies this, and

nothing but this, Really, from the ultimate point of view, a thing simply
'is

f

f
and does not 'develop

1

, nor is 'manifested', as pointed out above.

This pure and simple 'Is-ness' is the most basic fact of Indian Philosophy.
Aud the Law of Karma proudly stands for this 'basic' fact.

(D) The State of Bondage is False.

What an absolutely sublime conception is this 1 And also, it cannot

be denied, an absolutely unintelligible one 1 Just conceive of the Soul,

revolving eternally on the 'Satnsara Cakra', on the Wheel of Earthly

Existence, being subject, repeatedly to births and rebirths. But for what

purpose ? If it simply 'is', and never 'becomes', and is not even 'mani-

fested', then, for what purpose does it do so ? Purposes may be of two
kinds : Either to acquire something new, or to manifest something old.

But if neither of these be possible on the part of the eternally existent

Soul, what is the meaning of its 'Baddhavastha' or the state of Bondage ?

Really and truly, finally and basiclly, there is no meaning, no

meaning at all. For, the basic conception of Nityatva of Mukti can

imply only this, and nothing but this. If Mnkti be Nitya, if the

state of Salvation be eternal, as it must be, it being impossible for the

Summum Bonum, the highest, nay, rather, the only End of life, to be

non-eternalthen Badhavasnha must be Mithya, the state of Bondage
must be false or an illusion on our part. Is there any way out ? Is

there any way out of this Advafta conclusion f Indeed, a very difficult

question for the Monotheistic Vedantists. But one seems helpless,

However, further reflections on this basic point are postponed for

a future occasion, ( See the Section on "Moksa" )
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Thus, basically and paradoxically, the Law of Karma carries

within itself seeds for its own destruction. But this is the

most basic fact of its existence, It, thus, points to a life that is for ever

beyond its fold ; and that life is the only real one. What a glorious

death I And, the basicity of the Law of Karma lies in this, and only
in this ! It is, undoubtedly, a sublime law, and, also a fundamental
one as shown above. But, now we find that basically, it is an empirical law

only, as, the eternally existent and eternally manifested Soul is really and

transcendentally, not subject to it at all. Such is its supreme Paradox I

4. The Simplicity of the Law ol Karma

The cause-effect relation is, after all, a simple one whatever the

philosophers may say, and whatever form it may assume at their hands !

For, something produces something this is an undeniable, universal

fact of experience. And, the Law of Karma is nothing but a statement

regarding it. A Karma, an action, produces a Phala, a result who fails

to understand this for, such a Karma is meant, is undertaken for such

a Phala. And, this is the very contention af the Law of Karma, viz

that a Sakania-Karma is by nature "Phala-prasavi", productive of

results, and hence must do so, or cease to be a Karma, at all. Hence, in

order that its "Karmatva", its very nature may be maintained, it must

be given fullest opportunities for producing appropriate results, here or

hereafter, life after life, birth after birth. Very simple, indeed, is this

thesis. Very simple, indeed, from the cognitive standpoint !

5. The Fineness of the Law of Karma.

And, also, necessarily, a fine one, a very fine one, indeed, from the

conative standpoint ! In what does the fineness of a thing consist ? It

consists in hitting on the nail, in grasping the point straight, in reaching

to the core direct. So, "Fineness" means absence of all superfluities a

"gross" thing may have superfluities, not a "fine" one.

Thus, from the conative standpoint, the Law of Karma refers to

the very core iOf one's empirical life, viz. action, selfish action. The

empirical life is one of constant striving, and action, selfish action, is

the embodied form of such a striving. No other system, indeed, has

thought of dealing with action, everyday action, ordinary action, in

such a direct, straightforward manner 1

5. Beauty of the Law of Karma

And, finally, the beauty of the law of Karma, its absolute beauty,

from the emotive point of view I In what does the beauty of a thing

consist ? It consist* in its symmetry, in its proportion, in its equilibrium.
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And 9 the law of Karma, if anything, is a perfectly equipped one.

In a chain of causes and effects, the tendency is either to stress the cause

more than the effect ; or, conversely. Some would tljink more of the

hen, than of the egg ; some, just the opposite. But, in the Law of

Karma, the cause and the effect are given equal importance. So, the

balance is in a state of absolute equilibrium.

And, above all, the beauty of a thing lies in its sweet appeal to the

heart
; and thence, in its indescribable joy. The heart feels fully at home

here, fully at rest here, fully at peace here, fully in concordance with the

object in question here, Thus, here, the heart responds to the object,

flows out towards it, catches it in its own chamber and fits it in there.

It, is this "fitting in" that results in joy; for, disharmony is irritating ;

harmony, soothing.

And, does not the Law of Karma soothe us in this way ? What it

teaches is nothing but the Divinity of the Soul. And, is not that an

absolutely soothing conception ? Look around and see ! Do you not

see a Divine Discontent all around, and that, no other conception
can soothe us, like this ! Just look at your own heart, and you will at

once realise thin I This just fits in the empty cavity of the heart, just
fills up its empty chamber I What else can ?

Thus, from every point of view, the Law of Karma is, Indeed, an

incomparable one. It may not, of course, be fully acceptable to all. But

its glory and grandeur cannot, on that account, be denied.
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The Message of the Vedanta

INTRODUCTION

Wonderful, indeed, is this vast and variegated land of ours, this

Bharatvarsa, this "Land of Light" that has ever served as a beacon-light to

the weary and unwary in the dark and dangerous wilderness of life.

Always a land of many religions and many languages, a custodian of many
cultures and many customs, a repository of many ideas and many ideals,

India, has, thus, ever been a great and grand pattern of unity-in-diversity-

neither a bare, empty, all-absorbing unity ; nor a over-full, flowing,

all-separating diversity. What makes for this supreme Unity in the midst

of all apparent diversities ? What brings all the numerous hearts together
in such a superb Union, in love and fraternity ? What, in short, is the

eternal, indissoluble bond amongst these millions and millions of sons and

daughters of Mother India ? That is only one the most elusive, yet the

most intimate bond, a bond that binds the souls together in a threadless

knot, in a knot of spiritual affinity, in short, the bond of Philosophy.

What is Philosophy ?

What, after all, is Philosophy ? It is a belief in and an attitude

towards Life ; and naturally, if you have to live a life on earth, the belief

you have in it and the attitude you adopt towards it are, indisputably, the

most fundamental things of life. In this sense, Philosophy is the living
embodiment of the Culture and Civilisation of a country. For, Culture

and Civilisation are nothing but this belief in Life and an attitude

towards it. Thus, the country being the same, its Culture and

Civilisation are the same ; and this being so, its Philosophy is also the

same. In this way, Philosophy is the only living and lasting bond of

Unity amongst the multifarious diversities, apparently present every
where all around.

From this main root of Philosophy, we have naturally, numerous
divisions and branches, leaves and sprouts, flowers and fruits, giving rise

to so many different Schools of Indian Philosophy. Amongst these all,

the Vedanta is, by common consent, the greatest and the most profound ;

the greatest and most profound of all the Vedanta Systems being, again,
the Advaita-Vedanta, Perhaps, it would not be very wrong to assert

that before the superb glory and grandeur of the Advaita Vedanta-

System, all othet Systems pale off. Still, as stars pale off in morning-
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light, but are not without their own beauty and glory, so other systems

of the Vedanta, too, have their own just places in the Vedanta System
of Thought.

Fundamental Characteristic of Indian Culture :

U uity-in Diversity .

Thia, in fact, is the fundamental principle of India herself in all

her spheres, throughout the ages. For, India has ever united, never

destroyed ; ever accepted, never derided ; ever assimilated, never

swallowed.

Thus, many currents of Culture and Civilisation have been united

in the loving fold of Mother India, without being destroyed, without

losing their own individualities, without giving up their own inner

beauty, and eternal worth this is the ever-flowing and ever-filling

River Blissful of India. In the same manner, many outsiders, invited

or uninvited : invited guests or uninvited visitors, have been accepted
in the broad bosom of Mother India, without having to forego their

own dignity^ without having to disown their own loyalties, without

having to surrender their fundamental rights this is the ever-expanding
and ever-enriched Field Bountiful of Mother India. In exactly the

same manner, many victuals have been assimilated in the wide inside of

Mother India, without having to sacrifice their respective potencies,
without having to relinquish their own specialities, without having
to be merged completely in a great and grand whole this is the

ever-growing, ever-pulsating Body Beautiful of Mother India, sweet

with blissful rivers, serene with bountiful fields.

Wide Outlook.

This being the pattern of the Indian Way of things, in the sphere
of Philosophy, no less, different systems have flourished together, side by
side, making up one great and grand "Philosophy of India", yet not

clashing with one another, or aiming at mutual destruction. So, it is but
fit and proper that the Vedanta Philosophy of India, the Philosophy of

India, should consist of so many magnificent Systems, each with its

invaluable contribution, each with its superb outlook, each with its

supreme splendour, ever-lasting loftiness and loveliness. That is

why, in spite of there being as many as ten main Schools of the Vedanta,
the "Message of the Vedanta* is one indeed, a Message, enriched by all,

yet a grand Unity, a wonderful Entirety, a beautiful Whole.

What is a "Message" ?

What, after all, Is a "Message" ? Does it not sound very grandiose,

Very exhilarating, very inspiring f Do we not, with, perhaps, legitimate

pride, hear and speak of "the Message of India" to the World at large ?
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'The Message of India"

But really, there Is netting grandiose, nothing imposing, nothing

boastworthy here. For, Message is Life itself. In fact, if we, accept, as

we must, a teleological, and not a mechanical, view of life, then any and

everything on earth, big or small, high or low, animate or inanimate, has a

"message" of its own, which is nothing more and nothing less than

an expression, an exposition, an explanation of its very being, i.e. of the

purpose of its life.

Look at the sun and the moon what is their message ? Is it

not the very simple, yet very profund Truth that, in whatever way ard

in whatever form it may appear, Light lights up all miseries, lightens

down all burdens, enlivens all lethargies ?

Look, again, at the serene meadows, the sparkling leaves and the

smiling flowers. What is their message ? Is it not the never-failing yet

ever-felt fact that Beauty springs up at every nook and corner, that

Harmony shines everywhere, that Love and Loveliness are orders of

the day i

Look, once again, at the rustling wind, dancing brooks, singing
birds : What is their Message ? Is it not their incomprehensible yet

incontrovertible truth that Bliss smiles in every grain of dust, that Fun
runs riot in every drop of water, that Frolic plays in every blade

of grass ?

In exactly the same manner, Light and Beauty and Bliss emerge

forth, emanate from every particle of matter, from every living cell,

from every thinking mind, from every discerning soul.

The Message of Philosophy

Exactly the same is the case with Philosophy, no less. Its "Message"
is not something extraneous to it, but is its own nature. Just as it is the

nature of the sun to shine, and the nature of the wind to blow, and the

nature of the river to flow, so it is the nature of Philosophy to manifest

its nature in the form of Light and Beauty and Bliss and this is its

"Message".

The Message of Indian Philosophy

The Message of Light

The First Message of the "Vedanta" or Indian Philosophy, is that
of Light.

Pauranic Accounts of Creation

Now, what is this Message of "Light" of Indian Philosophy? It

may be said with certainty and without any fear of contradiction that

Light'is the Life of Indian Philosophy. What is "Light
1 '

? Light is

what removes Darkness. And what is Darkness? "Darkness" is Death.
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Thus, Light removes Death, fend is, as sirch, Life itself. Accordingly, in

the Indian Cosmology, in the Indian accounts of Creatioti, in the Pura^as,

e.g, we find constant references to Light as emerging out of Darkness,

dispelling Death, ever and bringing with it the luminous, ever-luscious,

ever-lovely Life itself.

Upanisad c Accounts of Creation

But it is of profound significance that in the Upanisad s we find no

such references.

In the ancient and celebrated BrhadSranyaka Upanisad, it is said

that in the beginning, there was only "Mrityu" or "Death", and all things
were covered up by it. This "Mrityu"' was of the form of "Ashaja" or

"Desire" to eat, ( Brh up 1. 2. 1. ) This clearly refers to the famous Indian

Doctrine of Karma, or the theory, that Sakama-Karmas or Selfish Works
lead to constant births and re-births or this worldly, empirical existence,

which is but "Adrityu" or mortal, and, as such, a transitory, painful

existence. So, it is but fit and proper that the mortal universe should

come out of Mortality or Death. But in the same breath, it is asserted

in the same .Upanisad that in the beginning, there was only Atman,
or the Self (14.17; 2.1,20); "Puruaavidha-Atman" or the Self of the

form of a Person (1. 4. 1) ; "Brahman" or the Absolute (1. 4. 10-11).

In the equally celebrated Chandogya-Upauisad, as well, it is asserted,

in a similar manner, that in the beginning, there was only "Sat", the

Existent, "Ekamevadvitiyam" one only, without a second. (Chand

Up. 6-2-1.)

So, the question naturally arises, as to how to reconcile the above,

and why there is no mention of "Darkness" here, as in other treatises,

like the Puranas etc.

Myth and Pith

The answer to this question lies in the fundamental distinction

between "Myth" and "Pith". From the standpoint of "Myth" or from

the lower empirical standpoint, there is, indeed, a very real, very

insurmountable distinction between "Life" and "Death" ; "Light" and

"Darkuess". So here, Life emerges out of Death, defeating it. Light
emits forth from Darkness, dispelling it.

But, from the standpoint of "Pith" or from the higher, noumenal

standpoint, Death and Darkness are not second realities besides Life and

Light. If we have this higher, fuller, truer vision of Brahman as every

thing, then how can there, any longer, be any death, any darkness, any

delusion, and degradation, any derangement, at all ? That is why, from

the traditional, cosmological standpoint, Life and Death, Light and

Darkness, Bliss and Sorrow are different from and opposed to eacrrotber.

But from the real philosophical standpoint, these are not ; for, there is
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only the One, Brahman, Isvara, Atman, Puruta -call it by any name,
the Absolute, God, Soul, Perjon.

We call Him, Her or It Light ; we call Him, Her or it Life ; we
call Him, Her, or it Bliss for, what better terms can we think of ? Still,

these are not ultimately suitable, being relative in nature relative

respectively, to Death, Darkness and Sorrow. However, as thoughts

require words, as human thoughts and human words, being relative by

nature, are both inadequate to apprehend and express the Absolute, in

accordance with the celebrated Upanisadic Dictum :

"Yato Vaco Nivartaute Aprapya Manasa S^ha" (Tattirlya Upa-
nisad 2. 2.)

"From whom speech, with Mind, turn back, not getting Him".

We have, either, not to think, speak and write of the Absolute, at

all ; or do all these as best as we can. And human nature being what it

is, this second course has been preferred by all, for, the main beauty of

human nature is its indomitable spirit of adventure, its incorrigible

tendency to hope, its inexhaustible tnergy to apprehend the Inappre-
hensible.

Message of Light of Indian Philosophy

So let us not be disheartened, let us proceed with our Metasage of the

Vedanta", whatever be its worth. For, undoubtedly it is far better to

give our thoughts to the Absolute, to God, to Soul, to Person, in ihort,

to any and everything higher, than to give our thoughts entirely to

worldly objects and affairs. It is far better to speak and write of Qpd
than to speak and write entirely of worldly events and incidents. So let

us proceed, and ask the question, again, only with a deeper thought and

a fuller consciousness of our own limitedness, : "What is this Message
of Light of Indian Philosophy f Of Light that is not relative and

opposed to Darknass ? Of Light that is so entirely on its own account ?"

Now, the Message of Light, as relative and opposed to Darkness,

is, as we know, is a Message of Good Cheer and New Hope, It implies

that there is something in everything which enables everything to be

really some thing more than apparently what it is, Thus, there is an

Inner Light, an Unquenchable Fire in every thing, and to-day or

tomorrow, in this life or another, it is destined to have this Light
manifested, this Fire kindled. Of what forms these will be this

manifestation of the Light and this kindling of the Fire and of what
nature that thing will, then, be these questions have been elaborately

discusse4 and expounded by Indian Philosophers in their celebrated

Doctrines of Moksa and Sadhana^ Goal and Means ; and it is nqt

the place to dwell on
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But it would suffice, if it be only emphasised here that this Message
of Light of the Vedanta, for the matter of that, of Indian Philosophy itself,

is simply one of "Divine Destiny", the simple yet firm faith that what-

ever be the present destiny, the present form of a thing, it is inexorably

destined to be divine, for the simple yet unalterable reason that "Sarvam
Khalvidam Brahmin" 'Everything is Brahman" (Chand up. 3-14-1),

"Brahmedam Sarvam" (Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2-1-5 etc ; "Brahman
is everything". What greater destiny can there be, what sweeter

hope, what firmer faith ?

Message of Light from the Absolute Stand-point

And, next, what about the 'Message of Light as Absolute' ? There
is no question of Destiny here ; any emergence out of a previous, different

state ; any manifestation and kindling, as before. For, this Absolute

Light is eternally existent, eternally full, eternally perfect, eternally

manifested, eternally kindled.

Hence, the 'Message here is that, any and every one, any and every

thing is eternally the Light, the Absolute, Brahman. From the relative,

temporal, phenomenal, cosmological, mundane standpoints, a thing may
be unmanifested and then manifested ; and that is why, we say that the

eternal Divinity of man is at first unmanifested or unknown to him
;

later on, it comes to be manifested or known to him. But from the

absolute, supra-temporal, nonmenal, metaphysical, extra-mundane

standpoints, what one is, one is ; there cannot even be any temporary
obscuration of its real nature.

Take a common example. We say that the clouds hide the

sun from us. This is the ordinary, worldly standpoint. But if there

be no f

us', no observer to see and know of the sun, then clouds or no

clouds, the sun is always what it is a bright and burning object, and
there is no obscuration of its light and heat through any thing to any one*

Hence, when there is a question of Knowing, there may be obscuration

or not, manifestation or not ; and this is the empirical standpoint. But
from the standpoint of Being, there cannot be any such thing ; and this

is the supra- empirical, extra-mundane, absolute, eternal standpoint.

Thus, the Message of the Vedanta simply is

(1) Brahman are You.

God through and through.

(2) Manifest this Light.

In Life's darkest night.

Here (1) refers to the absolute standpoint ; (2) to the relative.

The Message of Beauty.
In fact, as pointed out above, the Message of Light is nothing but

the Message of Life itself of Existence itself, eternal, perfect, full.

After all, Existence is the prime fact, the fim ttuth, the fundamental
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reality ; for, if one does not exist, then, what can one be ? So, then, there

is the end of everything. That is why, the every first Reality is Life,

Existence, Being : Satta, Tattva or in short 'I
1

'Aham' and the Very fiVst

Realisation is 'I am', 'Aham Asmi'.

The second message of 'Beauty' is, as evident, of the same nature.

Reality is One, Realisation is One ; still as the same sun emits rays all

around, so the same Reality, the same Truth emits its messages differently,

That is why, we speak of 'Messages' in the plural, indicating only the

different standpoints from which the same Reality, the same Truth can

be considered : Thus, the Message of Light and the Message of Beauty are at

bottom one, only two different ways of looking at the very same One.

Life is Beauty

For Life is Beauty, Existence is Beauty, Being is Beauty. For

whatever lives, whatever exists, whatever is, must, by nature, by necessity, be

beautiful, as Life, Existence or Being is nothing but Harmony, and Harmony
is nothing but Beauty.

In fact, a disharmonious thing is a contradiction in terms, For,

disharmony involves disruption ; disruption, derangement ; derangement,

dissolution ; dissolution, destruction. Thus, really nothing ugly can ever exist.

Of course, from the ordinary worldly, empirical, standpoint* we

distinguish between Beauty and Ugliness, jnst we distinguish between

Light and Darkness, Life and Death. But from the absolute point of view,

as we have seen, there is only and always Light, only and always, Life, only

and always Beauty.

In fact, even from the worldly standpoint, all such difficult questions

arise, as to whether Beauty is subjective, or objective : i. e , whether to

a mother her children are objectively or really beautiful, or subjectively

or emotionally, so on and so on.

Also, why is a flower called beautiful and not a fly ? Why is dew so

enchanting, and not dung ? Why is chirping so soul-strriing, and not

barking ? Is it objective Beauty, or Subjective Utility utility from the

standpoints of cognition, feeling and conation, as satisfying all the three ?

Thus, when a scientist lovingly calls a shapeless root beautiful, when

a mother fondly calls her suub-nosed son beautiful, when a milk-man

endearingly calls the stinking heap of cow-dung beautiful do they actually

with their own eyes, see that all these above objects, are really actually,

factually, beautiful ; or do they only think these to be beautiful, because

they love these things, or find these to be useful, or for any other reason ?

Also, is impersonal seeing more accurate than personal feeling ? Or, is

Beauty, a matter of cold, neutral apprehension only, or is it a warm full

feeling?
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So, let us leave all these difficult questions, which eannot, and need

not, be discussed here: and try to grasp the real implication of the

Message of Beauty of the Vedsnta.

Brbaman is a Person

It is simply this : The Category of Life by itself is only impersonal ;

that of Beauty is also personal. So, this implies that Brahman, Atman is

a Person, not in the ordinary theistic sense, which may be objected to

by the Absolutists, but in a supra-theistic sense, acceptable to all.

What is the sense? It is nothing but this, that the full Life,

Existence and Being of Brahman, call Him the Absolute or God, as

you like, is not a blank, cold, colourless kind of life, existence or being,

not necessarily an Organic Unity, (which is objected to by the Monistic

or Absolutist School), not necessarily a Person in the sense of involving a

personal relationship with other persons (which, also, is equally objected
to by the Monistic or Absolutist School ) yet a soft and sweet and serene

Person, a Being that is Beauty, a Life that is Loveliness, an Existence

that is Excellence, at the same time.

So, what the Vedsnta tells us here from the absolute standpoint, is

that all are Brahman, all are Light, and Beauty. And from the temporal

standpoint, it simply asks us to see and realise, this Beauty in our own

selves, as well as in all things in the worid to see all as Brahman,

to see all as Beauty.

(7) Beauty eternal

Is life's Kernel.

(2) Unwarp this core

To advance more and more.

As before,

(1) refers to the absolute standpoint,

(2) to the contingent.

The Message of Bliss

The third Message of Bliss, though the same as the above two, as

pointed out above, yet marks the culmination of all the messages of the

Vedsata* For, this "Ananda-Tattva" or Doctrine of Bliss is the central

doctrine of the Vedanta, for the matter of that, of Indian Philosophy

itself. "A thing of Beauty is a joy for ever". So, Light or Life is Beauty,

and Beauty is Bliss.

Hence in our Upaniads, Brahman is described not only as "Satyam,

Jnanam, AnanUm" (Taittiriya Upanisad 2. 1.) "Truth, knowledge, Infinite",

but also as "Rate vai Sa" (TaiMJp. 2.7.) "He verily, is Juice". Indeed "Rasa"

as a term, is very difficult to translate in English, But its equivalent "Aaanda"

is translated as "Bliss" which, too, we think, is rather inadequate. However,
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it is enough to convey to one a sense of infinite, eternal, absolute

happiness, not selfish pleasure, not transitory gratification, not narrow

attainmentbut a state of absolute expansion, called "Bhuman" in the

celebrated Chandogya Upanisad.

What is "Bhuman" ? Very beautifully does, indeed, the Cb&ndogya

Upanigad, attempt to define the Undefinable :

"YO VAI BHUMA TAT SUKHAM, NALPE SUKHAMAST1"
(Chand. Up. 7. 23. 1 )

"What is Bhuman or great is Bliss ; there is no Bliss in Alpa or small".

Next, it is said with equal grace :

Why is there such a ''Bliss" in the Bhuman", and not in the "Alpa" ?

Simply because

"DVITIYAT VAI BHAYAM BHAVATI" (Brhadaranyaka

Upanisad 1. 4. 1.). "Verily, Fear arises from a Second",

Why does Fear arise from a second ? Evidently, because the Second
is looked upon, not only as different from, but also as opposed to, the First.

Hence it is that Oneness, Unity and Universality involve Bliss ; Duality,

Disunity and Limitedness do not. Hence it is that the fundamental Vedanta

Doctrine of "One" ( Eka") is the same as the equally fundamental Vedanta

Doctrine of "Bliss" ("Ananda"). This "One" may be simply "One", an

abstract and partless One, as held by the Monistic Schools of the Vedanta ;

or, it may be also a "Whole" and a "Unity", a Concrete Whole and an

Organic Unity of parts, as held by the Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta.

In the first case, there is no question at all of any duality ; but in the second

case, there is duality, but no disunity ; as all the parts are real only as inside

it, only as parts of the whole, only as identical with it in Svarupa or essence.

Thus, whatever School we may belong to, the Vedanta Doctrine of One

implies simply this, and nothing more -.Every one, every thing is Brahman,
Brahman alone, none but Brahman. Tom is Brahman, Dick is Brahman,

Harry is Brahman ; Ram is Brahman, Sam is Brahman, Yadu is Brahman ;

the earth, water, fire, air, ether all are Brahman.

What is Bliss ? Bliss is want of fear and the consequent expansion of

life

And, whatever be our special creeds and and convictions, the Vedanta

Doctrine of Bliss implies simply this, and nothing more: Look upon

every one, every thing as your own self, the same Atman ; as the same

Supreme Self, as the same Paramatman ; as the Absolute, as the same

Para-Brahman. This is the coveted Bhuma-Drti, Atma-Drsti, Brahm; -

Drsti a direct Realisation of Brahman as all and all as Brahman "Sarvatn

Khalvidam Brahman ( Chand. Up. 3. 14. 1.)" "Brahmedam Sarvam" (Brh.

Up. 2.5.1.) the dream of Kavis or Poets, the aim of Prfijnas or Scholars

or the Vision of Risis or Seers. That is, this is the quintessence of Vedanta

Sadhana to realise the eternal Brahma-hood of all, to see the Divine Light
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in all, tofeel the Divine Beauty in all to taste the Divine Bliss in all including

one's own self, in all cases. If there be only one, there is only Light, only

Beauty, only Bliss.

Thus, the Message of Bliss of the Vedanta is this :

(1) Beautiful and deep
Your real keep.

(2) See it in all

Obeying heart's call.

As before, (1) refers to the transcendental standpoint : (2) to the

temporal.

The above is. indeed, difficult, but Pessimism is foreign to the very

spirit of India, for this simple reason, that as we tried to emphasise repea-

tedly above what if, what eternally ii, can be easily manifested or realised ;

what it not, cannot be done so, even after the greatest effort. This, in fact,

is the Indian view of Progress, Perfection, Procurement. Ordinarily, all

these mean the very same thing, viz reaching a new goal, attaining a new and

a higher state, obtaining some thing more sublime not obtained before. But

according to this Indian view, there can never be the rise of something out of

nothing, fulness out of emptiness, hundred out of zero. Also, Mokta or

Mukti or Siddhi or Salvation, being the Sumrnum Bonum or the Highest

End, or rather, the only End, of life, cannot be Anitya or non-eternal. some-

thing that is non-existent in the beginning but later on comes to be produced

through some causes, like the Sadhanas or Spiritual Means. Evidently, what

itself is Anitya or non-eternal cannot be a respository of Nitya or eternal

Perfection, Fulness, Bliss. Hence, Moksa or Salvation being such a state

of eternal Perfection, Fulness and Bliss, must essentially be Nitya, or

eternal.

That is why, it has been said unequivocally and unanimously that

Progress does not imply an advance from a less perfect to a more perfect

states, or an attainment of some new qualities, not possessed before. It

only implies the manifestation of our own eternal real nature, eternal perfec-

tion, eternal fulness, eternal bliss.

So, what we have to do here is only to look inside at our own Selves,

at our own Atman, at Brahman which we really are. This look, this

vision, or this realisation is the only thing we aim at here. But is it,

after all, so very difficult ? The incorrigibly optimistic Indian Risii, Seers

who have themselves seen their own Atman, Brahman inside, assure us

that from one point of view, it is undeniably difficult, just as it is difficult

to see in dense darkness, breathe in polluted air, break open the locked

doors of a dark and stifling dungeon. But from another point of view, it is

easy enough, just as it is easy to uncover the cover of burning lamp, remove

boulders on the path of a flowing river, clap away the bees on a blooming



DOCTRINE OF SRIKANTHA 309

flower, open the windows of a closed room ; and get in, at once, the light

that is there burning, the water that is there flowing, the flower that is there

blooming, the air that is there blowing.

In the very same manner, the Lamp of one's life is ever burning, the

River of one's life is ever flowing, the Flower of one's life is ever blooming,
the Air of one's life is ever blowing. So, what reason is there to be

pessimistic ? It is not that we have to hunt for a new treasure, to cross

ocean, or to catch the moon.

So, let us do this simple thing right now, just right now for is it

not the most neglected thing at the same time ? No particular time, no

particular place, or no particular method is compulsory here at any time,

day or night* at any place, home or wilderness, through any method or

no method at all can one do it, do it well, do it fully, do it joyfully

i. e. Realise the Eternal Self the Luminous, the Self Beautiful, the Self

Blissful.

This is the Message of the Vedanta nothing more, nothing less. Can
self anything be more inspiring, more exhilarating, more soul-stirring ?

Like the Golden beam of Sun
And the silvery sheen of Moon
Like the gentle touch of Dew
And the smell of Lotus new

Bright, soft, cool, enchanting.
Know thy Atman, everlasting

Where is sorrow, where is sin ?

If this vision once you win.

This, the Risi's, Message old

And our only hope and hold.
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Nit>ya-Pdr?a, 25,

Nitya-Sat, 21,

Nitya-Suddha, 25, 130, 149,

Nitya-trpta, Nitya-tvpfcatvam, 19,

51, ISO, 149,
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Nyffya. 1, System, 39, 193,

Nynya-maynkha-rnSlika. of Appaya

Dtkita, 10,

Nyitya-Muktavaii of Madhva, 10,

Nyaya-Vai&e.?ika system, 56, 57,

05, 116,

o
Oedipus Complex, 21^

Organic whole, 36, 37, 40, 79, 143,

144, 145, 16 ', 166, 169, 170,

253. 269.

Organs of knowledge, five, 113.

, 96

Pafica-kytya, 20, 35, 36

Panca-MahabhQta, 13-ri

PaScIknrana, 114, llo

Pflpa-Karraas, 184, 195, I!)
1

.), 1.0 1,

304, 205, 21*, 230

Para-Brahman, 15, 44, 4\ 4i, 47,
'

48, 49, 50, 307

ParSdhikarana, 12

Para-guna, 52

P&ra-jyoti, 95

Parama-Aka&a, 64

ParamU Janauf, 171

, 56, 116

Paramn- PrajBii, 60

Parama-Prakvti, 46, 167

Parama-^afcti, 46, 49, 167

Pararaa Siva, 15, 59

Paramafccnan or Parfttman, 13, 14,

251, C07

Pararaesvara, IS, 35, 47, 48, 49,5-4

Para-Prakyti, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49,

6 f 64, 96, 168, 173

Parat Para, 202, 204

Para-5akti, 2P, 44, 47, 4^, 51, 52,

53, 54, 55, G4, 69, 70, 81, 86,

8^, 133, 145, 164, 165, 166,

167, 168, 169, 171, 173, 174,

175

Parn-Vidyas, 10

PariijUina.Vfida. 41, 59, 60, 6*, 68,

69, 70, 71, 72, 78, 79, 80, 134,

139, lt\ '.85

Parjanya, 233

PaSupafcf, 8, 16

Pluralism, 36, IV2

Prffgabhfiva, 21,

1'rakvti-Adhikarar^a, 65

Pa-alaya, lO, 41, 44, fiO, 6*J, 72, 80

123, 124, 143, 151, i2^G, 230,

1^5, 284, 87

Pram:T, 107

PrSnamaya Atman, ^>4

Prjln^rnma, 46

Pranava, 49. 95

PriTpti, 99

Pra&na Upaai^ad, V2*

Prayaga-Vidhf. 99

Prayojana-LTlff, 153

Premaraaya, 51

Principle of Heredity, 180

Principle oC Sociology, ISO

Pu^ya-Karmas, 184, 195, 19(5, 198,

199, 20 J, 202, 204, yltf, 230

Pura^as, 11, 26, 27, 103,301, 802,

Puri, 2

ruru^ak-srj, 263, 264, ^i65

Puruavidha Atman, 302



Purugottama, 36,

Puru$ottama'carya,- 115

Purva-MIrnamsa (Karma
Mtmamsa), 5, 98

Purva-PakSa. 104, 105

R
R-ldha, 53

Raga-dveija, 197

Bijas, 11 S

R^manuja, author of Vi>i$ta-

dvaitavada, 2, 3, 5, 7, Schools

of, 10t 178

Ran^a^ajndhvarin, 10

Ranga-rnja-Makhi, 8

Ratiakara, 48, 59

Rg-Veda, 1, 1^3

R^, three of Indian Philosophy,

Rudra, 16, 45, 63, 95

S
JsabalitarfTpa, 4:9

Suocidananda, 21, 28, 83

Saccidanandasvarilpa, 13, 21, 35

Sa'lgunas of 6iva, 18, 20

Sadhfiiana Siddhi, 173 .-

SaHhnrana Knrana, id33

Sacl Vikaras, 227

Saguna, Siguijatya, 6, 17, 20, 21.

144, 263,

Saiva or Sakta, 2, 4

fiaiva School, 67

^ viva Sect, 7, 8, 53, 116

uva Scriptures, 8

aiva Vedautist, 3

, 3, 45

, 64

Sakania-K rmas t 18,78, 80, 83, 87,

99, 130,157, 188, 189, 190, 191,

192, 195, 197, 200, 201.204,

205, 206, 216, 217, 218 221,

222, 223, 224, 225, 228, 229,

230, 232, 237, 238, 240, 241,

243, 247, 248, 254, 256, 2^)7,

2^8, 160, 261, 267, 268, 269,

271, 272. 273, 276, 278, 28Q,

281, 282, .283, 284, 285,287,

288, 297.

SakFima-Karma-BTjas, 225

Sakama-Papa-Karma, i.70

Sakama-Punya-Karma, 196, 198,

270

Sakriya, Sakriyatva, 77, 79, 82, 83

Sfiki-Caitanya, 276,

Samavayi-Karana, 148, 149,

6nmba-^iva, 10,

Samkalpiba-Sakala-Karana-

Vidagdha-Kriya-^akbi, 63,

arnkara, author of Kevalatdvaita-

v^da, 2, 5, 6, 11, 1*. 5 , 105

116, 322, 134, 176, 177, 233.

Snmkhya, 1, 67, 193

Samkhya-Pradhana, 95, 96, 141,

SHnikhaya-Prakvti, 96, 113

Samkhya-Yoga Systems, 56, 116

Samsiira-Cakra/, 186, 187, 190, 205,

207, 223, 225,2L6, 396

Samsk-ara, 99,

Sanat Kumara, 26

Bantam, 27, 360

Santi.SaBQvddham, 27

Sarada .Am.ma, 2
:

Sarada Matha, 2



dartra,

. 81

Safv&gata and 9arv5dhSra, 80

$afv&}fta bi* Omniscient, Sarvaj-

fiatVam, 19. 22, 35, 49, 48, 133,

279
'

Sarva-Raranatva, 13

Sarva-pTapyatva, 18

SarvStman, 31 <

astra-Yoni, S&atra*1fonit*a, 19,

102, 107

Sat, 21, 23, 28, 29, 46, 47, 88, 115,

128, 302

5ata-ttidrlya, 95

Sat-Karya-Vada, 59, 68

Sattva, 113

Satya, 26, 28, 29, 110, 199, 296,

Satyfitm?f, 46

Savisesa, 46, 145

6iva, 2, 3, 4, Y, Great Pfcfcupati, 8,

10, It, 13, 4, 15, numerous holy
names of, 16, Bight names snoh

as Bh&va, Sarva, Isana, a&upati

Bndra, Ugra, BhTm*, and

Mahndeva, 16, Attributes, ,7,

Mafigala, 17, six Holy Attri-

butes, 18, 20, 32, Five Holy
Acts, 20, 2>, Nitya-Sampanna,
23, &inti-Samrddham, 27 2 ,

44, 45, 49, 51, 52, 57, 63, 67,8V,

101, 113, 116, 118, 119, 133,

141, 166, 168

Stvagama, 11, 49

ivarka Mani-DTpika of Appaya
Dikita. 5, 6, 7, 9, 46, 52, 127.

152, 153, 154, 165, 22p.
t 227,

229r 241, i3

Siva-Sakti, 28, 49, 60, 53

ivat-Sampannam, 16

Smrli, 11, 17, 27* 103. 109
5raddha f 107

Sravana~Manana-Nidhidhysanaf

6, 100, 103, 194, 105, 106, 107,

126

rika$thft, author of ViSiSta-

5ivadvaita-Vada, 2, 3, Life of

3, Works of, 3, Date of, 5, 6

Srlpati, Author of Visesadvaita-

vada, 23

Svngerl Matha at Syngerl, 2

Syti, 20, 41, 44, 62, 78, 79, 80, 8?,

112,123, 124, 1 3, 226, 230,

235, 237, 283, 285

Sruti, ruti-Pramana, 17, 107, 139

Srutyanugvhita-Tarka, 106, 108

Sthita-dhl, 292

Sthita-prajna, 292

Sthiti, 20, 41,44
Sthula-arira, 226

5uddhadvaitav5da of Vallabha, fi,

"

Of Visnusvamin, 2f

5udra, 96

Sakha-Dubkha, 130

Sukma-5arira, 226

Suryn, 2,

Svabhavika-Dvaitadvaita Vada of

Nimbarka, 2

Svagata-Bheda, 37, 38, 49, 52, 79,

80, 81, 86; 145. 163, 164, I65 t

167, 168. 169, 238, 26 )

Svajatiya-Bheda, 37. 38, 49, 138

Svarga, 195, 199, 204, 205, 217,

218, 219, 221, 226, 230, 291

202, 204



Sva-gakti-Viketaa, 143

8vatantratvam. 19

^vetacarya, Gtiru of 5rikantha, 4,

8

5vetasvatara Upaniad, 96, 99,

T .

TaittirTya tTpani$ad, 22. 23, 96, 27,

28, 46, 54, 49, 60,61.63,65,

69, 93, 95, 99. 107, 154. 30^,

306

Tamas, 113

Tanmlitras, fUe 113

Tapo-rupika Jnana-^akti, 63

Tarka-Pada, 57,

Teleology, 160, 183, Unconscious,

183, 270

Theism, 85

Tirobhava. 20

Trigunatmika Prakrti, 113

Trilochana, 87

Tri-Sadhana, 104

TrivYt-karana, 115

U
Ubhaya-karana, 58

Ubhaya-l ;ngam, 17

Ubhaya-lingadhikarana, 17

Uara, 16,

Uma, 18, 47, 48, 49, *1. 52, 53, 64,

Ananda-rupiui, 69, 81, 88. 133,

145, 164, 166, 167. 168, 171,

174

Umanatha, 48

Umapati, 48

Upadnna-Karana, 46, 57, 63, 64,

121, 149

Upfidana-iSakti, 64

Upadhi-Vada, 6, 31

Utpatti, 99

Utpatti-Vidhi, 99
Uttara-MitnSmaS (Vedanta) 5,

TJttara-Pakga or Siddhanta, 104,

105
V

Vacaspati MiAra, author of Bh-
mati, 10, 177

Vadri-Narayana at Jyotirm$ha,
2

VaiSesika, 193

Vainavas, 53, 116, 119

Vainava Vedanta, 178

Vaiavanara, 94

Vallabha, author of Suddhadvaita-

Vada, 2, 3

Vedanta, 1, Five Schools of, 2, 3,

Ten School* of, 2, 106, 193,

300

Vedanta-Kalpataru of Amala-
nanda, 10 *

Vedanta-Parimala of Appaya Dlk-

ita, 10

Vedanta-Paribhan, 114

Vedanta Prakyti, 113, 115

Vedanta-Batna-Mauiua f 115

Vedas, 8, 26, 96, 103, 105, 106
Vedic Samhitas, 27

Vibgyor, Ii9

Videha-Mukti-Vadin, 230

Vidhi, four kinds of, 99

Vijatiya Bheda, 37, 38, 49, 138,

VijRana, 26

Vijfianacnaya Atman, 54

Vikara, 71, 72, 99

Viniyoga Vidhi. 99

Vipascit, 22



* t 94 ViSvajit Sacrifice, 10

Virup^kga, 29, 48 Visvallna, 30

ViSej5dvaita-Vada of ripati, 2 Visvapati, 36

VisiStadvaitavada of RamSnuja, 2 Visvarupa, 29, 31

vaita-Vada of rl- Visvatman, 30

Kantha, 2, 1O Vivarta-Vada. 68, 71, 78

i, 2, 7, 14, 36, 56, 57, 63, 64
, Vyabhioaragraha Method, 39

116. 119 Vyakaraija, 26

a., 2 f Vyiipti, 1 423

Vi;nu-Svamin, author of ^uddhad- Vyatireka Method, 39

vaita-Vada, 2, 3 Y
Vidvadhika, Visvadhikatva, 12, 13, Yoga, 1, 193

30, 31 Yogacaryas, 7, 8

Corrections

P For read

2. Madhva's Bhedavada
Bhedabhedavada


