JAGAT PRAKARANAM

The nature of Jagat will be determined in this section. The
different theories in this connection posited by different
systems/Darsanas have been refuted through their own logic.
Afterwards, the thesis that ‘the Svarapa of Jagat is indeed Brahman’ is
propounded. In the process, the argumentation Karya Karana
Ananyatvam (non—difference of cause and effect) of the Védanta
Siddhanta, adopted by Bhagavan Bhasyakara Safikara, is very elegant
and very powerful. This is the crest jewel of the whole Siddhanta. In this
Nyaya, world is the effect and Brahman is the cause. According to Sruti,
the world is a manifestation of the unmanifest Brahman and the form
Vikara through which Brahman becomes manifest is just a word and
name only. The two descriptions that the Jagat is a manifestation of
Brahman and is just a word and a name, make it difficult to comprehend
Brahman-Jagat relation. ‘Is Jagat different from Brahmanr Or not
different? Or something which defies either of these descriptions?” are
the questions which arise. To get definite answers for these questions
we must remember the following. All the statements of the Sruti in this
connection have to be teconciled without bias. This is because the Sruti
is free from delusion, carelessness or deceitfulness as noted already
(See 4.6). The law of effect-cause relation of non-difference is the result
of this reconciliation. Through this relation does it become clear in what
sense Jagat is different from Brahman? In what sense is it non-different?
In what sense it defies either of these descriptions? This relation being
the cardinal point and the very life breath of Védanta, special effort has
been made here to convey its unambiguous significance. Subsequently,
the objections that could be raised against this theory have been
answered. Further still, Maya which is the link between & ST (world-

effect) and its very dissimilar %RUT ST& (Brahman-Cause) and the

manner of creation-sustenance-dissolution of this Jagat thereof through

this Maya are discussed.
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CHAPTER 5

OTHER THEORIES

In the previous chapters were discussed the Pramanam which
generate the cognition. Now we will deal with the topics of Jagat,
Brahman and Jiva and their Svarupa with the help of these Pramanas.We
will start with the discussion of the Svarupa of the Jagat.

5.1 An Unperceived Cause of the Jagat exists

Svartpa means its own Rupa (form/feature), that Rupa which is
never abandoned by it. We know that Jagat is changing from one form
to another. Therefore, the form of the Jagat as determined by direct
perception cannot be its Svarupa. Further it is a universal experience that
changes in any particular thing are not brought about without the
existence of a basic entity. Therefore, it is easy and natural to infer that
some basic entity in the Jagat is appearing in different forms while
retaining its own intrinsic nature. What we ditectly perceive are only the
forms, but the basic entity which is the plenum of these forms is not
available for Pratyaksa Pramanam. It is determined only by other
Pramanams. For example, an ice-block melts into water and water
becomes steam. Here what we directly perceive are the ice-block, water
and steam. Nevertheless there must be a basic object which is assuming
these three forms at different times while retaining its inherent nature
that is not directly perceptible. The Science of Physics is necessary to

determine what that is:

5.2 ° Three causes

Behind every effect, there are two causes Upadana (material)
and Nimitta (efficient). That entity which remains as it is but appears
in different forms is called Upadana Karana and the different forms are
called the Karyas of this Karana. That is, the Upadana Karana is the
swarupa of the Karyas. For example, bricks, tiles and pots are the

Karyas, their Upadana Karana is clay. Though the Karyas are changing
28



from one form to another, the clay remains unchanging. Therefore, the
clay is the Upadana Karana of the Karyas and it is their Svarapa. Gold
is the 39T &RUT of the ornaments. Therefore gold is the Svarupa of

the ornaments.

The material cause SUTG hIUT may not always be able to appear
in the form of Karya by itself; there should be another Karana to put it
up as a Karya. That is called the Nimitta Karana of the Karya. Examples:
It is the potmaker who turns the clay in the forms of pot, jug etc.
Therefore he is their Nimitta Karana. The goldsmith is the Nimitta

Karana, the efficient cause, shapes the gold in the form of ornaments.

Besides these two Karanas, Sastra mentions another Karana
also. That by whose assistance the Nimitta Karana poses the Upadana
in the form of Karya is called the Sahakari Karana (Auxiliary cause). For
example, the wheel and axle used by the potmaker to make pots out of
the clay; The hammer and the anvil used by the goldsmith to prepare the

ornaments.

Nayyayikas call the Upadana Karana by a different name—
Samavayi Karana. According to them, the Karya is non-existant before
its creation and after its dissolution. With creation, the Karya is
produced in the Samavayi Karana through a connection called Samavayi
(inherence) and is also destroyed during dissolution. Védanta does not
accept this. Whatit accepts is Tadatmya Sambandha (relation of identity)

between Karya and Karana. Its meaning becomes clear in section 6.5.

Further, in order to determine the Svarupa of the Jagat, its
Upadana Karana is to be determined and so also its Nimitta Karana.
Before coming to know the Védanta Siddhanta about this, we will sketch
briefly what the other theories say in this context and also refute them

by their own logic.

5.3 Buddhists’ view

There is one group among the Buddhists called Sanyavadin
(Nihilists). Their contention is that the Jagat never exists; there is only
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R (the void). Therefore there is no point in discussing its Nimitta or

Upadana Karana. Nobody accepts this contention and therefore we will
not discuss it. But there is another group among them called
Vijhanavadin (upholders of the theory of phenomena of consciousness)
who argue as follows: “We imagine that there is an external Jagat due to
our own beginningless Samskara—impressions acquired from past lives.
Really Jagat doesn’t exist at all.”” How can you say that there is no
external world at all when it is being experienced through the senses? “It
is true it is being experienced. Nevertheless it is not possible to assert on
this ground that an external world exists. In our dreams, where we know
an external Jagat doesn’t exist, don’t we experience it as if it is there?
Therefore, there is no point in discussing the cause of a non-existent
Jagat.”

This is wrong. It is impossible to deny the existence of the Jagat
which is being experienced. It is obvious even in their own argument,
when they say ‘though an external Jagat doesn’t exist in dreams, it is
experienced as if it is there’. Does it not already imply existence of the
external Jagat experienced in the wakeful state on their part? Not only
that, everyone also performs actions in accordance with the knowledge
of external objects; one goes in search of food outside to pacify internal
hunger. Besides that, when you know that food is not available in a place,
you don’t go either. And itis also fallacious to deny the external Jagat
on the basis of the analogy between the external world and the dream
world. There are mighty differences between them not withstanding the
similarities. When a person says I saw a friend in the dream and now I
desire to see him directly, he would certainly know the difference
between the friend outside and the memory experienced in the dream.

Therefore “external world exists and its cause must be known
(Su.Bh.2.2.28-29).

5.4 Mimamsaka’s Logic

In the foregoing section the logic of the Nastikas with regard to
the cause of the Jagat has been presented and refuted. Next we consider
the logic of the Mimamsakas who are followers of the Véda, unlike the
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Nastikas. Their contention is that “It is not correct to say that the world
is created. It has been existing since infinite past. Therefore the question
of its cause does not arise at all.” But this is not correct. We will
demonstrate it on the basis of the Véda which is a valid Pramana for the
Mimamsakas. The Véda tells very clearly that the world has been created
and that it has an unperceivable cause. e ARITHY ATHICFHHATGAIH

previously this was all Sat only without a second’ (Ch.Bh. 6.2.1), ‘ATHT
1 TeHF TATY 3T|Tﬁ?‘[’ this was previously Atman only’ (Ai. 1,1.1), etc.

Not only that. It undergoes the cycle of Srsti, Sthiti and Laya.
While speaking about creation, it states 3 SHAATHAIAGRT ATHEY

TN entering into this JivAtman I will carve out the Nama Ripas
(Ch.Bh.6.3.2). Notice that Jivatman here is referred toas ‘this Jivatman.’
Obviously this JivAtman should have existed even before the carving
out of the world. A forthcoming Jiva cannot be referred to as ‘this
Jivatman.” Now, Jiva’s pre-existence obviously implies that the world

must have existed before the present creation. The world also undergoes

dissolution after some time. ‘TAT A1 FHMA WA A | AT ST
Gilﬂi%” T HATARNT — Brahman is that from which all these things

emanate and live for sometime and afterwards merge into’ (Ta1.3.1.3). ‘It
is like the spider producing the cobweb and absorbing it back into itself
— FAOETH: oI Tad & (Mu. 1.1.7) In fact the Rgvéda Samhita states

unambiguously: FATETE! GTAT TATIERFIA 19 o JIAAT ATqRegHT
W [§vara cteated Srya (the Sun), Candra (the Moon), Dyul6ka (Astral

wortld), the Prthvi (Earth), Antariksa (Ether space) and the Svarga
(heavenly worlds) as they were there previously (Rgvéda Sambhita.
10.190.3). These prove that the Jagat has creation and dissolution
(Su.Bh. 2.1.306).

Present day science has also considered a similar view. After a
long discussion, the scientists have given up the idea that the world has
been existing as such since the infinite past. The birth of new stars has
been noticed and they move very fast in space and their dissolution is

also observed. Bhagavan Sankara refers precisely to this in his
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commentary on the Bhagavadgita ARG FATAT W F=TD the three

worlds are scared, they are scattering away (G. 11.20). The Puranas also
describe this phenomenon. Of course, science currently is not aware of
the Védic assertion about the cycle of creation and the destruction of
the universe as a whole. But some scientists have started pursuing this
idea also. However, what has already been concluded by science about

the creation of the universe, is sufficient to deny its perennial existence.

5.5 Vaisésikas’s Theory

From now on we will take up for discussion the theses of others
who agree that the world undergoes creation— dissolution cycle.
Vaiéésikas are our ancient scientists. Their theory, very much resembling
modern science is as follows: The gross observed world is constituted
of four elements which have parts. These elements are the gross Prthvi
with the four qualities of Gandha (smell), Rasa (taste), Rapa (colour) and
Sparsa (touch); subtle Jala (water) with the qualities of Rasa, Rupa and
Sparsa; the subtler Téjas (light) with the qualities of Rupa and Sparsa;
the subtlest Vayu (air) with a single quality of Sparsa. At the time of
dissolution the parts go on separating till that stage when they have no
more size that is, they become dimensionless particles. These are called
Anus, the atoms. In other words, these atoms are the ultimate cause of
the universe that is, the inherent nature of the Jagat. Just like these
elements, the atoms also have got the comparative differences in their
subtlety as in the gross universe, namely gross, subtle, subtler and the
subtlest with 4,3,2 and 1 gunas respectively. During creation they once
again assemble together to produce the gross world. These atoms, which

they call Paramanus, are eternal.

This theory is not correct for many reasons. The conceived
process of creation or of dissolution or their conception of the
conjunction of the atoms together or even the properties of the atoms

are all irreconcilable.

i) Creation of the wortld is not possible because the atoms cannot

conjoin with each other by themselves since they are all inert. To
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overcome this objection to their theory, the Vai§ésikas infer an Atman
as existing even before creation. He is a Karta (doer) and a Bhokta
(enjoyer). He is the Nimitta for the atoms to come together. But this is
not reasonable because, in order to juxtapose these atoms, this Atman
must already have a body and a mind. But the body and the mind
themselves have to come into existence through a conglomeration of
atoms. Therefore, he cannot have a body, mind etc., before creation.
Therefore, obviously he cannot put forth any effort to effect the process

of conjunction.

i) Even the process of dissolution is not logical. Granting that
‘somehow’ this Atman has acquired the body and the mind, he could
perform dissolution. But he would not, because the world is created
precisely for his own needs. It would be unreasonable to say that what

has been created for himself, by himself, is also destroyed by himself.

iii)  Even the process of the combination of the atoms is faulty for
the following reasons: the combination of the atoms can either be total
or partial. It cannot be in any other way. If it is total, then the two
dimensionless atoms will merge and produce only another
dimensionless atom. Therefore, atoms combining in this way can never
give rise to three dimensional objects. To avoid this objection if it is said
that the combination is partial, then it will imply that the atoms have
parts. But this would go against their own assertion that the atoms are

partless/dimensionless.

IV)  Their statement that the four atoms have comparative subtlety
and that they are eternal are mutually contradictory. Experience tells us
that objects with qualities of touch etc., are only effects and not ultimate
causes. For example, a cloth with properties of touch, and so on is an
effect of threads and the threads with these properties are effects of
cotton fibres. On this basis we will have to infer that the atoms with
these qualities could only be effects, but not ultimate causes. If they are
only effects they are obviously not eternal because all effects are

transient compared to their causes. For example, the cloth is more
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transient than the thread; the thread is more transient than the cotton
fibre (Su.Bh. 2.2.12-17)

The above is only an extremely brief summary of the discussion
in the Sankara Bhasya. After rejecting the theory, Bhagavan Sankara
comments at the end: “This atomic theory is based on insipid logic, not
in accordance with Sruti and not accepted by stalwarts like Manu.
Therefore, wise people should discard it.” Some modern people who are
not able to understand the nuances in the foregoing criticism, have
commented that Sankara’s attack on the atomic theory weakened the
growth of scientific thought in the country. But Sankara has not
discarded the atoms. He makes mention of them very clearly in-many
places. He has only denied the claim that their atoms are the primordial
cause of the universe and shown that the features of the atoms
propounded by them are contradictory. On the other hand, it is our
belief that had the scientists taken guidance from Sankara’s eriticism of
the Vaisésika theory, many of the modern scientific thoughts could have

been anticipated eatlier.

5.6 Naiyyayika’s Theory:

Naiyayikas are our ancient logicians. They are otherwise known
as Tarkikas. They, the Yégis and often others too of course, accept
Isvara. But this concept-of I§vara is based on inference and not
according to Véda. All these Darsanikas or philosophers accept the
Sankhya system pattially and propound the following theory: There are
three categories in the universe—Purtsa, [§vara and Prakrti. That they
are mutually independent and infinite. The particular difference is that
Prakrti is inert and I§vara is Omniscient (Sarvajfia). Further the Purisas

are Bhoktas (enjoyers).

This Prakrti is the Upadana of the Jagat and I$vara is the
Nimitta. Though the logicians depend totally on inference, they quote
the Védas whenever they have to argue with the Vaidikas. They do not
take the Védas as an independent Pramana. Now their thesis will be
refuted by their own logic in the spirit of the Ustra Laguda Nyaya that
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is, when the camel carrying sticks of firewood on its back just sits down
and refuses to move, its master pulls out one stick from its own load,

beats it and make it get up and move ahead.

Prakrti cannot assume the form of the world by itself because it
is nonsentient. It is only when I§vara takes it under his control that this
can happen. But in that case, the independence of the Prakrti will be
lost. Further, their statements such as (a) the Purasa, the Prakrti and
I$vara are mutually different and independent and infinite, (b) that I§vara
is Sarvajia, do not also match. The reason is the following: Creation is
possible only after determining the extent of the available Prakrti and
also how many Puriisas require the creation. Therefore, I§vara will have
to determine the number of Purtisas and also the extent of the Prakrti.
If he cannot determine them, he cannot be Sarvajfia. Suppose he can,
other contradictions will crop up: this determination implies that the
Prakrti and PuruSas are finite. This contradicts their being infinite.
Further, when all the finite number of Purasas get Mukti in due course,
the creation becomes unnecessary. Consequently I§vara will have to stop
creation. Then his Sarvajfiatva itself stands refuted because, it is inferred
only from the complexity of the creation. None of their assertions is
satisfactory. (St.Bh.2.2.39-41)

5.7 Sankhya Thesis

The Sankhya philosophy in the Bhagavad Gita is entirely
Védanta. But the Sankhya thesis under discussion at present is different.
This is ptopounded by Sti Kapila. This Sankhya theory is considered the
best among the dialectic systems. The Sankhya dialectic outwardly
appears very similar to the Védanta. Therefore, ordinary people will not
be able to understand the difference. That is why Sankara refutes them
with special attention in the spirit of the maxim U&T Heed RECLESIC

— ‘vanquishing the main opponent’. One who has won all the wrestlers
in the tournament is the Pradhana Malla. Defeating him would amount

to defeating all the others. Sankhya refutation is widely spread over the
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Sankara Bhasya. What follows is only a brief sketch of the relevant

portion.

The Sankhyas also depend only on inference and not on the
Véda. But when arguing with the Védantins they quote Védic statements
either twisting them a little or out of context. Their thesis is as follows:
It is a matter of direct perception that the world contains only two
categories—]Jada and Cétana. It is also observed that Cétana does not
cause Jada nor Jada cause Cétana. Therefore the Upadana of the Jada
Jagat should be Jada only. Further, since the Jagat is intertwined with
Satva, Rajas and Tamas, its Upadana should also be such. They call this
Upadana, Pradhana (Prakrti). The other category is the Cétana PurusSa
(Jiva). He is only Saksi-witness, actionless (ﬁm, qualityless d_:l"i'u'l),
unattatched (319) and devoid of initiative (Fdf). Pradhana by its own
nature takes the form of the Jagat to satisfy the needs of the Purasas.
When the three Gunas—Satva, Rajas and Tamas of the Pradhana—
undergo changes, creation occurs and when they attain equilibrium

dissolution occurs. In this way there is no I§vara in the Sankhya thesis.

Let us now see how this thesis is not satisfactory.

i) If the Pradhana is inert it cannot change into Jagat all by itself.
“Why not? Don’t we see water flowing by itself?”” One may ask.

No. Flowing is not the inherent nature of water. It requires a
slope for it to flow. That is the reason why people construct sloping
canals to carry water from place to place. Nowadays it is made to flow
even upwards by the use of motors. This means that the initiative for
the flow of water is coming from somewhere else; it can come only from
the Cétana. Where there is initiative, there is no Jadatva (inertia),
and whete there is Jadatva, there is no initiative.

“In that case let the initiative come from the Cétana Purasa for
the Pradhana to transform into the Jagat”. But the Sankhyas have already
said that the Purasa is devoid of Pravrtti. So he cannot provide the

initiative.
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i) Further they are to be asked for what purpose should the
Pradhana transform into the Jagat? If it is said for the sake of the
enjoyment (Bhoéga) of the Purusa, that is not possible because the
Purasa is Asanga (unattached). So there is no question of Bhéga for him.

“In that case, let the purpose be to facilitate the Purtsa to attain
Moksa in due course.”

There is no question of Méksa for the Purasa because he is
already Asanga.

There are many such inconsistencies in the Sankhya thesis.

5.8 Modern Arguments

Many intelligent people who are influenced by modern science
nowadays believe, like the Sankhyas, that the cause of the Jada Jagat
should also be Jada. There is only one difference: The examples given
by the Sankhyas like the flow of water are merely replaced by examples
from modern science. They say that there is a continuous motion of
molecules in gases or radioactive elements split spontaneously without
the intervention of any Cétana. Suppose this is true; then the gas
molecules will have to be moving perpetually if that is their intrinsic
nature. But we know that when the temperature in the gas reduces, the
motion is also reduced. This shows that their motion is controlled by
the temperatute. Further, the temperature is controlled by the Cétana
Purasa. So, eventually, their motion depends on the Cétana and is not

their inherent nature.

“But nobody can fully stop their motion. When the temperature
has attained a certain minimum value they continue to move, though
with much less vigor. Can’t we say that at least that motion is the intrinsic

nature of the molecules?”

The above argument does not hold water. If the Purasa is
controlling it upto that extent, there must be another Cétana who must
be responsible for its weak motion. Similar arguments apply to the other

examples of the splitting of radioactive materials also.
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Science defines the Jada object as one which cannot move
by itself or if it is already in motion, it cannot change either its
speed or its direction of motion by itself; and that its state can
change only under the application of an external force. Further,
this force also does not choose its point of application or its
direction and magnitude. Therefore, to say that the inert
molecules move by their own intrinsic nature is to contradict the
definition provided by themselves. Therefore, it is impossible to deny
the initiative of a Cétana behind the activities of an inert object by even

the best scientists.

5.9 The Role of Logic in this discussion

After demonstrating the faults of the various theories in
connection with Upadana Karana of the Jagat, we have to propound the
Védanta conclusion. The important thing to be noticed in this
connection is the following. Though the Jagat is Pratyaksa, its cause
(Karana) is not. Therefore Pratyaksa Pramana cannot be of help in its
determination. The ultimate cause has not left any traces of itself in the
Jagat. Therefore, inference (Anumana) and presumption (Arthapatti)
also cannot determine them. Further the ultimate cause being only one,
it does not have analogies—just as the sky or the ocean do not. None of
the above Pramanas can determine it, but only Sruti can. Just as Dharma
and Adharma are determined on the basis of Sruti only, the ultimate
cause of the universe is also determinable only on the same basis

(S@.Bh. 2.1.6) The Véda itself exclaims 1 3IF 98 % g WA=q 4
ﬁq@i‘d ATYT — who knows it well? Who can tell it here? From where
this mysterious creation has come into being? (Rgvéda Sambhita
10.129.6-7) to give us an idea of the complexity of this issue. Sruti also
warns that ST TRUT AICGRIAT Its knowledge cannot be obtained
through logic (Ka. 1.2.9).
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5.10 The Limitations of Logic

For that matter, logic can never analyse completely any
complicated system. The reason is as follows: Such an analysis needs the
information of all its parts. This is so huge that it is impossible for
anyone to have it on hand. Therefore, people generally take into account
only some information and propose a logic for its analysis. It is true that
it will lead to some clarity about the system. But soon new information
from other parts comes to their notice and their own logic creates some
new problems also. In order to analyse these things further, we are
forced to either refine our logic or extend it or do both. Once again the
problem may become more knotty. Nonetheless, with this process of
refining and extending the logic becomes unavoidable making the
situation increasingly complicated. In this way the final solution can
never be found. It is the biggest lacuna inherent in logic [as pointed by
the Sutrakara and explained by the Bhasyakara (Su.Bh.2.1.11)].

The matter can be made amply clear if we look into the
development of modern science which is based on inference. A few
centuries ago the atomic theory was first propounded to explain the
features of the various objects around us. It is true that it was successful
to a large extent. But soon the logic of the atomic theory itself gave rise
to new questions and, besides, new problems cropped up independently
due to new information. Solutions to them demanded improvisation of
the previous logic of that time and extending it too from the atoms to
their nuclei. Of course, some problems were resolved leading to greater
clarity. However, the problems became more and more complicated and
a complete solution to them is still eluding science. In this way the
inherent feature of logic is that it is either inconsistent or incomplete, or

both, at every stage of its development.

5.11 The complete Logic

Therefore, the big question is, when does logic come to an end?
We can get an answer to this big question when we analyse the reasons

for its limitations. Notice that whether Pratyaksa or Anumana or
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Arthapatti or Upamana—all these Pramanas are based on plurality. In
every Pramana there is obviously the triad (Triputi) of the knower, the
knowledge and the knowable. The things to be known in particular are
countless. No knower can comprehend all the knowables exhaustively
at any one time. He can observe only as many as affordable. Hence the
above mentioned limitation is there in every stage of logic. This implies
that only he who can observe all the knowables at once can possibly give
the final answer. Who can do this apart from the omniscient
Paramatman? 7 & ST WTE™A SHAGIE AT FAOM-aqed qasig
A HAISTET — None other than the omniscient be the source of the

complex Sastra of Rigvéda, etc. (Sa.Bh.1.1.3). Therefore, we Vaidikas
rely totally on the supremacy of the Sruti that has originated  from

Paramatma as the most authentic Pramana (see 4.6 for the divine origin
of the Véda).

The above comments about the validity of the Véda are related
to the transactional world coming under Triputi. But its greatness goes
even beyond. That s, it tells about even things which do not come under
the Triputi. The first four Pramanas cannot reach them at all. Therefore,
there is no other way except to rely on the Védas with regard to these
matters. ‘Can there be matters not coming under the Triputi?’ Certainly
there are. We can know them by reflecting on our own experience. If
one is asked “Who are your”” He will easily introduce himself as the son
of so and so, basing on his identification with the body. Suppose he is

asked “Who were you in your dream yesterday?” he would be confused.

Nevertheless he might say “I was flying in the air” and or
whatever, on the basis of the mental activity during that time. Next
suppose he is asked “Who were you in your deep sleep yesterday?”
Who ever can say anything? He has no doubt about his existence at that
time. However, he cannot describe how he was. He cannot use any logic
either to know it because deep sleep is a state beyond Triputi. a state
which transcends the mind. In other words his own intrinsic nature at
that time is not accessible to logic. How then can the primordial cause

of the world—from where even mind emanates—be available for logic?
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Thus, the deep and mysterious Brahman is inaccessible to logic; it is to

be understood only through the Sruti — ‘WTI’&'Z@H Wﬁ'ﬂ’ﬂ'@[ oad, T
TR’ (Sa.Bh.2.1.31). However, this does not mean that one must

silently accept the Védic statements about the primordial cause of the
wortld without any argument. In fact the Sruti itself tells us that it is to
be listened to and then cogitated about ‘Aiqed: Fqe4:” (Br.Bh.4.5.6).

Therefore, we have to use logic for this discussion. But a person
who spontaneously identifies himself with the body will naturally have
more faith in his own intelligence than in the Védas. Therefore, he is
bound to base the discussion on his own logic. Keeping such persons in
view the compassionate Sutrakara and Bhasyakara have indeed used
such logic too to the extent it is possible. Encouraged by this if
somebody thinks that he can prove the ultimate cause of the universe
with his own logic, he is only day-dreaming. So, one should not indulge
in dry logic (St.Bh.2.1.6).

“When it has just now been demonstrated that the human logic

has no finality, why should one adopt it at all?”

No; we adopt it only to give up wrong logic and take to the

correct one. If one’s ancestors were foolish there is no reason for him
also to be foolish — 7 1§ Tall 7 AR AT Heo Hiqaeaiard
ToRTraied THOR | (Sa.Bh. 2.1.11) But it must be remembered that logic

should always proceed according to the Sruti and not contradict it. Even
after having explained so much, one should not feel as if his freedom to
argue has been snatched away by the Védas. Anyhow the Védic
conclusions definitely culminate in self experience. Therefore, if we rein
in our excessive passion for logic for some time and study and practice
the Védic thesis in the light of its own logic, we ourselves can ultimately

realize its completeness.
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CHAPTER 6

The Védic Theory

We have seen in the previous chapters that there must be an
imperceivable cause for the world. That cause is Brahman. STHIEIE Iq:
— It is that through which the creation and the cycle of dissolution of
the Jagat happens (Su.Bh. 1.1.2). This is the definition of Brahman. We
have also defined (see 5.2) the two causes—the Nimitta and the
Upadana. In this chapter we shall demonstrate that the primordial cause
of the universe is at once the Nimitta and also the Upadana in

accordance with the Sruti.

6.1 Brahman is the Nimitta of the Jagat

We have already seen in section 5.7 that for any effect to occur
the initiative is invariably from a Cétana. The initiative for making the
pot is found only in the potter, the initiative for making an ornament is
found only in the goldsmith. Similarly, the initiative for the creation of
the Jagat has to be found only in-a Cétana. That Cétana in which it is
found is the Nimitta Karana of the Jagat and that is Brahman. Prior to
the creation there was only the Brahman and nothing else. ‘Before
creation” here means ‘before the creation in each Kalpa’ (a period of 432
million years of mortals) because the creation does not take place only
once. The world undergoes the cycles of creation and dissolution
gqrar Jan ‘{OWW?[ — Dhata (creator) created the world as before

(Rgvéda Samhita 10.190.3) says the Véda. This Brahman qIsehrad
ERE| TSI — desired to be born as many (Tai.2.6.4). “Brahman has

nothing to gain from anything at any time. So, why should it take the
initiative for creation?” It created the world for the sake of the Jivas
(embodied souls). All the Upanisads say that the creation was according
to I§vara’s desire. For whose sake is this desire? For the sake of the Jivas

who need the world according to their Karma —
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FAAETY & SHEIH U gEAl FURE | ded 9 SR

A I AT TSl gt (Sa.Bh 3.2.41). They would have

done diverse Karmas during the previous Kalpa and merged in Brahman
during its dissolution along with the seeds of their Karma. In order to
experience the fruits of that Karma, Brahman has to create this Jagat in
this Kalpa. It is something like the father getting a doll to pacify.
Similarly, Brahman got motivated to do this creation. Then | 'Sc?ﬂT EED

T - he thought and looked (Pr.6.3); Taitor wqrror e it | A
FATHAG JaTd | He created all forms, named them and He is calling
them by their names (Tai.Aranyaka 3.12.7). & S&Q ARG =i - He
thought of creating the worlds and saw (A 1.1.1)." What did He see
when he was alone? He saw the Karmas of the forthcoming Jivas. It is
just like an architect seeing mentally the forthcoming construction. As
Brahman thought and planned the creation in this way, It is the Nimitta
Karana of the Jagat.

6.2 Brahman is the Upadana Karana of the Jagat

We have understood Brahman as the Nimitta of the Jagat.
However, this does not help us in understanding the intrinsic nature of
the Jagat. It is like not understanding the intrinsic nature of an ornament
by knowing the goldsmith; it is because the goldsmith is different from
the ornament. The intrinsic nature of the ornament is known only when
the gold is known. Similarly, the intrinsic nature of the world is known
only when its Upadana is known. “What stuff did Brahman use as
material to create the Jagat?” is the question. Sruti answers it indirectly

and also directly.

Pointing at the world in front of him Saunaka asks Angirasa:
“ehIGTg WAl faeTd Hame faee Wald” — Bhagavan, what is that by
knowing which all these are known?”” (Mu.1.1.3). Angirasa answers —

JAT GideAT AT 9AT .......... T q9dlg 9T — just as

plants emanate from the earth, all these emanate from Brahman (so all

this is known by knowing Brahman) (Mu 1.1.7). In another place Aruni
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asks his son Svétakétu: “THICHHATEAT AT FAH HaAHT HaH A=A
fastaH” — Have you heard that teaching by listening to which all
unheard things will be heard, undiscussed things will become discussed
and ununderstood things will be understood? (Ch.Bh.6.1.3). Svétakétu
had not heard about such a thing. So the father himself answers the
question: “TAT TRIRA JAveH qaq GHY foed Smgremed vl fowr
TS Fhichddd AT — Somya, just as by understanding one lump of
clay all clay articles are understood; effect is a distortion, a name caused
only by speech. Only clay is Satya (Cha 6.1.4). After giving this example
he says: “Hed ARIGHT ATEICHHATEATTT — Somya, all this was only
the one Brahman without a second (Ch.Bh.6.2.1). Apart from this, the
Sruti states it even directly: Il a1 T AT ST | PESIGIERSIEIRS
| FTEATEER | qeSEEE | 98 SR’ — comprehend clearly
That as Brahman from where all the beings are born, and in which they
live and later merge also’ (Tai 3.1.3); HISHTHIAT. TE A — He
desired to be born as many — FIARYAY | Afeg T *(Tai 2.6.4);
Whatever is here, He became all these (Tai 2.6.6); TRAS W?ﬂ%a?{
%’8’1{ — Everything in front is Brahman, the whole universe is Brahman
(Mu.2.2.11), and so on.

Brahman is seen to be the Upadana of the Jagat through many
such Mantras. The purpose of the above conversations is of course to
show Brahman. But what is being shown directly is the world.
Therefore, the answers are reconciled only when the wortld is not
different from Brahman. This is possible if, and only if, Brahman is the
Upadana of the Jagat. That is why all effects are understood the moment
their Upadana is understood. Since it has already been established that
this is also the Nimitta Karana, it is customary to refer to Brahman as
the efficient—cum-material cause 39 FRRIMIGH HRT of the Jagat.
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6.3 Upadana or Antaryamin?

Now there could arise a doubt: Brahman’s Upadanatva may not

be established from the foregoing teacher-student dialogues. This doubt

arises because the Sruti says in another place: TGET ?‘léﬂ'l’j’?lﬁf?l?[ —
After creating the world He entered into it. (Tai.2.6.6) Therefore,
Brahman might have used the Prakrti, which is different from it but
under its control, as the Upadana and It could only be the Nimitta; after
creation It has entered into the world and is controlling it from within.
Therefore, the above conversations may imply that Brahman is only an

internal controller of the world and the world is different from it.

There is no room for this doubt. As the effect is filled only with
its Upadana we can say that Brahman entered into the world, just as we
say that gold has entered into the ornament. In other words, the
Upadana can also be described as Antaryamin. On the other hand if we
interpret the above Mantra to mean that Brahman entered into the world
different from Itself just like water into a wet cloth, it would contradict

many other statements:

a) In the example, water is different from the cloth. But nowhere
it is mentioned that Prakrti existed different from Brahman before the

creation. Brahman is actually described as One and only One existing
without a second (Ch.Bh.6.2.1).

b) In the very next sentence after stating ‘He entered’, Taittiriya
Stuti states: Alea o = | a?esza?[ - all that is here became Brahman
only. (Tai.2.6.7). But just as water entering into the cloth does not
become the cloth itself, the Brahman cannot become the Jagat just by

entering into it.

) Again, the Taittiriya itself describes the Brahman as limitless:
TIH AH 3= F& (Tai.2.1.1). If the Jagat is different from Brahman,

then it cannot be existing within the Jagat. Such a Brahman cannot be
limitless. Not only that; if Brahman is only the Nimitta of the Jagat the
Véda cannot say EREK fagH - this Jagat is indeed Brahman only

(Mu.2.2.11) just as one cannot say that the ornament is indeed the
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goldsmith. Because of several such reasons it cannot be said that
Brahman is only Antaryamin and not the Upadana. It is the Upadana

and, therefore, Antaryamin also.

6.4 Vacarambhana —Namadheya

Question: “In section (6.2) above it has been said that if the
Upadana is known then all its effects are automatically known. How is
this possible? We have not heard anywhere that by knowing one thing

another thing is known.”

Answer: True. If the other thing is different from this one,
knowing this will not make the other known. But the effects are not
different from the cause. Therefore, if the cause is known, all its effects
are automatically known (Ch.Bh.6.1.6). What does it mean to say
‘knowing the effect?’” By just recognizing the form with the help of sense
organs, we do not say that the effect is known. Knowing the effect
indeed only means knowing its inherent nature that is, its cause. That is
why if the cause is understood through one of its effects, all its effects
are automatically known. This feature of effect-cause relation is similar
to that between Drstanta (example) and DarStanta (that for which the
example is given). a) One learns multiplication through some specific
multiplication problems. Then all the multiplication problems become
automatically known to him. Of course, the problems are countless.
However, when a new problem is given to one who knows
multiplication, he will not say I don’t know this’. (b) When one
understands the cowness through one cow all cows are automatically
known to him. In these examples one problem may be 8x3 and another
13x29. Similarly, one cow may be brown and another white that is,
problems may differ, but the multiplication is same; the cows may be
different, but the cowness remains the same. Therefore, the problems
and the cows are described as Vacarambhana — examples supporting
the speech necessary to make the multiplication and the cowness known.
FRERYUY IRTRYIM IETeH 3AAG (Ch.Bh. 6.1.4). They are only

‘Namadheya’ that is, names. There is no purport in themselves if viewed
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independently. The purport is in the multiplication and in the cowness.
Similarly, all the effects are only Vacarambhana, special shapes and

names, to make the cause known. It is only through them we can

understand the cause. “ITe & ATHEY T ARAT TST ATHAT HEUTER

Y YAETARA A U@ —If only name and form were not

distinguished, then the adjunctless nature of this Prajianaghana (mass
of intelligence) Atman would not have been known’(Br.Bh.2.5.19). Of
course, we reiterate that the effect of forms viewed independently by

themselves have no content. The content is only in their cause, ‘“ATENHUT

forshRl AETH HiRiehdd I — The special form is onlya name

supporting the speech. It is only the clay which is the Truth (Ch.6.1.4).

6.5 Cause-Effect Non-difference

From the above discussion the reader will have an inkling of the
relationship of the effect with its cause. In this section we will discuss it
further because it is the foundation of the Védic theory.
e AHEUINE FEHAE G FeReTe @] SgaHa’

i) If the cause is destroyed, the effect will not exist at all.
Example: Thread is the cause and cloth is its effect. If the thread is
removed, then the cloth will never exist. Similarly, if the cotton fibre is
removed from the thread, the thread will never exist. This shows that
the effect is not different from its cause. On the other hand, if the effect
is destroyed, the cause continues to exist. Example: The thread
continues to exist even if the cloth is no longer there; the cotton fibre
continues to exist even if the thread is no longer there. This means that
the cause is different from the effect. ‘FTAASTT FHRIBRIAL: HRE

FROMHG 7 T FRE FRATFTAT — Though we speak of the non-

difference of the cause and the effect, it only means that the effect is
only a form of the cause; but its converse does not apply, that is, the
cause is not a form of the effect (Su.Bh.2.1.9)

i) Question: In the presence of the effect we can actually

see that it is not different from its cause. Ex. the ornament that we see
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is not different from the gold. But how to know, that the cause is
different from the effect?

Answer: True; it is not really possible to separate the two and
verify that the cause is different from the effect. But it can be separated
in thought. For example, consider the mirror image of an ornament.
This is only a shape, only a name. It is not really an ornament because it
is only an image which is independent of gold. That is why an image
ornament is termed as an illusion — that is, an appearance while really
not existing, Bhasyakara Sankara describes it as: e T ATHEITG FaTeg

T fqehRsTd Was] s aHa’ — All the names and forms are real only

with reference to their cause, but independently by themselves, they are
unreal’(Ch.Bh.6.3.2).

iii) Cause is different from the effect in another sense also;
namely, the effect is available for Vyavahara (transaction) but not the
cause. For example, a pot is created- small or big- it holds water, and is
destroyed after some time; but the clay is not created, not small or big,
does not hold water and it is not destroyed. Also, indeed pot would not
be available for Vyavahara if it were independent of clay. This
mysterious relationship between the cause and its effect is conveyed
through two phrases as the cause-effect non difference. Remember this

pair of sentences.

6.5a - The effect is not different from the cause;
But the cause is different from the effect.

When the above pair s applied to the case of Brahman as the cause and

the Jagat as its effect, it reads as

6.5b  Jagat is not different from Brahman;
But Brahman is different from the Jagat.

In other words: T 9ET % TUF WU 9 - The world is of the nature

of Brahman; but Brahman is not of the nature of the world

(Su.Bh.3.2.21). These pairs of sentences are extremely important for the
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Védic thesis. Therefore, one should ponder over them to arrive at a clear

understanding.

iv) “Before the appearance of the effect and after its
disappearance only the cause remains. Therefore it is obvious that the
cause is different from the effect. But during the time of dissolution,
how to understand whether or not the effect is different from the

cause?”’

For this, the answer is that there is non-difference between them
even then. But before proving it, we have to first ascertain whether or
not the effect exists at all when it is not seen. This is done as follows:
When the effect is manifest, it obviously exists because we are perceiving
it. Therefore, it should have been present even before, because nothing
can come into existence that did not exist earlier. Similarly, even when it
is not perceived during dissolution it cannot be non-existent because,

nothing which exists can cease to exist.

“Where does the effect exist before its appearance and after its

disappearance?” It exists as one with its cause.

“Then does it mean thatit is not one with the cause while we are
perceiving it?” No. Even now it is one with the cause. But now it
appears as if it is different. Therefore, when we say that ‘the effect is
produced” we mean that it appears as if it is different from the cause;
when we say ‘the effect is lost’ we mean that the effect which was as if
different from its cause became one with the cause. The Bhasya tells
about the Jagat as follows: UNAT: AAThAAHEIHIH ATHHIH

ATHFIETIIR ST IS AT ATHETHEAT ATRIEATTEH
ATHFIETIT T T — Before its creation when the forms and names

were not yet distinguished, the Jagat was available only for one
expression and understanding, namely Atman. Now, at the time of
sustenance after the forms and names are carved out, it is at once
available not only for several expressions and understandings, but also

for the single expression and understanding, namely Atman

(AiBh.1.1.1) 9d Td ¥ Teaqie [AUIA ATIM....... AA(TEd —

49



Brahman(Sat) itself becomes available for expressions and

understandings such as ‘this’(Ch.Bh. 6.2.2). ‘g & Y 38
FROTIHHAT T T WFIERIY gic T | 7 {8 gammiy g€ s Ry
ST AT AT — just as the effect is real as a form of its cause,

similarly it is real before its creation also. Even now, the effect is not
different from its cause, it is not independent. (Su.Bh. 2.1.7)

Therefore, just as the cause is ever existing in the past in the
present and in the future, the effect is also ever existing—existing non-

differently from its cause. Similar is the relation between the Jagat and

the Brahman. “TIT = RO & BIY He] 9 A AR TH HREAY
ST By el 9 A ATHRIA — just as the cause Brahman exists in

the three times, so also the Jagat exists in the three times (Su.Bh. 2.16).
‘FRFHRISTY FROE ATAYd Td AT SHRIAT—Even the

manifest shape of the effect is of the nature of its cause because that

which is not of its innate nature can -never come into being.

T T ERIYERHIE aEad WAt | | © e ggiedesade: TEd
RIS RIES] TN TRHMISTY &G TSI’ — The manifest form of

the effect is only an attributive model of its cause and is not anything
different. An object will not become different just because it appears in
a special form. Dévadatta with folded limbs will not be different from
himself when he appears with stretched limbs. (Sa.Bh. 2.1.18)

V) We shall again reiterate: Thus the essential nature of the
effect is its cause. This cause-effect relation is called Tadatmya
Sambandha, that is, non-difference relation. (T FHRT Ha: ) FETATE:
FHUH TN <A 2 T TR AFUEERTI: — What is the cause-effect
relation fot the Brahmavadin (Vedantin)? It is of the nature of non-

difference (Su.Bh.2.2.38). Therefore, the Brahmavadin who has realized

this is not confused when the cause appears as the effect in manifold

forms. His understanding of the cause—effect non-difference is not
shaken by the perception of special forms not existing in the cause.
Therefore, this relationship is called e H’%‘Sﬂ IS — non-difference

which is unopposed to and tolerant of the difference.
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vi) Question: When it was being demonstrated that the
effect is not different from the cause, it was told that the effect is never
lost and that it exists in all the three times — in the past, in the present
and in the future (6.5.iv). When it was being demonstrated that the cause
is different from the effect, it was stated that though the effect is lost,
the cause continues to exist (6.5.1). Does it mean that there is one effect
which is not lost and another which is lost? Are there two such effects?

Answer: Yes, two. One pot described by the Sruti is
never lost; another pot talked about by the logicians is the one that is
lost (5.2). “The Védic (cited) pot” which is not different from the clay
exists in it in unmanifest form even when it is not seen directly. In this
way it is never lost. So, the pot is not different from the clay either when
being seen or not seen. Therefore ‘for one who has clearly understood

the clay, the word and the idea of the pot, and so on will drop off —
T q =T e’ (Ch.Bh.6.2.3). Of course this pot
RIECERREI ( ) P

is Asatya, that is, of changing nature; that is it becomes manifest and
unmanifest. (Satya and Asatya are technical words which will be cleatly
explained later in 9.4). But the mirror image of the pot which is
unconnected with the clay is the logician’s pot which gets destroyed and
is born anew in-the clay with Samavaya (Inherence) connection (5.2).
This is illusory (its meaning is later explained in 9.5.i) because the clay is
different from it. Just as the mirror image of the pot is only a word, a
form and a name. It is this effect which is later rejected as illusion born

out of Avidya.

Vi) Now, we will supply the proof of the statement that the
effect mentioned in the latter half of the statement about cause-effect
non-difference is non-existent and the one mentioned in the former half
is in keeping with what the Sruti says. There can be four alternatives for
the effect: It is (1) of the nature of the cause; (2) not of the nature of the
cause; (3) it is in its own form; (4) it is not in its own form. Which of
this is right and which is not is to be determined. Notice that if one of
the possibilities in (1) or (2) and in (3) or (4) is agreed upon M  the
other is automatically rejected Bl. When the effect is manifest, only
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FH ILH possibility (1) is correct for the

former half—(FH) Next, if possibility
1 v (3) is accepted for the latter half-
Existence (LH), dissolution will be ruled out in
2 x the unmanifest state; so, during
dissolution, only the possibility (4)
; N becomes acceptable. That is to say,
the possibilities for FH and the LH
Dissolution . .
are as shown in fig.6.5.1.
4 v
(Fig.6.5.i)

After having fixed this much, it should be noticed that the asymmetry in
the two halves of the cause-effect non-difference relation can arise only
from the remaining four vacant positions shown ‘in the figure. Fig
Distributions of M and have four possibilities as shown below in
Fig.6.5.ii

FH LH FH LH FH LH FH LH

Existence 1 v|v v | x v|v v | x
2 x| x x| v x | x x| v

Dissolution 3 v | x v | x x | x x | x
T e

(a) (b) {c} (d)

(Fig.6.5.ii)
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In (a) and (b) the possibility (3) has been accepted during dissolution.
But this precludes dissolution because effect can not retain its form in
that state. Therefore both are unacceptable. Further, in (c) the features
of the effect on both the sides are identical. Therefore, this distribution
does not conform to the asymmetry in FH and LH of the non-difference
relation. So this possibility is also to be discarded. But in (d) dissolution
is accounted for and also the asymmetry of the two halves of the non-
difference relation. For this reason (d) is the only satisfactory choice
among the four. However, even here, the features are the same in
dissolution state. How to understand this? It should be noted that,
because the choices (1) and (4) are accepted for FH, when it is told
according to (4) that ‘the effect is not in its own form’, it is to be
interpreted as ‘it is in the form of the cause” according to the choice (1).
This implies that this effect in the FH is what is according to the Sruti.
That is why during the existent state it appears as the manifest form of
the cause — ‘FRHRRISTT FHRU ATEYT TF | SAHYTH FARIAT]
(Su.Bh. 2.1.18). But in the latter half; the choice (4) is accepted and (1)

is not accepted. Here a reinterpretation of the effect during the existent

state is therefore not possible as done above. That is to say, during the
existent state the effect of LH continues to be consistent with (4). This
means that, contrary to direct perception, this effect is non-existent as
cause during existence and non-existent in any form during dissolution.
In this manner, this effect is non-existent throughout, except appearing
independently of the cause during the manifest state. This is the
logician’s effect. But we know that a non- existent thing cannot come
into existence and an existent thing cannot become non—existent —

1Al T |rar ArHmE R 96 (G.2.16). Therefore, this effect which

is independent of its cause is really non—existent. Sankara puts it as
follows: ‘TTEIT SATRNRMIGH TITH SFI FRIT T & | TG HROM
TSI SATGROT FTHE: R FFRA — The manifold Jagat

of Akasa etc. is the effect; Parabrahman is the cause. The effect is

invariably non different from its cause. If it is different it is non—existent
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(Su.Bh. 2.1.14). In this way, the existence of a Jagath independent of
Brahman is impossible. Nevertheless, Ajnanis—ignorant people-
imagine it to be different. That Jagat which is the object of their wrong
understanding is called Mithya — illusory or Avidyakalpita —imagined

due to ignorance, etc. by the Bhasyakara.

Similarly, Maya in the non—difference relation of Sakti—Sakta and
Jiva in the non—difference relation of Jiva—Brahman are existent realities
as non—different from Brahman; but non—existent illusions, if
considered independently — Fd = AHEANE AT T FIhReT
@AY A AERTY GRl e SIhEr | aur & Sharsdir
(Ch.Bh.6.3.2). This becomes clearer as we go further.

Question: “Pots and ornaments are clearly seen to be non-
different from clay and gold respectively; it is obvious that they do not
exist independently. When this is so, what is the necessity of proving

with great difficulty that they are non- existent if they are independent?”

Answer: No! The cause-effect non-difference is directly visible
only in the examples. But in the case of Jagat and Brahman, only the
Jagat is visible and not Brahman. Therefore, it is not possible to ascertain
whether the Jagat is causally related to Brahman or something else —
Tl & shafowad seron: 38 Sevn 998 R 31 [ | FEEEHEd g
Temmr & seon dug AR AR deeq sl A e fEm

(Su.Bh.1.1.2). That is why we come across people who go on discussing

this issue making all sorts of guesses in the belief that the Jagat is
independent of Brahman. But such an independent Jagat is non-existent
like the goldless ornament or the clayless pot. In order to clarify this, the

example of the mirror image has also been proposed in (6.5.ii)

Question: “It is not the experience of anyone that the effect
exists even during dissolution. Therefore, why can’t we say that the
effect exists only now and that a special Sakti like Maya in the cause

creates the effect?”

Answer: Nol! It is not possible. Just because the effect is not

seen during dissolution, it cannot be held that it was non-existent at that
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time. If it was so, then there is no question of its coming into existence

now. This has already been mentioned repeatedly. Even the Sruti rules

it out by telling ShIHAA: ST — how can a thing which is existent
come out of non—existence? (Ch.Bh.6.2.2). No Sakti can either destroy
something that is existent or bring into existence something which is
non-existent. Therefore, instead of accepting mysterious Sakti in the
cause as responsible for the creation of the effect, the responsibility
could be directly attributed to the cause itself. However, if such a Sakti
is proposed for the convenience of our understanding, we have to say
that the effect is non-different from the Sakti and the Sakti is non-
different from the cause. Similarly, even if we accept Maya or Prakrti as
an agent in between the Jagat and Brahman, the Jagat is nondifferent
from the Sakti and the Sakti is non different from Brahman. The soul of
the Sakti is the cause and the soul of the effect is the Sakti — SRUE

STEYANh: YRHH ST HEH (Sa.Bh.2.1.18); that Sakd is Brahman,
that is, Me because Sakti and Sakta are not different — €T vith: ST
T WRARIRRHAL: 3@ (G.Bh 14.27) My Maya whose soul is Myself
— 99 WROAT T 9@ (G.Bh 14.3); that Milaprakrti accepted by

you is indeed our Brahman — 3T FEHeid: AT qod o A A&
(S@.Bh. 2.3.9).
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CHAPTER 7

BRAHMAN - THE CAUSE

In chapter 5, the theories of various thinkers about the cause of
the Jagat were discussed and refuted. In the previous chapter, the
Védanta theory that Brahman is the cause of the Jagat was delineated.
Now, the objections that are raised against this thesis are discussed and
cleared. This will make the Védic theory stay firmly in our minds. It is
just like occasionally shaking and hitting a peg to fix it in the ground
firmly. This is called Sthuna Nikhanana Nyaya.

7.1 Idea to be remembered

“Ted TRITHY SATECHHATEA I, — Somya, this was pteviously

Brahman alone, only one without a second’ (Ch.Bh.6.2.1) is the basic
Védic statement which establishes the non-difference of the effect from
the cause (6.5). Thus, it was concluded that the Jagat is non-different
from Brahman. One more idea follows as a corollary to the statement:
If there was Brahman alone before the creation, then whatever is present
now should be non—different from It. In other words, not only the Jagat
is non-different but also the Jiva. This discussion is taken up in full detail
later on. But for our present purpose we postulate the Jiva-Brahman non

difference as follows;

(7.1) Jiva is not different from the Brahman; but
Brahman is different from Jiva.

The non-difference relation of Jagat-Brahman and Jiva-
Brahman, assures that there is no multiplicity in content, but multiplicity
is not independent of content. This provides the basis to clear any
objection against the Védic thesis. This is because, in that case, the Védic
thesis distinguishes itself from logic which has the fault of multiplicity
without content (5.10). It is based on oneness. Now, we shall discuss the

objections one by one.
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7.2  Non difference of Eater(enjoyer)-Eaten(enjoyed)

“The Védic thesis asserts that nothing is different from
Brahman. The food that is eaten which belongs to the category of Jagat
is Brahman; so too the Jiva who eats it. This implies that the eaten food
and the eating Jiva are the same. But the difference between them is a
universal experience. Therefore, the Védic thesis that Brahman is the

cause of everything is untenable” (Su.Bh. 2.1.13).

Answer: This objection is not correct. Though both the Jagat
and the Jiva are same in their nature, the two are certainly ditferent in
their appearances. Further, the transaction of eating is only at the level
of appearance and not in the Svarapa. See an example: The Svarapa of
the hammer is steel and so also the anvil. The hammer and the anvil
have therefore the same Svaripa. However, in appearance they are
certainly different. The hammer is not the anvil and the anvil is not the
hammer. Therefore, there is no hindrance for transactions between
them. Hammer goes on hitting and. the anvil is only being hit. Also,
notice that there is neither hitting nor being hit in the st
eel itself. Similarly, the eater Jiva and eaten food are both Brahman in
their Svarapa and are different in their appearance. Therefore, the

transaction between them is not hindered by their common Svarupa.

7.3 Unachieved Self Interest

1) “If nothing is different from Brahman, the suffering Jiva is
also Brahman. Since Brahman is the creator of the universe, it will follow
that i1t is Jiva’s creation. Then, it would mean that the Jiva is creating the
Jagat against his own interest. This is unreasonable. Therefore the Védic
thesis is unacceptable” (Sa.Bh.2.1.Adhikarana.7).

Answer: Remember that though the grieving Jiva is not
different from Brahman, but Brahman is certainly different from
Jiva. Though he is Brahman in his Svarapa, he certainly does not have
the same capacity of Brahman. This need not be doubted because there
are many supportive examples. According to science both diamond and
charcoal are only carbon. Therefore the charcoal is not different from
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the diamond in its Svarapa. However, the diamond is certainly very
superior to charcoal. Similarly, Brahman is very superior to Jiva.
Creation, sustenance and dissolution are the works of this Brahman

which is different from Jivas. These functions can never be executed by
Jivas. T FARH [GRIURA SEIA: FARHGRIGOE S8 Hoal T=I: ...
GHIROT a7 IO HERI - Tt is impossible for the Samsari Jiva
to execute the creation etc. of the universe. Except the great I§vara none
else can handle them. (Su.Bh. 1.1.2) Therefore this objection is not right.

i) Question: “But the Chanddgya Sruti says I @ded
SATETHATGTE <l 3= ST STeRd ey STeRaToii —
Right. I will enter into these three Dévatas in the form of Jivatma and

carve out the forms of the world—thought the Dévata (Ch.6.3.2).” This

statement seems to indicate that the carving out of the wotld is the act

of Jiva. How to understand this?

Answer: Here ‘In the form of Jiva’ refers only to ‘entering’
and not to ‘carving out the forms of the world’. For this carving out it is
necessary to acquire that qualified Jfiana of the world of forms. For that
purpose connection with the three Dévatas of Téjas, Ap and Anna is
necessary because the qualified Jfiana is possible only in the Jiva.
Therefore, Paramatman enters into these Dévatas, obtains the required
qualified Jfiana and then does the carving. It is impossible for un- I§vara

Jiva (who is not Tévara) to carve out the world forms of mountains,
rivers, oceans, etc. — A F FINAGIGHEIGY AFNGEY AHET SHIEE

ST TR H (Su.Bh. 2.4.20). Not only that; the creation of

the Jagat is not possible even for those exalted souls who may have

Animadi (becoming atomic, etc.) Siddhis to their credit. It is exclusively

the job of I$vara — ‘SVIGHATNG TR FSI@! FAGOMTEATHERH U
HHHT HAqHE | STG AR HAE@aet®’ (Sa.Bh. 4.4.17).

7.4  Objection that Brahman has no Sahakari

“In our experience, the creation of anything by the Cétanas

(sentient beings) must have invariably a Sahakari Karana that is
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accessories. For example, the potmaker uses a wheel and an axle, etc.
and the goldsmith, the hammer, anvil etc., in producing the pots and the
ornaments respectively. But Brahman does not have any such
implements and so it cannot be the cause of creation
(Su.Bh.2.1.Adhikarana.8). (We will know later that Brahman does not

possess any accessories)

Answer: There is no rule that everyone should have a Sahakari
for every job. The jobs can take place even without them. For example,
we need light, the eyes, and the mind as accessories in order to see things.
But nocturnal animals need only the eyes and the mind. Indeed, the
Y6gis have only the mind as an accessory for seeing things (Br.Bh.1.4.2).
Similarly, there are also exceptions in the production of things: to roll
out chapatis a novice may need the rolling stick and the board as
accessories. But experts do it with their bare hands. The spider creates
the web all by itself without any external accessories. Dévatas and the
Yoégis etc. are known to have.made great creations without any
accessories. When such is the case, it is not correct to insist that

Brahman should also have some Sahakari to create the Jagat.

7.5 The objection that the Brahman has no limbs

“Though accessories may be unnecessary for some, Brahman
should have at least the mind, the body, the Indriyas and limbs as in the

examples given above to execute the creation. But Brahman is eyeless,

earless, speechless, mindless— A=AEHHKH AU AAE A
(Br.Bh.3.8.8). This means that Brahman does not have even a body. So
it cannot create the world (Su Bh. 2.1. Adhikarana.10). (Later on we will
see that Brahman actually has no body either)”

Answer: Remember that the same Sruti which has stated that
Brahman is without a body, also states that It is the cause of the world.
Therefore it has to be accepted as such; we cannot accept one statement
of the Sruti and reject another. That would be like eating half the hen
and retaining the other half to lay eggs. This is called Ardha Kukkutiya
Nyaya. The Sruti tells that the prowess of omnipotence of Brahman is
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exactly that it creates the universe even without auxiliaries. Therefore,
putting limitations on Brahman on the analogy of ordinary creatures is

not acceptable.

“Then how is it that the VaiSesika theory of the process of
creation was objected by Védanta on the ground that their Atman did
not have a body to execute that job?” (5.5.1).

Answer: Their Atman is an inferred concept and it was possible
to reject it by means of inference. Thus it was rejected. But in the
Védanta, Brahman is postulated by the Sruti. Therefore, an objection
has to be raised only on the basis of Sruti.

7.6  Objection of Purposelessness of creation

“Any Cétana indulges in activity only if there is some benefit;
otherwise it does not. Therefore we ask, for what benefit did Brahman
create the world? If it is told “for its own satisfaction’ it would imply that
without the world, that is, before the creation, It would be dissatisfied.
This goes against the Védic contention that Brahman is Aptakﬁma that
is Self- satisfied. Suppose it is told ‘it has acted without any reason’, it
would mean that Brahman is crazy, because only a mad person will act
without any purpose. This would go against Brahman being Sarvajfia.
So, in either way, Brahman cannot be the cause of creation
(Su Bh.2.1 Adhikarana.11).

Answer: No. During the dissolution of the previous Kalpa the
Jivas would have merged in Brahman along with their Karma. Brahman
has to create the world and give them appropriate bodies to experience
the fruits of their Karma. ‘Being subservient to Brahman, the Prakrti
with three Gunas transforms into the objects and the Indriyas and
assembles in the form of the bodies for the Bhéga and the Méksa of the

Jivas — ‘Uepiad BRUMTGRRT TRl IOl Joue

ARTTIERTIARTeATAT So ATl ¥e=ad” (G.13 Sambandha Bhisya).

Self-satisfied Brahman does not gain anything by creation. Srsti, clearly
is not without a purpose. Thus, Brahman’s creation cannot be a crazy

act either.
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7.7 Is the Brahman biased and cruel?

“There is much inequality in the world. Some Jivas are extremely
happy. Some others are in extreme grief. Many human beings experience
a mixture of both. This implies that Brahman has prejudice. Besides,
during dissolution all the animals experience intense pain. This shows
that Brahman has not only bias but also cruelty. This does not match
with the description of Brahman given in Sruti. So, Brahman cannot be
the cause of the universe (Su.Bh. 2.1.Adhikarana 12).

Answer: The differences in the degrees of happiness of the Jivas
are not due to Brahman. They are in conformity with the Karma of the
Jivas. So, this cannot be deemed as a fault of Brahman. In all the
Védantas the creation has been described as ‘I$vara hétuka — I$vara is

hétu’ meaning that He creates the Jivas only in accordance with their

own Karma — HaagY = SERETRT U9 GOl AR | 9ed o SU0ET
Feledd I WHHTEIT: TSI Goidid (S Bh. 3.2.41). Why does the

unbiased, self-satisfied Paramé$§vara make asymmetric creation? He does
it only for the sake of Jivas. “I§vata’s asymmetric creation is only relative.
Relative to what? Itis relative to the Dharma and Adharma of the Jivas
that the creation is asymmetric. Therefore it is not a fault on the part of
I$vara — “GTUel fe Sax: fowmi giv e | Rragera sfa =q 2 emrest
Fuerd =i e | ot geammwtemtemten fmn gty =iy amm
TAET Y (Sa.Bh 2.1.34). Would it not be wrong to give the same
remuneration to all the employees of a company instead of giving it
according to the work performed by them? Next about the objection
‘cruelty’ The dissolution occurs only according to the Samasti Karma.
Therefore, the chirge of cruelty on the part of I§vara also does not stand.
‘But prior to the first creation there is neither Dharma nor Adharma.
Then why was there asymmetry even in the first creation?” Dharma and
Adharma are beginningless, so also the creations. There is nothing like

a first creation.
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7.8  Objection regarding distinctiveness
There are two parts in this objection:

1) “When the effect is destroyed it is told that it merges in its
Upadana. Therefore, during dissolution all the distinctions of the world
will merge in Brahman. Then obviously its Svartapa will be polluted. But
Brahman is said to be ever pure. So It cannot be the Upadana of the
Jagat” (Su.Bh.2.1.9)

Answer: When the ornaments merge in the gold, we know
that their distinctions do not spoil the gold. The four types of bodies
namely the bigger animals, birds, plants and creatures taking birth in
sweat — are all dying and merging in the Prthvi which is their cause, since
immemorial times. But the earth has not got spoiled. Similatly, whenany
effect merges in its Upadana it is not spoiled. For that matter the gold
does not get spoiled by the distinctive features of the ornaments even
when they are present. How can they spoil the gold when they are
absent? They cannot. One may say about the ring is big, is small, is
produced, is broken, or whatever, but not of the gold. Indeed, this is the
special feature of the Upadana Karana. This shows that the distinctions

of the Jagat cannot pollute Brahman when Jagat dissolves in it.

i) “Since Brahman is Cétana, it is not difficult to agree that it is
the Nimitta Karana (Efficient cause) of the Jagat. But it is difficult to
accept that the Cétana Brahman is the Upadana for the inert Jagat. How
can a Cétana give rise to the inert Jagat which is opposite to its own

nature? The effect cannot have features opposed to the cause. The

features of the cause must be brought with it. ‘WT‘JFTTJT?: a?refgvﬁ

e (Vaisésika Sutra 2.1.24). But the Jagat does not have any feature of
Brahman. Therefore Brahman cannot be its Upadana.”

(Su.Bh.2.1.Adhikarana 3)

Answer: This objection is divided into three parts by

Bhasyakara for the convenience of discussion:

a) “To object that all the features of Brahman have not followed

in the Jagat.’
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b) “To object that even a single feature of Brahman has not

followed in the Jagat.’

C) “To object that in particular the Caitanya feature of
Brahman has not followed in the Jagat.’

Refutation of each of these objections is as follows:

a) If all the features of the cause follow in the effect, then there
would be no distinction at all between the cause and the effect. It means
that even the appearance of the effect has not occured. Therefore, it is
wrong to expect that all the features of the cause should follow the
effect. Similarly, if all the features of Brahman follow in the Jagat, there
would not be any distinction between the two. This implies that Jagat is

not even created. Therefore this objection is untenable.

b) The expectation that at least one feature of Brahman should
follow in the Jagat is reasonable. If not even one feature follows, then
causeness cannot be established. Consider the example: Juice (Panaka)
is a sweet soft drink. Water and sugar are its Upadana. But we cannot
notice the features of sound, touch and colour of the sugar grains in the
soft drink. Therefore we cannot know whether sugar is its Upadana or
not. But when we recognize its taste, the causeness of the sugar is
known. Similarly, it is necessary that atleast one feature of Brahman
should follow in the Jagat. So the question is which feature has followed.
The answer is obtained as follows: Brahman is of an unchanging form,
the Jagat is of a changing form. The Brahman is Cétana, the Jagat is
Jada (inert) etc. From this it follows that the is-ness of Brahman is the
feature that has followed in the Jagat. Wﬁﬁ? Fﬁ% Al A&

Wﬂﬁﬂ éljdc?‘-lldl ed” — The nature of the is-ness of the Brahman
has followed in the Akasa, etc., (Sa.Bh. 2.1.6); SelEEIHE I
EICANIEERRIES chl*i‘i — The Svartapa of Brahman has followed in the

creation starting from the Akasa upto the gross body’ (Tai.2.6.6).
Therefore, it is not right to say that not even a single feature of Brahman

has followed in the Jagat.
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c) Next, the expectation that the Caitanya feature of Brahman in
particular should follow in the Jagat is not correct. How is it possible to
make a rule that the Caitanya feature in particular has to follow
mandatorily? Is it possible to say that one will not agree that sugar is the
cause of the sweet soft drink unless its sand like tactile feature has not
followed in it? One cannot say this. Therefore this objection is also not

correct.

7.9 Can inert objects come out of Cétana?

Though it is demonstrated on the basis of Sruti that the Cétana
Brahman is the Upadana of the inert Jagat, it is difficult to believe that
something could come out of another with opposite features. In order
to clear this doubt we give an example of elementary science: According
to science two gases are Upadana of water, namely hydrogen and
oxygen. Hydrogen is an inflammable gas that is, it burns when it comes
into contact with fire and oxygen is a supportet of combustion that is, it
helps burning. However, the water which is their effect does not possess
either of their features. A flame dipped in it gets extinguished! In this
example, the feature of the liquidity which is not present in the Upadana
is present in the effect. The feature of gasness in the Upadana is not in
the effect. The feature of inflammability in the Upadana is not in the
effect; but in contrast, it has the feature of extinguishing the flame.
Therefore, between the cause and the effect, the feature not
existent in one may exist in the other, features existing in one may
not exist in the other and features in one may be opposed to the
features in the other. Therefore, we need not be scared when the Sruti

tells that the Cétana Brahman is the Upadana of the inert Jagat.

7.10 Whose thesis is to be accepted?

“Védanta thesis is opposed to the Sankhya and the Yoga
Dardanas. These Dar§anas have been propound by very great persons.

The propounder of Sankhya, namely Kapila, is indeed known as an
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incarnation of Narayana. Therefore, there is hesitation to accept
Brahman as the Upadana of the universe” (Su Bh. 2.1. Adhikarana 1, 2, 4).

Answer: No. Many other great men like Manu, Vyasa,
Apastamba have accepted in their Smrtis that Brahman is the cause of
the universe. Moreover, the propounder of Sankhya, namely Kapila, is
not accepted by everybody as the Avatara of Narayana. There are many
Kapilas in history. Moreover, we cannot first decide that someone is
great and someone is ordinary and then accept or reject a particular
thesis. It becomes acceptable only if it is according to the Sruti. Tt does
not matter if it is opposed to any other Smrti. All the smrtis outside of
the Véda are fruitless — <1 éa%n%n Hag: ot FeRar (Manusmrti
19.25). Of course, those aspects of Sankhya Smrti, etc. which are not
opposed to the Véda should be accepted by all. Smrtis based on
inference but opposed to the Sruti are not acceptable. On the other
hand, they can be accepted if not opposed to the Sruti — ()

RIS e SEEIRIHTH (Jaimini Sttra 1.3.3).

7.11 Objection of Brahman having parts

“Pointing at the Jagat the Chandégya Sruti says, A AiEHT
AT AT R RIS T Brate&mid f&fd — This much is his
greatness. PuraSa is greater than this. All the Bhutas (created) are his
quarter. The remaining three quarters are in the celestial sphere (Ch.
3.12.6). This means that the Jagat is one part of Brahman and Brahman
is-more than (beyond) the Jagat. This will further imply that Brahman
has parts. But a few other Srutis describe Brahman as without parts. &
Y AT — He is ‘not like this” ‘not like this’ Atman (Br.Bh.3.9.26),
FARTHAY — not gross, not atomic (Br. 3.8.8). It is impossible to
establish the causality of the Brahman in the light of these two

irreconcilable statements. Therefore, the Brahman cannot be the cause
of the world.”(Su.Bh. 2.1 Adhikarana 9)

Answer: The two sentences, namely ‘the Brahman has become

the Jagat, the Brahman is more than the Jagat’ are not irreconcilable
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when they are understood properly. This becomes clear with the
example of the gold ring: The shape of the ring has appeared in the gold.
Gold continues to be gold whether this shape exists or does not exist.
This means that the shape does not affect the gold in any way. We know
from arithmetic that zero is that number which when added to, or
subtracted from, any number, will not change its value. Since the gold
remains unchanged whether the shape of the ornament is given to it or
removed, if the ever existing gold is one, the appearing and disappearing
shape of the ornament is indeed zero. Now 1 is greater than 0. This
means that the gold has become the ornament but also more than it.
The ornament in itself is only a word, a shape and just a name. That is,
the gold is present in the ornament and is also different from it (See 6.5),
in other words gold has become the ornament and also transcends the
ornament. It would not be correct however to interpret this sentence in
the following manner: A part of gold has become the ornament and the
remaining part is as it is. If the ornament were really a part of the gold,
it should increase the gold by its appearance or decrease it by its
disappearance. We know that such a thing does not happen. On the basis
of this example we conclude that what the Chandégya Sruti quoted
above means is: Brahman has become the Jagat but also transcends it.
This is only a different way of putting what we have already seen in 6.5.
We should never interpret it as:-one part of Brahman has become the
Jagat and another part remains as it is; so Brahman has parts. The fact is
that the Brahman has no parts, nevertheless it is the Upadana of the

Jagat. This becomes clearer in the next section.

7.12  Upadhi

The foregoing arguments to answer various objections may
appear a little complicated. They will now be simplified by using a
technical term, namely Upadhi. We shall explain it through the example
of gold and necklace.
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1) The necklace helps us to recognize the gold. Therefore it is
Vacarambhana for gold (6.4). It is only a name and a shape. This means
that the shape of the necklace does not affect the gold in any way. The
gold is totally independent of the necklace though we recognize it only
through the necklace. That is why the knowledge of gold is not
influenced by the necklace. The knowledge might come from a necklace
or a bangle or a ring. Through whatever ornament it comes, the
knowledge is the same. The distinction in the ornaments does not make
them different from the gold. It is a distinction without difference. This
situation is stated as: the necklace is an Upadhi for the gold.that is
Upadhi (an adjunct) is the thing which distinctly shows up an
otherwise unknowable object while being not a part of it. Upadhi
is only an index for the object. It appears to keep its Dharma in the
object by its proximity. The one and only one stuff appears as many
through many different Upadhis; for example, it is only through the
Upadhis of necklace, bangle, ring ete. that the one and only one gold
appears as many ornaments. Similatly the one and only one Brahman
without a second appears as countless number of objects through the
countless Upadhis of special forms. This is because, as we have already

seen, the Upadhis are only zero in relation to the one Brahman.

ii) Unlike the necklace in the example, the Upadhi may not be
clinging to the object; it may also be separate. For example, one cannot
see a perfectly transparent crystal. It can be seen clearly if a red flower is
kept behind it. But it is seen red because the flower apparently keeps its
Dharma of redness in the crystal. Since it has shown us the transparent
crystal without being a part of it, the flower is its Upadhi. Though the
crystal appears red in its association, it has not become red. This can be
verified by replacing the red flower by a blue one in which case the same
crystal appears blue. In this way the one and the same crystal appears in
different colours in contact with flowers of different colours; therefore,
we conclude that it is inherently transparent. By ‘inherently’ we mean

‘when alone — not in association with any Upadhis’. Though of course
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the transparent crystal cannot be seen at all, we conclude its transparency
by this experiment. The service that the Upadhis render to us is to show
us the object which we cannot see otherwise. Nevertheless, we have also
to be cautious about them, because they show the thing in a wrong way.
This is a disservice. Therefore, after having made use of this service we
have to reject the Upadhis to understand the inherent nature of the
object. Notice that, though the Upadhi appears to be clinging to the
object it is not clinging; though it appears in the object, it is not in
it.

i) Question: In the foregoing two paragraphs two types of
Upadhis have been described; a necklace which is a form. of the gold
having cause-effect relation and a flower which shows the transparent
crystal colourful having only a proximity relation. The two. are of very

different features. What is the purpose?

Answer: The purpose of our: discussions is firstly to
recognize the existence of Brahman and, secondly, to ascertain its
inherent nature. According to the Sastra, Brahman is both the cause of
the universe and at the same time totally attributeless in Itself. Therefore,
we are forced to recognize its existence only through the Jagat on the
basis of the cause- effect non-difference. Had the Brahman not created
the world at all, we would never have known its inherent Svarapa as

Prajfidnaghana — g & AMHEY 7 SATRAT &1 ST FHeaTigeh €9

TRAEARA T Ud@IRT (Br.Bh. 2.5.19). For this purpose the Sruti itself

gives the examples of mud-pot, gold-ornament, etc (Ch. 6.1.4-6). But we
cannot stop the discussion here because, Brahman recognized in this
way is understood as undergoing transformation into several forms of
Jagat. But Brahman does not undergo any such transformation
according to Sruti. In order to remove this wrong impression about
Brahman and visualize it as it is, that is free from the Upadhi of the Jagat,
the Bhasyakara uses the transparent crystal-flower, rope-serpent, the
shell- silver etc as examples. The detailed discussion on it is found later
in the 10" chapter (10.2-4).
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iv) The service or the disservice of the Upadhis is only to us; The
Brahman is unaffected by them. All the Bhatas are in Brahman; the

Bhutas are also not in Brahman! This Svarupa of the Brahman is its

mystery and grandeur — HeRATH H_OT'JETﬁT .......... T o H&AA AT
99T H ARTHEH (G.9.4-5). In this background, the answers given in 7.8.i

and 7.11 can be stated briefly as follows:
The statements:

(a) The multiplicity of the Jagat never affects Brahman in the
three periods of time, and

(b) Brahman has become the Jagat and at the same time
transcends it, amount to stating that the Jagat is only an Upadhi to
Brahman.
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CHAPTER 8
MAYA

In the previous chapter we expounded that Brahman is the
material-cum-efficient cause of the Jagat and then refuted the objections
raised against this theory. Now, we take up the process of creation, the
sustenance and the destruction of the Jagat. This is a difficult task.
Therefore, we will resume the discussion with the example of hydrogen

and oxygen combination resulting in water.

8.1 The example

We know that hydrogen is an inflammable gas and oxygen is a
gas supporting combustion. Their combination is the Upadana of water
whose features are opposite. Obviously some -peculiar agency is
necessary to conceal the inflaimmable and the gaseous natures of the
hydrogen and the oxygen respectively and present the same combination
in a distinctly different form as water. Science tells that this agency is of
the nature of electricity. This agency is not justa mental construct of the
theorist; it has an objective existence. Similarly, in any Sastra
propounding a cause-effect relation, there is bound to be a peculiar
agency which will conceal the features of the cause and present it in a
very different way as the effect. For example, the Mimamsakas talk of
the Apurva which connects ' Karma and its fruit with very different

features.

8.2  What is Maya?

Similar is the situation in Védanta which talks of the Brahman-
Jagat causal relation. Brahman is known to be Cétana, without limitation
of space and time, actionless and attributeless. On the other hand, the
Jagat is inert, limited in space and time and full of attributes.
Nevertheless, Brahman is the Upadana of the Jagat. Therefore, a peculiar
agency must exist between them also. This is called Maya. It is that

power of Brahman which conceals It from us and projects in a very
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different way- HET AT FeTAAT A TRLT =T FR FAC AT
HEAT (Pr.Bh.1.16) (This sentence is taken from the commentary which
explains the word Maya in the Sruti as the deceitful nature of the
Samsaries (worldly people). Here it has been adopted for Brahman’s
power Maya. This is because projecting oneself as different is common
in both). It is only through this Maya that the Sarvajfia I§vara becomes
the cause of the Jagat. ‘If this Maya is not accepted, Paramés$vara cannot
become the creator at all, because without this Sakt there is no
motivation in Him for the act of creation — 9 % T T e
Hyd Hedid | with Teas T8 9gagaum:’ (Sa.Bh. 1.4.3). In His own
intrinsic nature Paramatman is unconcerned, but in relation to Maya, He
is motivated into action — ‘THIENE] WEIAIHIH IS
ARSI 9 Fadedd (Sa.Bh. 2.2.7). Though such a Maya-Sakti is

admitted between the cause and the effect it also belongs to Brahman

only, because there was only Brahman without a second before the

creation.

8.3 Synonyms of Maya

Some seem to be under the impression that it was St
Sankaracarya who has proposed the idea of Maya in the Védanta. This
is not correct. Both Sruti and Smrti use this word to denote this Sakti of
Brahman. $51 HRNY: &89 9d — Indra (Brahman) appears in many
forms ‘due to His Maya (Br.Bh. 2.5.19); W11 J Wl & HIRA
'FI%’HTJ:[ — Know that the Prakrti is Maya and Mahés$vara is Mayavi
(Sve. 4.10) S AW TR TH HET QAT — My divine Maya is

comprised of three qualities and is unconquerable (G. 7.14); etc. This

divine Maya has been described as the Paramatman himself in some
Puranas. Therefore gitls are given the name Maya. This Maya has also
been designated as Prakrti, Vaisnavi Maya, Mulaprakrti, Aksara,
Avyakta, Avyakrta, ctc. IUTEl @i AT JATFTH aeMhd — keeping

His Mulaprakrti, also called Vaisnavi Maya under His control

(G. Bhisya Introduction); TdTeTd @edell AR Siqe qasg —
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O Gargi, Akasa is accommodated criss-cross in this Ak$ara
(Br.Bh.3.8.11) This is Aksara—not destructible—not Ksgara like the
Jagat; Hed: U AIHH — Avyakta is greater than the Mahat

(Ka.1.3.11), etc.

8.4 Apara and Para Prakrtis

Lord Krsna describes this Maya as two-fold namely
AparaPrakrti and ParaPrakrti (G.7.4-5). Brahman camouflaged in the
AparaPrakrti and in the ParaPrakrti appears as the Jagat and Jiva
respectively. Apara means inferior, Para means superior. The
AparaPrakrti consists of Avyakta, Mahat, Ahankara and the five
Tanmatras (subtle elements). In order to put up the Tanmatras in the
form of Jagat, Buddhi (intellect), Manas (mind) and Ahankara (ego) are
necessary. So, collective Buddhi and collective Manas are produced
respectively from Mahat and Ahankara. Along with these is born
Hiranyagarbha — the first Jiva. Further, his Avidya coupled with
Avyakta is his collective Ahankara which gives rise to motivation in him
for creation. (‘Avidya’ is explained in chapter 12). It means that the
AparaPrakrti contains Avidya inside it. In other words, it is of the form
of the bondage of the Samsara. Therefore it is Apara. It consists of the
three Gunas—~Sattva, Rajasa and Tamasa. So it is described as
Trigunatmika. But the ParaPrakrti is unlike it. It is through this Sakti
that the all-pervading Brahman expresses Itself in the form of the Jiva
through Pranadharana, that is breathing (G.7.5) In the statement L]

ST AHEY, ST —entering through this Jivatma form
I will differentiate all the names and forms’ (Ch.Bh.6.3.2), names and
forms ate the effects of the AparaPrakrti and the entry as the Jivatman
is the power of the ParaPrakrti. This is Para because, as distinguished
from the Apara, it is unrelated to Avidya. It only holds the whole Jagat.
The whole Jagat is borne only by this. It is through this two-fold Maya
that Brahman executes the creation, the sustenance and the destruction
of the Jagat. Brahman identified through this Maya is called I$vara.
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8.5 Maya Subservient to Brahman

The Jivas experience the fruit of their Karma living in the Jagat
which has come into existence by the power of the I§vari Maya. Further,
enchanted by the Jagat, they do good and bad Karmas and as a result,
accumulate Dharma and Adharma (G.7.12). Thus the Jivas are under the
rule of the Maya, enticed by Maya. However, this Maya is subservient to
I$vara (that is Brahman) (G.7.25) When Dharma degenerates and
Adharma increases, [§vara can take Avatiras (assume incarnation) to do
good to the people. This is also done through the Maya (G.Bh4.6).
Though he takes up human forms, Dharma-Adharma do not affect in
any way his omniscience (G.7.24) though they do hinder the mind power
of the humans. Therefore, this Maya is not like the independent
Pradhana of the Sankhyas.

8.6 Four-faced Brahma

The attributeless non-doer Brahman becomes the maker of the
universe only through the Upadhi of Maya, that is the world operations
are done directly through I§vara. This is difficult to understand. So the
Puranas unfold the idea allegorically in a simple way. Narayana is
Parabrahman. He always resides in deathless nectar of the milk ocean.
He reclines on the serpent which represents the Samsara. However, it
cannot harm him. He is always reclined representing his non-doership.
He is not sleeping, only reclining with open eyes. Brahman who is Jfiana
Svarupa does not sleep. The moment the thought of creation in each
Kalpa comes into Narayana, the quadra faced Brahma appears on the
lotus coming out of His navel and it is this Brahma who directly takes
charge of the job of creation later. He is, indeed, the active representative
of I$vara mentioned above. However, when Brahma created the human
body, it was enlivened only when Narayana entered into it. This amounts
to saying that the real power behind all the activities of Brahma is only
of Narayana. Therefore, Narayana alone is the cause of the universe. It
is just like the land lord being recognized as the builder though it is the

mason who actually builds it.
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“There is no place or time unoccupied by Paramatman. So, just
as describing the all-pervading Akasa as entering into the house has no
meaning, the Paramatman entering into the body has also no meaning.
So, what does the statement ‘Paramatman entered into the body’ mean?”’
It is true that the all pervading Paramatman entering somewhere in finite
objects is not feasible (Br.Bh.1.4.7). But the Paramatman unlimited in
space — time is recognized in the cave of the intellect of the human being

as jnana. By virtue of this feature it is described figuratively as entering.

8.7 Process of Creation

1) Now, we will deal with the topic of the process of creation.
Sabda (sound), Sparsa (touch), Rapa (form), Rasa (taste), Gandha (smell)
are the five Tanmatras. “Tanmatra’ means ‘only that.” Sabda Tanmatra,
for instance has only the characteristic of sound etc. As the idea of
creation arises in I$vara, samasti Buddhi, Manas and Ahankara appear.
Hiranyagarbha who is born along with them has identity with this
collective intellect as himself. He is Aparabrahma (Su.Bh.4.3.7-10). Itis
he who creates the five bhutas from the Tanmatras. With these five
Bhutas Prajapati is born. He is called Virat Purasa (AiBh.3.1.3). The
future process of creation is accomplished by Him. One cycle of the
four Yugas—Krta, Treta, Dwapara and Kali—is called a Mahayuga.
One thousand Mahayugas are a Kalpa, that is Hiranyagarbha’s day
(G. 8.17). During this time he manifests the latent inert name-forms
concealed in himself and then conducts the dissolution during his night
(G.8.18). During the time of sustenance of the world, it is he who creates
the bodies of all Jivas from the Dévatas down to the lowest creatures,

according to their Karma.

i) This process of the creation of five Bhutas from the five
Tanmatras is called Paficikarana—five fold compounding of the
tanmatras. The resulting products after Pafictkarana are Paficikrta

Bhutas—compounded elements. This process is as follows:

i) First the Akasa (space) is created. This has the characteristic
quality of Sabda (sound) only and also provides space for the

74



forthcoming elements. This gets mixed with the touch Tanmatra giving
rise to the Pafictkrta Vayu with two characteristics of Sparsa (touch) and
Sabda. This Vayu gets mixed with the Rapa Tanmatra giving rise to the
Paficikrta Agni with three features of Sabda, Sparsa and Rapa. This Agni
gets mixed with Rasa Tanmatra giving rise to the Paficikrta Jala with the
four features of Sabda, Sparsa, Rupa and Rasa. Finally this Jala mixes
with the Gandha Tanmatra giving rise to the Pafictkrta Prthvi with the
five features Sabda, Sparsa, Rapa, Rasa and Gandha. In this way Vayu
was born out of Akasa, Agni out of Vayu, Jala out of Agni and Prthvi
out of Jala. This is the process mentioned in the Taittiriya Upanisad.
This is the same as what the Chandogya says ?l%ﬁﬁfﬁ?ﬁ — that, namely,

the Vayu created the Téjas (Ch.Bh.6.2.3, Su:Bh. 2.3.10), Fﬁtﬁﬂﬁﬁ —

that, namely, Agni, created the Jala (Ch.6.2.3, Sa.Bh. 2.3.11). Both are
indeed the descriptions of the five Mahabhutas (elements) only, that is
the perceptible Pafcikrta Bhutas — ATYRREE TS SYS AISGSTd

il ARTYAET add (Sa.Bh. 2.3.12). It is to be remembered that though

the Bhutas get mixed as above, they will continue to have their inherent

nature of being Brahman. This is understood when the Sruti states that
qT 39 VT ad: WW— the water thought of taking up many
forms (Ch.Bh.6.2.4, Sa.Bh.2.3.7-13). If this water were independent of
Brahman and inert, it cannot think. This means that Brahman’s nature
is permeating in water. Further, trees and plants emanate from the
Prthvi and from them the food in the form of seeds. Finally the food
transformed into semen, gives rise to the Purusa that is, humans and
animals with the head, the trunk and the limbs (Tai.2.1.2). Starting from
the Hiranyagarbha down to the creatures—all are Jivas of the previous
Kalpa (acon 432 million years of mortals) who get their bodies in
accordance with their Karma (deed/act).

iv) The process of Paficikarana described above finally resulting
in the name-forms and the bodies of Jivas according to their Karma
(past deeds) has to be preceeded by a propensity in I§vara to create them.
“How does it come about when I§vara is inherently motiveless?”

Motivation for creation only occurs in Hiranyagarbha. This is his
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Ahankara. But superimposing this on Tévara, Sastra tells it as I$vara’s
Ahankara. This motivation comes from the seed of the Avidya
(ignorance)—Kama (desire)-Karma (deed) of Hiranyagarbha concealed
in the Avyakta — STTATHFIFR HSMH A<&¥aq q-T (G.Bh.12.3)
Though in His own innate nature He is motiveless, He is prompted by

the Karma done by the Jivas due to their Avidya (7.6-7) — ‘Jlﬂﬁl'{%?ﬁﬁ

Tgit: (Sa.Bh. 2.2.2). In this way the innate ability of I$vara, namely,
Avyakta combined with the Avidya of the Jivas, generates the
motivation. This motivation is of the nature of ego. Therefore, the
combination of Avidya and Avyakta is termed the Ahankara—a bad
cliche indeed. The reason for this name is the following: Just as the food
mixed with poison is also called poison, the primordial cause Avyakta
mixed with the Ahankara-Vasana(latent impression) of Hiranyagarbha
is called the Ahankara — « 3TEhR: 3d ATTARYH JAHH | T

e o 9w 3fd S=9d TaH SRERATEHE] S JehRue
FEHFR TIAA | HAGh@N NEhRS | AehR T [ 9 TgRrerst e
ATk 7 (G.Bh. 7.4) Perhaps, this concealing of the poison in the form of
the Avidya of the Jivas in His Avyakta is the well known drinking of

poison by Paramésvaral It should never be forgotten that though the
motivation for the creation comes from the Avidya of Jivas, the ability

of creation lies only in Avyakta, Paramésvara’s power.

8.8 Dissolution

The Jagat (world) created in the sequence mentioned above
remains all through this Kalpa giving scope for the Jivas to experience
their Karma and finally undergoes dissolution at the end of the Kalpa.
The sequence of dissolution is the reverse of the sequence of creation.
The five Bhutas merge back into the elements from which they had
emanated. The physical creation dissolves in the Prthvi, the latter in the
Bhuta of Jala, this in the Bhuta of Agni, this in the Bhuta of Vayu, this
in the Bhuta of Akasa and this Akasa in the supreme Brahman (St.Bh.
2.3.14). The world is therefore Tajja—born out of Brahman, Talla—
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dissolves in Brahman, Tadana—stays in Brahman. Therefore the Sruti

describes the Jagat by the acronym Tajjalan. It means that the Jagat is

non-different from Brahman during creation, sustenance and after

destruction (Ch.Bh.3.14.1)

Creation
Present manifestation of
Svétavaraha kalpa
Infinite Past “ : “ Kalpa bedinning |  Infinite
\ | \ i \‘ 'l Future
\ ] \ I \ g \
\ 1 \ I \ /
\y \y .~
Dissolution of -~ -~ Dissolution of
previous kalpa present kalpa &
& unmanifested unmanifested
state of present state of next
kalpa | kalpa
Dissolution

(Fig 8.9) Beginingless & Endless cycles of Creation, Sustenance &
Dissolution

8.9 = Maya is Eternal

The creation of Jagat is solely for the sake of the Jivas to

experience the fruits of their Karmas. There is no other reason. This

means that the Jagat of this Kalpa is for the sake of the Jivas of the

previous Kalpa. Therefore there is no beginning for the Kalpas. There

is nothing like the first Kalpa. Some Jiva may give up his association with

the Karma and become liberated; eventually, he may not have another

birth. So, he does not need the Jagat. But the number of Jivas is actually
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infinite. ¥ HEEAGd <ge HAGHI WHEHA EI¥H — hundreds,
thousands, millions... countless Jivas are contained in him (Atharva
Samhita 10.8.24). Therefore, there will always be Jivas in need of the
Jagat even though any number of them become liberated. The Kalpas
have to be continued for their sake. Thus the Kalpas are also endless.
They continue from the infinite past to the infinite future. This Jagat of
the movable and immovable objects continuously emanates from the
Atman like sparks and submerge like bubbles in water in Him and stay
during sustenanace also in Him — “3#AA: TAECIEH RUIEC:
SR fTgad Sg=RId A Af8Ee = Yeliad Seidgadd el o add
feIfder” (Br.Bh. 2.1.20) This shows that the Maya needed for the

creation of the Jagat is Nitya, eternal. Some people interpret the word

‘Nitya’ as ‘a very long period’. It is not correct. Because ﬁ?ﬁm o)
TAFARN I MAE WETH | T saa@Hd IS 98 S9aH — [§vara

is always $vara, His Prakrtis should also be eternal, being endowed with
these two Prakrtis determines the I§varahood of I§vara (G.Bh.13.19).
Suppose Nitya means a long period, it would mean that after that period
I$vara will cease to be I$vara. But Bhagavan is always endowed with
Jfiana, Aiévarya, Sakti, Bala, Virya ‘and Téas — | = WEH
AR aE S Ta: 9& 999 (G.Bh.Introduction). Yégis acquire
the abilities for direct perception of events of the past and the future
only by the grace of I$vara: If this were so, what to talk of zhe eternal

Jiiana of the eternally present  Isvara about the process of creation, the

sustenance and the destruction — ITHTEI & ARFMANY FATHNTATT
TGE T T ANNEe: Y awel a9 NakeE I
givfRfaaeld fowd Mae wafd 3id ? (SaBh.1.1.5). This Maya is
immovable. Since it is immovable, it is permanent, meaning eternal—
FATH | TG TG MA@ (G.Bh.12.3). Maya transforms

into the Jagat during creation and becomes unmanifest during

dissolution. This eternality of the Maya is changing eternality
(Parinaminityatva). But that of Brahman is unchanging eternality
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(Katastha Nityatva) — Fef o Fd T@  FAERIIEET
(Su.Bh.2.1.14). More of this is given in section 10.3.

Question: Does this Prakrti which is eight-fold and comprised
of the three qualities (Trigunatmika) exist during Pralaya or not? If it

exists it contradicts the statement: previously this was all one and only
one existence without a second — Had HRIGHY AHIGHHAT SRR

(Ch.Bh.6.2.1). If not, it contradicts its own eternality. Therefore how to

reconcile the two?

Answer: Not like that. It is true that there was only Brahman in
Pralaya. Nevertheless, the Prakrti is eternal. These two ideas are not
contradictory How ? Consider the following example: Is it not obvious
that the Karma of Jivas exists in deep sleep? How does it exist? It exists
in an unmanifest form and one with the Jiva. In the waking and the
dream states it becomes manifest. Though it is unmanifest in deep sleep
it has to be said that it does exist only on the basis of its manifest form
in the waking and the dream states. The Jivatma’s association with the
Buddhi exists in the unmanifest form during the deep sleep and the
Pralaya. Later it becomes manifest duting the waking state and creation

because nothing €an come into existence by accident — STEHEMY
Froda: T oM Ud gUiveadn: I aregueadn: seyard|
........ T & ATRERR FEieg SAR: G¥and (Sa.Bh. 2.3.31). Similarly,

we have to agree that the unmanifest Prakrti does exist during the

Pralaya, because of its manifestation during the creation. Otherwise,
cteation would be impossible. TRAHMHY =I§ STSHIERTHA i
YheHd o AWald | SART SAThSRE WERTA | The Jagat during

dissolution retains its seed form. It is born only from that seed form.
Otherwise it would lead to the fault of accidental creation (Su.Bh. 1.3.30)

Therefore, though there is only Brahman during Pralaya, Prakrd is
eternal. This does not contradict the statement that only Brahman exists
because the Prakrti is not different from Brahman. When it has been
told repeatedly that even the name-forms are eternal and non-different

from Brahman, does it not automatically follow that Maya which is their
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cause is also eternal and non-different from Brahman? It is eternal,

because it is non-different from Brahman, and there was Brahman alone.

8.10 Mayais Anirvacaniya

1) After going through the foregoing sections carefully one may
get a doubt: In 8.2 while describing the concept of Maya it was told it is
Brahman’s power, that is the Sakti which cannot be separated from It;
That is because Sakti is not different from the Sakta — ¥TTch STRRHAL:
ATIAT (G.Bh. 14.27). But while describing I$vara in 8.4 Maya is

mentioned as the Upadhi (Adjunct) of Brahman. This means that it is
an index which helps to recognize the attributeless Brahman without
affecting it in anyway. In other words, Maya would only be different
from Brahman. Are not the two descriptions contradictory to. each
other? Does Maya belong to Brahman or is it different from Brahman?
To resolve this question, we should notice the following: One does not
need any Sastra to explain the directly perceptible effects. It is necessary
only to analyse their cause which is imperceptible and distinctly
different. The purpose of the Sastra is to delineate this cause-effect
relation. Further, establishing the link between the two is the most
complicated issue. This link invariably has the following peculiar feature:
When viewed from the angle of the effect, it appears to belong to that
realm; when viewed from the angle of the cause, it appears to belong to
the realm of the cause. It is like the maxim of the central bead —
Madhyama Mani Nyaya: the central bead of a necklace can be
apportioned either to the left or to the right side.

ii) The Sakti proposed as a link between a cause and its effect
would always be subject to this ambiguity in any theory. Here too, Maya
is of the same feature when viewed from the two angles, namely
Brahman and the name-forms. For this reason Maya has been described

by the Bhasyakara as Avyakta — 3! & |1 AT | TAI@HEIURT
HAMRIAT] — Maya is A-vyakta, that is defying any unambiguous
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description whether it belongs to Brahman or is different from It.
(Su.Bh.1.4.3)

iii) Besides, this feature is found also in the name-forms, which
are the modifications of Maya. This can be demonstrated on the basis
of the cause-effect non difference relation as follows: Effect is non
different from the cause (Former half) but the cause is different from
the effect (Latter half). In LH of the relation, the cause is cleatly told to
be different from the effect. So the question whether the effect belongs
to the cause or is different from it can never arise in LH. However, it is
not so in the FH. There both the effect and the cause are together. We
are also aware that the cause itself is appearing in the form of the effect.
Further, we observe that the transactions are found in the effect, but not
in the cause. Therefore, an unambiguous description of the effect as
‘only one with the cause’ or as ‘different from it’ is not possible. For
example, the transactions like holding water, etc cannot occur in the clay,
but occur only in the pot. If we view the pot from the point of
transaction it is Upadhi; but no transaction is possible in the clay as such.
Therefore, it can not be described unambiguously whether the pot is
clay only or is different from it. This ambiguity is the Anirvacaniyatva of
the name-forms. What is that which I§vara perceives before the
creation? It is the name-forms which cannot be described
unambiguously whether they are Brahman or different from It, the
unmanifest but to be manifested later — o &G FH Iq AN
TAEES A waid 3? qEardm Hae . ATHEd TR
TR (Sa.Bh. 1.1.5). In this sentence it may be noticed that name

forms are being viewed only in the light of the Sastra. Therefore no

reference is made to the Nama Ruapa of the LH in the non difference

relation. HATH SHT AEI 39 SATTLATRAT ATHEY TATI@TRIT
ARG TARIISESTd 99 sS4 H™T Wih: YR S o
NS RINEGIER | The name forms which are the Svariipa of the Atman
(FH), which are illusion due to Avidya (LH), which cannot be described
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unambiguously as Himself or different from Him(FH) which are the
seeds of the Sarmsara (LH) are termed as the Maya or the Sakti or the
Prakrti of the omniscient I$vara in the Sruti and smrti (Su.Bh.2.1.14).
The presently unmanifest Avyakrta which is to become manifest later is

the illusory name forms (LH) and not describable unambiguously as
Brahman Itself or different from It. (FH) — AT o

o

THEIALIUA FIHA ATFATATRATHRA TATIATRIN A= 5T
IO FaaeReded  Udead  (Sa.Bh.2.1.27). In these two

sentences where the Bhasyakara uses the name forms in the light of the

Sastra and also in the light of the people with ignorance, he is referring
to both the FH and LH name-forms in Brahman-Jagat non-difference
relation. In this way the ambiguity in the description of the name forms
(or Maya) as Brahman itself or different from It is the Anirvacaniyatva
of the name forms (or Maya). Nirvacaniya means unambiguously
describable, Anirvacaniya means not Nirvacaniya. It should be clearly
remembered that wherever the Bhasyakara talks of Anirvacaniyatva, he
is invariably referring only to this ambiguity in the description whether

it is Brahman only or different from it. Itis not anything else.

8.11 Maya is non different from Brahman

The Anirvacaniyatva of Maya is implicit in the non-difference
relation of Sakti-Sakta. The Anirvacaniyatva of name forms is implicit in
the non-difference of Jagat-Brahman. Maya or the name forms are
Upadhis for Brahman from the transactional view and non-different
from Brahman from the transcendental view. When it has been
established that the Jagat which is an effect of Brahman is itself non-
different from Brahman, does it not follow automatically that Brahma
Maya is not different from Brahman? It is not different. The Bhasyakara
puts it as follows: 7Y AT WAHA HATHRAT SIHH? HATHGH IEHMH
IAA W TG T AT AR ATGa 36 Wae: 32 A9 QW | Ty
HATH: FATRASTIRIEH faaiea@nd — Once it is told that the Avyakrta
(the unmanifest) itself became manifest and now it is told that
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Paramatma Himself made the unmanifest manifest; How is it right? It is
not wrong. It is because the unmanifest Jagat is Paramatma Himself
(Br.Bh.1.4.7). It must be accepted that Brahman is the Prakrti that is the
material cause and also the efficient cause — TFHIYH IUGHEHRI =
AR MHTRRE =T (Sa.Bh.1.4.23). Also notice several other
sentences elsewhere. “SHRURT THYAT WM<h: Ihe THAYT FREH — the
essential nature of Sakti is the cause and the essential nature of the effect
is the Sakti (SG.Bh.2.1.18); HT ITth: TEE € ITth ATRHHAT: SHIAT —
that Sakti in Brahman that is, Myself; because Saktiand  Sakta are not
different (G.Bh.14.27); HH T&EIYT HET |7 — the Maya which is of

My own Svariipa (G.Bh. 14.3); 3T JeTdehic: ARITTRI ded o A1 F&l —

that which you are accepting as  Mulaprakrti is our Brahman
(Su.Bh.2.3.9). Not only that; the word AkSara which is a synonym for
Maya is also used as a synonym for Brahman. This Aksara being
indestructible and all pervading isindeed Brahman only — 7 &R 3Tgd
T 3T M@ AMI@TRE el 9T 7@ (Sa.Bh.1.3.10). Aksara is the
unseen seer, the unheard listener (Br.Bh. 3.8.11). He merges in the
Paramatman called the Aksara (Pr.4.9) etc. If this is remembered it

would be easy to follow the further presentation of the Védanta theory.

Question: At one stage (8.4) of this chapter Maya is described as
Brahman’s adjunct implying that it is different from Brahman. At
another stage (8.10) it is described as Anirvacaniya that is not describable
unambiguously as Brahman itself or different from it. Yet at another
stage (8.11) it is clearly told that it is Brahman only. These three

descriptions are mutually irreconcilable. How to explain this?

Answer: The first two descriptions of Maya mentioned above
namely as Upadhi and as Anirvacaniya are in terms of the disciple’s
subjective understanding. The third description that it is Brahman is the
objective understanding of Maya. The reason is this: the disciple in the
beginning will have known that Brahman is only the Nimitta Karana of

the Jagat. Therefore, he views the Maya only as an Upadhi to Brahman.
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Later, as he progresses in the study of the Sastra he listens to the
statement that the Maya is the Sakti of Brahman and so, not different
from It. He compares this new information with his old understanding
that Maya is only an Upadhi. As a result he gets into a dilemma, whether
it is Brahman or different from Brahman. This doubtful understanding
of the Maya is its Anirvacaniyatva. Progressing further he abandons the
idea of Upadhi which is responsible for all the transactions and views
Maya in its Svarupa, that is, Maya as it is. Then he realizes that it is non—
different from Brahman. Thus, understanding Maya as an adjunct is its
wrong knowledge; its Anirvacaniyatva is its doubtful knowledge and its
Ananyatva from Brahman is its right knowledge. Similar is the situation

in the case of the hame—forms also.
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SUMMARY OF JAGAT PRAKARANAM

Multiplicity is not the inherent nature of the Jagat; its inherent
nature is only its material cause. Prior to determining this we considered
the various theories—such as of the Vaisésikas, the Sankhyas, etc., who
talk of atoms, Pradhana, etc. as the material cause of the Jagat. We also
briefly referred to the arguments of modern Science. All of them were
found to be unsatisfactory. Indeed, we recognize that any theory based
on multiplicity is inherently defective and incapable of explaining the
cause of the universe. Abandoning all of them, the Vedantic theory was
considered. Then we understood that Brahman is at once both the
efficient and the material cause of the Jagat. We also cleared the logical
objections raised against Vedantic theory. It was finally established that
this Jagat with bewildering multiplicity of name forms of wide variety is
Brahman itself in its inherent nature. The mysterious power of Brahman,
namely Maya, is responsible for the creation of this bewildering
multiplicity. This is made of three Gunas—Satva, Rajas and Tamas and
subservient to Brahman and is eternal. Inherently it is non-different
from Brahman. Brahman creates the Jagat in a regular sequence, starting
from the Akasa down to the gross-bodies of creatures and withdraws it
in the reverse order. The cycle of the creation, its sustenance and
dissolution has neither a beginning nor an end. The mysterious relation
between the name forms and Brahman is governed by the cause-effect
non-difference relation. The Bhasyakara has used the same word
‘Effect” in its postulation in the former half and the latter half with
different meanings, that is as found in the Sruti and as found in common
parlance respectively. This relation forms the basis of seminal
importance for the Védanta. This is a highly potent postulation in which
he starts introducing Brahman from the level of the misconception of
disciples, taking it through the ambiguous understanding and finally
leads them to the right understanding of Jagat as Brahman itself.
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