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Books You Ought To Read

Salient Features of Sankara’s Vedanta

Although many books are very popular probably because
their authorship has been ascribed to the great Sankara, they
contain tenets in conflict with one another and the various
doctrines contained in the three groups of works collectively
called the ‘Prasthana Trayi’, indisputably ascribed to Sankara. As
it is not easy for beginners to consolidate and discriminate for
themselves the genuine Vedantic doctrines, an attempt is made
by the Swamiji to solve this problem. Pages : 110

Intuition of Reality

Another masterpiece from the pen of Shri Swami Satchida-
nandendra Saraswati, who has very ably illustrated as to how the
Vedantic Knowledge is not mere subtle intellectualism, but it is
an ‘Intuition’ of the Ultimate Reality arising through Divine
Grace. The writer has incidentally refuted the oft-repeated asser-
tion that Sankara’s philosophy is an out-and-out rationalistic
system and that he has provided no place for Iswara in his
Advaita Philosophy. Pages : 105

Sankara’s Clarification of Certain Vedantic Concepts

The Upanishads contain two sets of teaching regarding
Brahman or Reality, addressed to two different levels of the
mind. To the highest grade of the aspirants belongs the disciple
who has attained the mental equipment necessary for entering
upon the course of study, either in this birth or who possesses an
introvert mind as a result of disciplines undergone in his previ-
ous lives - qualifying him to grasp the teaching imparted in the
Sruti. This class of seekers comprises two grades. The first needs
only reminding of the true nature of one’s Self by the Sruti
through an experienced adept who has himself experienced the
truths of Vedanta, while the second requires guidance for the
contemplation of the spiritual steps through which one has ulti-
mately to reach that same Sclf. It 1s to this class of both the
grades that this book is expected to be of some assistance in the
study of Vedanta. Pages : 90
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Publishers’ Note
(First Edition)

We feel overjoyed in being able to announce the
publication of this comprehensive work on Sankara’s views
on the Advaita Vedanta. We had temporarily to postpone
the publication of ‘The Updanishadic Approacy to Real-
ity’ which had been entrusted to us earlier, for fear that
the author may not be able to finish this last work that
emerged from his pen owing to the unexpectedly rapid
approach of cataract which came in the way of the inde-
fatigable zeal with which his entire life has been dedi-
cated to the task of restoring Sankara’s teachings on their
pristine purity freed from all later encrustations in the
shape of misinterpretations by recent writers.

The publication has been financed by the branch of
Karyalaya out of the contributions from generous friends,
who, we learn from the secretary, prefer to remain incog-
nito.

Holenarsipur . .Y. Narasappa
November, 1973 Chairman, A.P. Karyalaya

Executive Committee

Second Edition

As there was an increasing demand for this enlight-
ening work of Swamiji, which was out of stock, we have
pleasure in bringing out this edition.

I-:glizaisglg;r A. Thandaveshwar
T Chairman, A.P. Karyalaya



PREFACE

Earnest students of Sri Sankaracharya’s Advaita system,
have reason to be bewildered in their attempt to ascertain his
exact teaching about the message of the Upanishads to seekers
of the Highest Good universally believed by orthodox follow-
ers of the Sandtana Dharma, to have been promised by those
sacred revelations to man.

This is so neither because of the obscurity of style or
the absence of precision of thought expiessed in the writings
of Sankara himself, nor because of the paucity of explanatory
literature on the subject. On the contrary, there are two fertile
sources of this confusion. In the first place, Sankara’s works
are now generally studied and taught by learmned Pandits who
are mostly guided by popular Sanskrit works relying on one
or more of the conflicting sub-commentaries claiming to
propound Saikara’s thought. And in the second place, neither
the professors nor the oriental scholars, who undertake to write
on the subject in English, seem to be earnest in entering upon
a comparative study of the varying -estimates of Sankara
presented by the sub-commentaries and the adverse critics of
(Sankara) belonging to other schools on the one hand, and
in the original works of Sankara, independent of the commen-
taries on the other, before arriving at any conclusion about
the genuine views of that Acharya.

I have attempted to invite the attention of scholars in
general and the Vidwans of our country in particular, to the
urgency of such a study, by publishing several pamphlets and
books as well as a few elaborate works in Kannada, Sansknt
and English. Owing to my rapidly failing health and eyesight,
I have now thought it fit to condense my views within the
limited compass of this small book appealing to the thoughtful
Vedantins of our country to consider how far my conclusions
are acceptable and to offer their candid opinion in this matter,



so that all the assessments of my humble opinions, may be
consolidated in the symposium proposed to be published by
the Karyalaya.

The booklet now presented to Vedantins for critical
appreciation, naturally contains my personal views as a sample
of what is expected from the contributors to the forthcoming
symposium. (1) I have taken the Siitra Bhashya as the chief
court of appeal for the obvious reason that it is an exegetical
work which comprehends not only Sankara’s considered con-
clusions and lays down the principles by which an interpre-
tation of Advaita-Vedanta, has to be guided, but also because
it convincingly shows the critical qualified seeker how the
truth of Advaita Vedanta may be intuited as corresponding to
the real nature of the Self of each one of us. (2) Quotations
from the Gita-Bhashya or any other commentary, are drawn
upon only to confirm any conclusion based upon the Sttra-
Bhashya. (3) I have tried to classify the important misconcep-
tions under particular heads, and have produced my vouchers
mainly in the form of citations from the Sutra-Bhashya. And
lastly (4) 1 have tried to show how Sankara’s teachings can
be corroborated by the declarations of the only traditional
teacher, Sri Gaudapadacharya, whose classical work is still
available for reference.

I am fully aware that many an item of discussion noticed
here, might have been developed and presented as an inde-
pendent work by itself. But my object was only to list all
_the important topics in a neat and compact brochure for the
ready reference of the critical scholars.

I hope that the Table of contents and the Word-Index
will be of some service to the reader in this direction.

Bangalore. Author
24-10-1973
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MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT SANKARA

INTRODUCTION

There are a number of misconceptions that have
gained currency, both in India and abroad, with regard
to the biography, mission in life and the lasting work
wrought by the great Sankaracharya of world-wide
fame. And in my humble opinion, any assessment of
his Vedantic System, is bound to lose much of its
value, unless these misconce-ptions are first removed
from the public mind by a consensus of opinion of
Vedanta-vidwans and scholars interested in the
teachings of the Upanishads.

Except for some poetical or half-poetical
legendary works called Sasikara-Vijayas, written or
caused to be written by authors biased towards their
own peculiar doctrines or religious practices, long after
the departure of the Acharya, there are no reliable
historical accounts of his life or the reforms he
effected in society. Even the place and date of his
birth or exit, his parentage and the chief incidents in
his life, have not been definitely ascertained till to-day.

That he was the founder of the Advaitic System
of Vedanta, that he resuscitated some religious sects
and placed them on a firm footing, and that he
established four different mutts in the four cardinal
directions of India with the object of propagating
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Vedanta, are some of the prevalent popular beliefs
which are yet to be corroborated by indisputable
historical evidence.

In these circumstances, it would appear to be
best for us to rest content with believing that Sankara
still lives in his Vedantic works, especially in the three
classical works in the shape of Bhashyas on the
Upanishads, the Bhagavadglta and the Vedanta-Siitras
of Badarayana.

Of these three Institutes of Vedanta collectively
known by the name of the Prasthanatrayi, the
canonical Upanishads, about thirteen in number, form
the basic source which Sankara has recognized, as
exclusively revealing the nature of Brahman or
Reality. One who is of the highest type of qualified
aspirants, should be able to see the Truth immediately
without any other extraneous assistance from this
Sruti-Prasthana alone. But for those who are not up
to the mark, the study of the Bhagvadgita or the
Smyti-Prasthana is also necessary. That work not only
explains the Vedantic teaching concerning Brahman or
Atman compendiously, but also sets forth at length,
the needful course of discipline (S4dhana) besides the
central teaching (Siddhanta). Seekers of the middling
type, therefore, have to supplement the study of the
teaching of the Upanishads by undergoing this course
before they are able to see Reality with the direct
insight, aimed at in Vedanta. And thirdly, the qualified
students of the last class, have to master Badarayana’s
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Sariraka Mimamsa also, which has been called the
Nyaya Prasthana, that which recommends the method
of approach adopted in the investigation of Reality
with the aid of Mapnana (reflection on the significance
of the Upanishadic teaching) or Vedantic Reason. It
is in this branch of Vedantic study, where Sankara is
at his best not only in making the original source
quite intelligible by reducing them to a systematic
whole, but also by showing the unique indubitable
nature of Vedantic Vision of Atman according to his
own tradition in contrast to all other systematizations
conceivable.

We shall therefore restrict ourselves chiefly to
this Acharya’s Bhashya on the Vedantic-Stitras in
determining his genuine traditional teaching for the
purpose of exposing the various misconceptions
rampant among modem interpretations.

SANKARA’S MISSION IN LIFE

. That Sankara was commissioned by his
Guru to write a Bhashya on Advaita to counteract
other sectarian views, is nowhere vouched for in the
accredited classical works of that Acharya. But for a
solitary verse at the end of the commentary on
Gaudapada’s Karikas, which perhaps may be guessed
to have been a reference to his direct preceptor, we
have no mention of Govinda-Bhagavatpada, who is
believed to have inspired him with any such mission.

2. The belief that Advaita is just one school
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of Vedanta which has always been current side by
side with the Dvaita of Madhvacharya, and the
Visishtadvaita of Ramanujacharya, is easily disposed
of by the consideration of the fact, that Sankara
himself refers to numerous Advaitic schools, whose
interpretation he has been at considerable pains to
refute in his Bhashyas. While the Bhashyas of
Sankara do refer to the Sankhyas, Yogas, Vaiseshikas
and other dualistic DarSanas opposed to Vedanta,
there is not a single hint either in Sankara’s works or
in those of any contemporaneous writers, to indicate
that Vedantic schools like the modem Dvaita or
Viishtadvaita Vedanta, existed at the time of or
before Sankara.

3. That Sankara was not the founder of this
particular traditional interpretation of Vedanta, can
be readily known through his express reference to
Gaudapada as ‘one who knows the traditional way of
interpreting the Vedantas or Upanishads’. 7w -
dyerafafesd: (SBh. 2-1-9), awr ¥ dyeafad sef= (SBh.
1-4-14).

4. The theory that the pre-Sankara-Vedanta
was more akin to Ramanuja’s System, formulated
on the flimsy evidence of certain recent Vedantic
writers like Bhaskara, Yamunacharya and Ramanuja
who have cited certain names of ancient Vedantins,
cannot be substantiated, as we have no significant
extracts from those writers relied upon by the hostile
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critics. On the other hand, we have several Advaitic
schools mentioned by both Sankara in his Sitra-
Bhashya and Sure$vara in his Sambandha-Virtika -
whose views have been stated and criticized at length
from the rational as well as exegetical stand-point.

5. Sankara and Gaudapada, have been both
charged with having deliberately imported Buddhistic
doctrines into Vedanta by adverse Bhashyakaras, and
there have been oriental scholars who have tried to
show how Gaudapada has actually adopted words
which have significant meaning only in Buddhistic
philosophy, borrowed verses verbatim or adapted them
from Buddhistic works and has taken over doctrines
like non-origination and the Chatushkoti dialectic (the
logic of the inapplicability of the four possible
alternative predicates to the Absolute). And some
scholars have gone to the length of supposing that
Gaudapada was himself a Aidden Buddhist, as some
non-advaitic Vedantins have styled him. That all this,
is the result of a hasty conjecture, has been
demonstrated on the strength of available evidence, in
‘my Sanskrit commentary on the Mandikya,* and the
English Introduction to it. The foundation of
Gaudapada’s ajati-vada no less than that of Sankara
(the doctrine of the unborn Brahman) is in the
Upanishads themselves, which emphatically declare
e gl fawmaa ‘Being never born, He is mayically

* The Mapdiikya-Rahasya-Vivrti, published by the
Karyalaya. '
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bomm in many ways’ (Tai. Ar. 3-18). The phrase
sfsmee,. (GK. 1-16, 3-36, 4-81) repeatedly
occuring in Gaudapada’s Karikas, and ascribed by
Sarikara to ‘knowers of Vedantic tradition’ (SBh. 2-
1-9), is a clincher on this point, for there is not a
shred of evidence to show that the Buddhistic
philosophers relied on the examination of the three
states of consciousness, to support the doctrine that
Reality is non-dual, unborn and free from the sleep
of ignorance (anidram) and devoid of the dream of
misconception (asvapnam). As for the Dialectic of
four alternatives, the reader should carefully note that
while the dialectic aims at showing the impossibility
of Causation, Gaudapada insists that there is the
Revered Lord or Absolute untouched by all the four
alternatives (G.K. 4-84).

6. It is a comjecture unsupported by any historical
evidence, to suppose that Sarnkara’s or even
Gaudapada’s chief aim, was to counteract the
influence on peoples’ mind, of the prevailing
Buddhism. Sankara’s Bhashya proclaims that Vedanta
was being misinterpreted by many Vzittikaras, and that
his commentaries were intended to restore the
traditional way of interpretation. Even in Gaudapada’s
work, the conflicting views of the Buddhists have
been relegated to the very last chapter, and it has been
shown there that, while some of the Buddhistic
speculations come into line with Vedantic reason the
doctrine of non-dual intuition of Atman was never
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referred to by the Buddha (Fag 934 wifwaq
GK. 4-99).

THE UNIQUE FEATURE OF
SANKARA’S WORK

7. It is not right to regard Saikara’s as only
one more school to offer its own system brought out
of the Upanishads by means of the artifice of certain
peculiar ways of interpretation, just like any other
school ancient or modern ; for quite unlike other
commentators on the Vedanta Siitras, Sankara begins
his Bhashya, with an Infroduction dealing with
Adhyasa - otherwise called Avidya without postulating
any theory or acceptance of Pramapas (the valid
sources of right knowledge), and appeals to universal
intuition throughout. After conclusively showing how
all evils of mundane life, are due to this natural
tendency of the human mind, he claims that the main
purport of the Upanishads, otherwise known as
Vedantas, is to reveal the wisdom which finally
sublates this avidy@ or nescience.

The student of Sankara’s procedure in interpre-
ting the Upanishads would do well to bear in mind
the following axiomatic truth which he puts forward
about the validity of the Upanishadic teaching.

7 iforarEte geed e v SR, 6 .
FACASTHACHTE AT TG FHOH ; S HAFETT,
saeg-favaares safaaTe 1 . . 2-3-R, ¢

LN
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“Sruti and the other holy works, are not the sole means
of right knowledge in the enquiry into the nature of Brahman,
as they are in the case of enquiry into the nature of Dharma
(religious duty); but Sruti etc. and intuition and other
accessories also, are the means here according to the context.
For the knowledge of Brahman, has to culminate in intuition
and relates to an existent entity.” SBh. 1-1-2, 28.

No other commentator of Badarayana’s Sttras,
has accepted this maxim in his interpretation of the
Upanishadic texts.

8. It is not right to say that Saikara
postulates a hypothetical avidya (avidya-sakti) which
has transformed itself into egoity called ahankara
which in its turn, has been superimposed on Atman
or the Self. On the contrary, he maintains - as we
have already seen (para 7) - that the beginningless
mutual superimposition of the real Atman and the
unreal not-self, is itself the beginningless Avidya or
basic nescience which occasions all the conventions of
human life. This Aypothetical avidya, has been taught,
in the sub-commentaries (beginning with the
Pafichapadika) on Sarkara’s Bhashya, with varying
theories appended to it, and is responsible for the
numerous conflicting interpretations now parading
themselves in the garb of Sankara’s Vedanta. Many
of the adverse criticisms of Sankara’s Advaita, have
sprung up mostly owing to a signal failure to
discriminate the original teaching and the doctrines
foisted on it by the sub-commentators. A Sanskrit
book called the Parchapadika-Prasthanam has been



AVIDYA AND MAYA 9

published by the present writer showing how the
non-discrimination of the new doctrines contained in
this book from the genuine doctrines, has been a
fruitful source of confusion concerning Sankara’s
Vedanta.

AVIDYA AND MAYA

9. Avidya and Maya are not synonymous
terms in Sankara-Vedanta. It is some post-Saikara’s
Vedantins who have treated Avidya and Maya to be
identical (see para 21). Nor has Maya been even
treated as a statement of contradictions involved in our
experience of the world and in our knowledge of it,
as some are tempted to explain it. The word
‘anirvachaniya’ may have been perhaps responsible for
the formulation of such a theory (see para 21 sequel).
Avidya is subjective and has been explained by
Sankara as the natural tendency of the mind to
superimpose the Self and the not-self on each other,
while Maya is the name given to Praksti or name and
form in seed form, which gives rise to all the different
phenomena.

T S S TR R AR -
EEE FOTeEE ) §aee e WE, Wi,
A - 3 9 REgERRERY 1 g, WL R-3-R%, ¥¥o.

‘““Name and form, fancied by avidya as though identical
with the omniscient I§vara, but which are undefinable as
identical with or other than (I§vara), constituting the seed of
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the phenomenal world of mundane life, have been called the
Maya, Sakti and Prakrti of the omniscient Lord, in both the
Sruti and Smrti>” SBh. 2-1-14, 440.

BRAHMAN AND ISVARA

10. Brahman is the cause of the birth, sustenance
and dissolution of the universe differentiated into name
and form, containing numerous agents and
experiencers of the fruits of actions (SBh. 1-1-2).
From the highest standpoint of Vedanta (Paramartha-
Drshti), this causality simply means that the universe,
being a superimposition on Brahman, has no existence
of its own apart from Brahman.

From Slokas of Gaudapada like
@ v Ay 9 fefegsg s
HeHeaeHgiTy 7 fRfougeg s 11 (. #L ¥-RR)

where causality is rejected on rational grounds,
many have surmised that this is a total rejection of all
causality, and that Sankara’s tradition has bodily
imported the gjativada of Buddhists. But the fact is
that Gaudapada himself accepts the Maya-Satkarya-
vada.of Vedanta at the Vydvaharika level. Compare
wre s’ (‘Is born through Mayd® - GK. 3-24), ‘&
fe =mma =’ (‘of what is, birth through Maya is
possible’- G.K.3-27).*

* For additional information on this subject, see the au-
thor’s Mandikya-Rahasya-Vivrti (Sanskrit) and the English
Introduction to that work.
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From the empirical standpoint, however,
Brahmad’ is J$vara the Lord, who rules over all the
Jivas or individual selves. From this point of view,
Brahman is described to be omniscient, omnipotent,
and by nature eternally pure, conscious and free.
Some interpreters of Sarikara, have been misled by the
use of the word I§vara, which is also used to denote
Saguna-Brahman (Brahman with qualities) to be
meditated upon. In consequence of this misconception
they have invented a theory that knowers of
Brahman, become one with the qualified Brahman in
the first instance, and that the final merging in the
Absolute Brahman, takes place only after all the Jivas
have thus attained this initial freedom. That this
doctrine is altogether foreign to Sankara Bhashya,
becomes crystal-clear, when it is observed that
Sankara uses the epithets §efw: watat:, wafcdehsfgda:
‘Omniscient, the Lord of all, the Self of all, the one
without a second’ (SBh. 2-1-14) to the same Reality
which he has styled as ‘Tévara’ as also ‘Paramesvara’
(SBh. 1-1-17)

11. It is not right to think that this relative term
Iévara (Ruler of the selves) applied to Brahman affects
Its really real nature as the Absolute One without a
second. For Brahman is I§vara only when we
concede the distinction of the Ruler and the ruled
from the empirical standpeint. [$vara is conditioned
by Maya (name and form) conjured up by Avidya,
whereas Jivas (individual selves) are conditioned by
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the associates of the aggregates of the body and the
organs, the effect of name and form so conjurtd up :

W sfErERTiREeReRy S date, wde,
wAwfed 9 ; 7 WA faemn surkeEiTiiasy YAt
EmifareaadaenfaeesR: U 11 F. . :-3-RY%, ¥¥o.

“Thus Iévara’s  I§vara-nature, ommiscience, and
omnipotence, are only relative to the limitation due to the
conditioning associates called up by Avidya, whereas from the
Paramarthika standpoint there can be neither I§vara-nature nor
the convention of omniscience etc., in the Atman who is of
the intrinsic nature altogether devoid of all conditioning asso-
ciates when they are sublated by wisdom’ SB. 2-1-14, 440.

OMNISCIENCE OF BRAHMAN

12. Tt would not be an accurate deduction from
the above-cited ‘excerpt, to think that omniscience of
Brahman is wholly a figment of avidya, Brahman may
not be the knower of all from the Paramarthic
standpoint, inasmuch as there is really nothing else to
be known. But consciousness or the knowing nature
itself, is the intrinsic nature of Reality, and as such,
can never be alienated from Brahman. Sarkara says
this in so many words in the following statement :-

7 fy wdfawamaRed 96 o, dsady: 5
FermfaftrgH 11 . 9L R0y, &R

“It is a self-contradiction to hold that He who has
eternal knowledge capable of throwing light on evertything,
is not omniscient™. SBh. 1-1-5, 69.
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It goes without saying that this argument might
be extended to omnipotence also with equal force ;
for while Brahman cannot be supposed to possess a
power by virtue of which it can create the world, It
may, however, be of the very essence of that power.

CAUSE AND EFFECT

13. It is not right to think that Badarayana’s
doctrine of the identity of the effect with the cause,
is the same as the kindred doctrine of the Sankhyas.
For he stoutly declares that the effect or the universe
of sentient and insentient things, is in itself unreal, and
has no existence, independent of Brahman the cause.
(Vide the Bhashya on VS. 1-4-14, 2-1-7, and 2-1-14).

EMPIRICAL REALITY
OF THE UNIVERSE

14. The universe is not an illusion according to
Badararayana as explained by Sankara. Vyavahira
(human procedure in common life), has its own
criterion for testing reality and unreality. It is the
Buddhists who deny reality to external objects. The
Vijnanavadin says that the object is identical with the
idea, since both of them are experienced together.
(wergesfrmee fawafamra: 1 g, . 3-3-%¢). Since the
independent existence of the outside object, is
inconceivable, he concludes, that it is the idea within
alone that appears as though it were outside. But
Sankara draws our attention to the principle

TGS 5 Sl e, T OF geasyafas
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yHomgEdgd 1t ‘It is on the evidence or want of
evidence of some valid means of knowledge, that we
have to determine the conceivability or the

inconceivability of the existence of a thing, and not
vice versa’’. (SBh. 2-2-28).

It will be noted that from the really real
(Paramarthic) standpoint of Vedanta.

sfeemer]  FOEOHRGEUEE IR w
ISR ifhenl Sfceed Wgwn:, et ¥ wrentn
fafamfatemiaraafon 1 I -\,

“It is on the presupposition of the superimposition of
the Atman and the un-Atman called ‘avidyd that all
conventions of Pramanas and Prameyas (means and objects of
knowledge) and all the Sastras-whether injunctive and
prohibitive, or teaching Moksha, function.”” - Intro. SBh. 5.

Sankara does not, however, deny the validity of
Pramainas in the empirical field, even while he does
aver that they can never survive to function after the
knowledge of the unity of Atman,

g f& 7 TERiwEEaar:, qEd T AGaey
fasRy eryaagfed wwfagoer | faerrma g ‘e®, W
Tferd SR 9r9A Ta &g wfauert warfae! sl
T | T, WTSRTeHATITqeYTe, SYTE: Fal el Afched
SRR ; AL GEE WA T FH IeAEE, W&
wvaq;, fifvaaie wyaefied fage wafa o &g, 7 9
TSRS e, 989 |1 . W 3-2-%¥, ¥3E.




THE DISTINCTIVE FEATURE OF SRUTI-PRAMANA '°

“*So long as there has not been the knowledge of the
unity of the real Atman, the notion of unreality regarding the
valid means and objects of knowledge as well as that of the
resultant knowledge, never occurs to any one. Every living
soul looks upon the effects themselves as ‘me and mine’-
related to one another as one’s own Self and something
belonging to oneself, disregarding one’s own nature of identity
with Brahmatman. Therefore, every secular and Vedic
procedure is consistent till awakening to one’s identity with
Brahman. This is just like the idea of certainty about the
perception striking to a common man, who sees things of
various grades of existence in a dream before waking, but
never suspects at the time that it might be only a semblance
of perception” SBh. 2-1-14, 436.

THE DISTINCTIVE FEATURE OF
SRUTI-PRAMANA

15. It is evident that Vedantic procedure in
teaching the true nature of Brahman - no less than
that of enjoining Upasanas, is also entirely within the
region of Vedic Vyavahira, in contrast with empirical
vyavahara which is restricted to external phenomena.
Only, the Upanishads chiefly deal with transcendental
truths beyond the ken of all empirical Pramanas like
sensuous perception.

It would not be proper or fair, however, to treat
all Vedantic Vyavahara to be on a par with texts
dealing with Karma and Upasana, and to rest content
with quoting some Upanishadic text even in the case
of texts which purport to determine the real nature of
Atman. For, as we have already seen (para 7, p. 6),
the distinctive feature of Sankara’s traditional
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mterpretation, is that Sruti texts are not Pramana
merely on the score of their being Sruti texts, but
because they appeal to certain partial intuitions by co-
ordinating which the inquirer lands himself at the final
universal intuition of Atman which transcends all
Vyavahara including that of Sruti- -pramanya (vahdlty
of Srutl) as a means of right knowledge. Sarikara
repeatedly quotes the following text as a voucher for
this :

T T FIAIHAT Tk % TR b & Fei Ak
o A Ak BAMEd Aok & FUAR ok & T aehd
% TG AR & FaeIHE . ¥-4-gu.

“Where, however, all has become Atman alone for this
knower, there, what could one see and with what, there, what
could one smell and with what, there, what could one taste
and with what, there, what could one say and with what, there,
what could one listen to and with what, there, what could one
reflect upon and with what, there, what could one touch and
with what, there, what could one underStand and with
what ? ... 7 Br. 4-5-15.

Human procedure of using Pramanas to know or
deal with objects of knowledge, has been absolutely
denied in this text for one who has intuited Atman
as the One without a second. Besides this text which
negates all Pramanas and their function in general
terms, there is a specific passage which Sankara
quotes as particularly proclaiming that the Vedas
become no Vedas on the plane of the unity of
Atman :
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T T WA qohd % T (F. ¥-4-R%)
st f& wad werameed qdEfa | reTENE FoeaE-
TEE: 3 W ; A, vean | o franstiar wwfe (5. ¢-
3-R) TATHE A ;W (F. ¥-3-RR) I 7
TR FARATE: T 1) . . ¥-2-3, WRo.

“The text beginning with where all has becomé Atman
alone for the knowing one, there, what could one see and with
what 7° points out how (Pramanas) like perception cease to
exist when enlightenment dawns.

(Objection :-) If there are no perception and other
Pramanas, the repugnant conclusion would follow that even the
Sruti could cease to be !

(Reply :-) Not so. For it is desirable. (To explain:-)
For on the strength of the text which begins with ‘Here the
father becomes no father’ and says “Vedas become no Vedas’,
we do accept even the non-existence of Sruti when
enlightenment dawns.”” SBh. 4-1-3, 510

THE USEFULNESS OF THE DISTINCTION
OF THE TWO VIEWS

16. This distinction of absolute Reality and
Vyavahara from the standpoint of empirical life,
should be unfailingly borne in mind in order to
reconcile the several seeming self-contradictory
statements in Sankara-Bhashya. Apparent contra-
dictions with regard to fructifying (Prarabdha) karmas,
Upasan@s, transmigration, the three states of
consciousness, the state of beginninglessness of
Samsara, gradation in Moksha, the distinction of the
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Higher and the Lower Brahman and other doctrines
with which the Stitra-Bhashya is teemed with, are all
resolved when one reminds oneself with the principle
on which this important distinction of the two
standpoints, is based. Ignoring this distinction, has
been mainly responsible for the imputation of incorrect
views to Sankara and the unjustifiable criticisms of
this school of Vedanta by adverse critics.

THE COMPREHENSIVE SIGNIFICATION
OF THE WORD ‘ATMAIKATVA-VIDYA’

17. Atmaikatva-Vidya or the wisdom of the
Absolute Reality, has been sometimes misinterpteted
to mean the identity of Brahman and the individual
Atman and the pratipatti (intuition) of this ekatva (or
identity) has been taken to mean immediate experience
(Sakshatkara) to be attained through NididhyZsana or
a sort of “Bhavana’ (or creative imagination) in
accordance with Sravapa (study of Vedantic texts) and
manana. That this is incorrect, is readily seen by
observing that Sankara frequently uses the words
Atman, Brahmatman, and Brahman synonymously :-

(R) T qrEq ASIESH FECTET A et
ARIH N FAf=ar STROnY wEwee st gdaeAE 1
g. HI. -y, §¥.

[N

[Here the words, Brahmatman, and Brahman are used
synonymously. The Vedantas are declared to have the only
purport of teaching Brahmatman]. SBh. 1-1-5-64
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(R) oMfewr=r ‘Yaerafine ¥d woacd | eqed oty
ATra | ‘T T agamen, ‘FReg wiy, ‘emla wdy),
e TR fowd - TR EIAIEAT aeEe,
I 1 Y. 9L -3-%, ¥I¥.

[Here the texts containing the words Atman,
and Brahman are said to teach ° the unity of Atman
(Atmaikatva)]

(3) ‘e g AR T T g s e s B A
(2. -R) A ommEm GEspERENTE Yieae
TR 11 §. 9. 3-3-33, Rdo.

o

[Here the triple distinction of the experiencer,
experienced, and the Ruler, is declared to be taught as being
of the nature of One Brahman.]

THE WORDS ADVAITA AND ADVAYA

18. The word advaita, has been restricted by
some scholars to mean the identity of Jiva and
-1I8vara, and Advaya has been supposed by them to
be a Buddhistic term borrowed and incorporated with
Vedanta by Gaudapada. That there is no foundation
for this theory, is seen from the fact that Gaudapada,
Sankara and Sure$vara have uniformly used the term
advaita to mean one without a second, in accordance

with the Sruti ‘Thiarfgday’ (Ch. 6-2-1) “One without
a second’. Here is a statement of Safikara from the
Stitra-Bhashya :
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Ty sfgdaglmeresdd | 7 | sfaengermearatemm
TREdE 1! . WL ¥-3-R%, 4R,

Here Sankara is justifying the advaitic teaching
that Brahman is of two kinds, Higher and Lower. The
Sruti which emphatically says that Brahman is without
a second, is not nullified by this division of Brahman
according to Sankara, because the second or Lower
Brahman is only Brahman with the conditioning
associates conjured up by avidya. The reader will note
that the ‘Advaita’ Sruti is invoked here to support, not
the identity of Jiva and Iévara, but only the absolute
unity of Brahman or Atman.

Gaudapada similarly writes ‘HEmERE  Sawed
qreda: 1” “This duality is only mayic, the only Reality
being non-dual’ (GK. 1-17). The critical reader will
do well to note that Gaudapada prefers the use of the
term ‘advaita’ whenever he wants to draw the readers
attention to the nature of Reality, and has devoted one
whole chapter entitled ‘Advaita-Prakarana’ for this
purpose. He is also careful to use the words ‘advaita’,
and ‘advaya’ in their primary sense in this very
chapter. Compare, for instance, (GK. 3-18). ‘ergd wrmdt
f& & we sy’ (GK. 3-18), and wiggrerawery St
fafaa geq’ (GK. 3-17) where ‘advaita’ (non-duality) is
contrasted with ‘dvaita’ (duality, and there is no
question of the non-difference between Jiva and
Brahman), and ‘sw@d = g 59 @9 1 Hy: | 3gd 9 gAeg
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aur wmw ¥wg:” (GK. 3-30), where the distinction of two
entities, the subject and the object, is denied. The
word ‘Advaya’ primarily means ‘not consisting of two
constituents’. There is absolutely no justification for
the view of those that insist that the word ‘Advaya’
necessarily implies something exclusively epistemic
whereas advaita is ontological. Neither the derivation
of the words nor usage of authoritative writers,
justifies this distinction. While it is true that at the
vyavaharic level where Brahmajiiana is taught,
Brahman has to be regarded as ontic and Its
knowledge as epistemic, the ultimate Intuition of
Brahman is neither ontological nor epistemological, for
It is actually Truth and Reality in one and therefore
It is both advaitam and advayam in the primary sense
of those words.

THE IDENTITY OF THE JIVA
WITH BRAHMAN

19. The doctrine that Paramatman (real Atman)
should be recognised as Jiva’s own Self, has been
sometimes, misconceived as meaning the recognition
of the identity of the individual self with Brahman or
the Absolute, and on the basis of this misconception,
Sankara has been charged by some orthodox critics
with the heresy of preaching the identity of the puny
Jiva and the omniscient and omnipotent I§vara, as well
as with the blasphemy of imputing delusion to
Brahman (Bhranta-Brahma-vada).
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Sankara, however, has anticipated all such hyper-
criticisms by pointing out that Badarayana himself has
recommended the contemplation on the mutual identity
of Jiva and I$vara in their transcendental aspect on the
strength of Aitareya and Jabala texts (VS.3-3-37). As
for the alleged blasphemy, he has clarified his position
thus :- ’

‘9 S dumEfed e sEageesm:, R dfe
o geiEmiR e wfatefafiey - 3t 1w 9 v
I STugAurHEtEUE, fawiae femw foen s
=pafasd 117 . WM. ¥-3-3, 4go.

We do not hold that God is taught (in the Srutis)
to be a transmigratory being, but only that it is
intended to teach the Divine Nature of Jiva by
negating his (apparent) transmigrating nature. From
this it has to be concluded that God’s characteristics
such as being free from sins are real and unaffected,
while the opposite nature of the other, is false.

SBh. 4-1-3-510.

THE ESSENTIAL IDENTITY OF THE
UNIVERSE WITH BRAHMAN

20. Atmaikatva or the unity of Atman (or
Brahman), is the only absolute truth according to the
Srutis as shown by Badardyana interpreted by
Sankara, even while the distinction of sentient and
non-sentient nature remains quite real from the
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empirical standpoint. The universe as an effect is non-
different from the cause or Brahman and is essentially
one with Brahman. Sankara illustrates this by citing
empirical examples thus :

THEN JUT ACHTRENENH  HeEhaed, Igq1 o
TG SIS SFeeTH, GRACETRIAN, -
UIEAER, TEH, 3 gy eaeae SRt
o 3 g 1 Y, WL R-3-%%, ¥I¥.

“Therefore, it should be understood that all this universe
of manifold things such as the experienced and the
experiencers, does not exist apart from Brahman, in the same
way as pot-ethers and jar-ethers etc., are not distinct from ether
in the general, and just as mirage-water etc., are not distinct
from a sandy desert etc.,” SBh. 2-1-14, 434.

Here the experiencing selves are illustrated by
pot-ethers and experienced things are compared to
mirage-water.

THE REAL AND THE UNREAL FROM
THE TWO VIEW-POINTS
21. Vedanta recognises that the criterion for the

reality of Atman or Brahman is not the same as that
for the reality of empirical objects. Sankara quotes a
text in his commentary on Badardyana’s Siitra e
gftmarg (Brahman is the material cause also of the
universe because it is taught that It modified itself as
the universe. VS. 1-4-26) :-

= =avaq | fes 9o = 1 3. 3-E.
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““It became the formful and the formless, the defined and
the undefined.”” Tai. 2-6.

In the sequel of this text, it is stated, “... &
Ir3d @ wemgad ....”” “The real became both the real and
the unreal’’. Brahman is really real whereas the
phenomenal world consists of objects distinguished
into empirically real and empirically unreal. We should
not confound these two divisions, just because the
same words, “real”’ and “unreal” have been
employed. Sankara has defined the absolute Satya
(Real) in his Bhashya on the text ¥& J@#H< @
“Brahman is reality, consciousness, and infinite’ (Tai.
2-1). He says there that the real is that which never
changes its self-identity (agiw = ffvad agd 7 =fra aq
w=w). In the Sitra-Bhashya also it is declared -

THEE gErea aisd: § wad: | o dfgyd 9
pzteipiee el . 9 -], ¥RR.

“That which retains its identity throughout is real ; and

the knowledge of it they call right knowledge.”
SBh. 2-1-11, 429.
At the same time, he cites empirical objects like
mirage-water, suspected poison, and a snakebite in a
dream producing ‘real’ effects, when he discusses the
possibility of real knowledge of the unity of
Brahman., arising even with the help of the Sruti
which is unreal from the Paramarthic view. The
criterion of Reality in this latter case, is evidently
causal efficiency, and not maintenance of self-identity.
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The question therefore arises what sort of
Paripama (transformation) is meant when the Sruti
says that Brahman becomes all this ? Here Sankara
answers :-

TR T TREIAETON TN S ATATHAHT
T A== st I e g RReE widTe |
RUCHECE I b G CH R R R G C LA
ARSI AfahieuaeE  aweieE - 3 |
Teae s F@fa . . R-%-R9, ¥E¥.

“Brahman becomes the subject of all such conventional
treatment as transformation into the universe, only in its
special aspect of differentiated or non-differentiated name and
form, undefinable as that Brahman or other than It, conjured
up by avidya. In its real aspect, however, It remains beyond
all such phenomenal activity and unevolved. The truth that
Brahman is really impartible, remains unimpinged, since that
special aspect superimposed by avidya is only a play of
words.”” SBh. 2-1-27, 464.

All misconceptions about Sankara’s Vedanta
which impute to Brahman a power called Maya in
virtue of which It manifests Itself as the universe, are
therefore to be accounted for as being due to
confounding of the two significations of the word
“Shakti” and mistaking the Shakti or “potential aspect
of the universe of names and forms, for the power of
Isvara’. It is this potency of names and forms that has
been declared by Sankara to be a figment of avidyi
in the quotation cited above. Needless to remind the
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reader that the sub-commentators who treat the
potential form of this figment of avidya as avidya-
shaktr, which, they say, is undefinable as being or
non-being, (wewsfd=a) and called by another name
‘Maya’. A careful study of the Bhashya on VS. 1-
4-3 would convince the reader that this is no mere
conjecture on our part.

GAUDAPADA AND BADARAYANA

22. We now come to the consideration of the
contrast between  Gaudapada’s Karikas and
Badarayana’s Vedanta-Siitras, stressed by some
modern critics who suppose that Gaudapada occupies
a superior position in thinking, inasmuch as he takes
the whole range of experience covering all the three
states of consciousness and arrives at the impregnable
conclusion of Ajativada (the doctrine of the unborn
Brahman), whereas Badarayana’s is only a theological
effort or to interpret ‘Janmadi’ causality as expounded
by the Upanishads. Readers who have gone through
the immediately preceding paragraphs of this booklet,
will at once see the shallowness of this hypothesis, for
Badarayana interprets all Vedantas and shows how the
causation attributed to Brahman, is only a device to
convince the student of the essential identity of the so-
called effect even from the empirical stand-point. As
a matter of fact, Gaudapada actually says in so many
words (GK. 4-42) that causality is taught by the wise
for those who are not prepared to understand the
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doctrine of non-causality all at once. He himself
accepts the mayic birth of Pure Being and rejects the
asatkaryavada (the theory of something non-existent
coming into being (Vide GK. 3-27, 28), we have
already shown (para 7, p. 6) that Sankara’s
Introduction to Vedanta-Mimamsa is specially aimed at
pointing out how Avidya or the mutual
superimposition of the Self and the not-self, is the
presupposition of all Vyavahara including causation.

THE METHOD OF SUPERIMPOSITION
AND RESCISSION

23. Sankara on the Sutras follows strictly in
the footsteps of Gaudapada, to show how all the
Upanishads adopt what is known as the method of -
adhyaropipavada or the method of conceding certain
facts intelligible from the empirical standpoint at first,
and then negating it after the inquirer has been led to
the final truth. Gaudapada himself sets forth the
rationale underlying the method in these words :-

¥ ¥ A sareard fegd 7q: | garmRIea gAIss
TERI 11 T, L 3-R8.

Here it is said that whatever has been predicated
of Brahman at the commencement of an exposition,
is invariably negated by the Sruti at the end by the
proposition ¥ @ feiewm (Now this is the Atman
described as ‘not this, not this’). Lastly the predicate
initially stated as a means to understand the truth,
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should never be regarded to be as real as Reality
itself. In particular Gaudapada expressly says :-

Teaefaupioema: gfeal Sfems=er |
ITE: WSTAE A& A= FI==T 11 M. FL 3-2N.

“‘Creation taught in various ways by using the
illustrations of clay, iron, and sparks etc., is only a device for
the purpose of introducing to the student, the Truth of the
Unity of Atman ; actually there is no difference intented in
any way.” G.K.3-15.

Sankara quotes this very SIoka in his Bhashya
(SBh. 1-4-14) and repeatedly draws our attention to
the fact that the Sruti does not seriously purport to
teach creation as a fact from the transcendental
point :-

7 ¥ wenifawn giegf: | sfemsfcrarrersreer-
e, Tl HIaHTaaE RS Saard Ja faerds 1|
AL R-2-33, W],

“Nor does this Sruti teaching creation, related to Reality
as such, for it is only in the sphere of empirical life consisting
of name and form conjured up by avidya. This circumstance
also should not be forgotten in this connection.”

SBh. 2-1-33, 471.

REFERENCES TO THE METHOD IN
SANKARA’S WORK
24. That this method of deliberate ascription and

subsequent abrogation, has been steadily kept in view
in teaching Reality devoid of all specific features,
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which being the very Self of the seeker is neither
objectifiable by nor in need of any means of
knowledge has been stated time and again by Sankara
in his Bhashya :-

g7 seEdt freeiy wgaft ARy STy SRy
<Yy A1 e yevda W gEEed watd, iRy . )

Y. T R-R-RR, QN

This extract refers to the customary practice
resorted to by Purdhits (priests) when they have to
direct the newly married couple to look at the tiny star
Arundhati, The method followed usually, is to show
some stars very near the actual star and fix their
attention upon them successively, each of these stars
being called Arundhati for the time being. Finally, the
tiny star itself is pointed to and the priest says “This
is the real Arundhati ; I called the other stars by the
same name just to lead your eyes towards the actual
Arundhati’.

This analogy has been again applied by the
commentator when he has to explain why the
Annamaya kosa (the sheath of food) or body and
other vehicles have been tentatively called by the
name of Atman even while the Sruti purports to teach
the innermost real Atman which alone deserves that
name. This same method of deliberate imputation of
a characteristic and its subsequent negation, has been
referred to in Sankara’s Bhashya, in VS. 1-1-8 also,
where he argues that if the Pradh@na had been
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tentatively called Atman in the Sruti “He is Atman,
and thou art that’ (Ch. 6-8-7) as insisted upon by the
Samkhyas, then the Sruti should have advised the
seeker to abandon that idea after the analogy of
Arundhati, lest the enquirer should stick to the notion

of its reality (bt W wifs FEETETETEEE taw
Ecic@d) AL R-R-¢, (R

WHY THIS METHOD IS ADOPTED
BY THE VEDANTAS

25. This method is the only one available for
teaching the nature of Brahmatman, for the latter
is devoid of all specific features and as such, can
never be described in positive terms. )

That it was a unique feature of Sankara’s
tradition to recognize this truth even long before
Gaudapada, is evident from a quotation from an
untraced author, as found in the Gita-Bhashya (on
G. 13-13, 14) -

Fefa-wifrare A e e |

wa:gfreais T fasfa 1 g3-23.

g wdfEafaataed 1 13-¢x.

These three lines, being a verbatim reproduction
of the Sveta§vatara (3-16, 17), ascribe the organs of

all Jivas to Atman and then rescind the ascription in
the end. Sankara remarks :

Sufygd  fremermafietmme  Fawdaq weea
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I ‘wdaafey, gy ; awr f dwemfasi aee -
B O T e O s R AT

M. 2313, e,

“That the Redlity ‘is invested with hands and feet’ etc.,

is stated here by presuming as though that were the

characteristic of Reality, just to convince the seeker of its

existence. Such indeed is the teaching of those conversant with

the right tradition, for they say By means of false ascription

and rescission, that which is without specific features, has to
be explained.” GBh.13-13, 797.

As this traditional method has been treated at
length elsewhere,* I refrain from entering into details
here.

VEDIC VYAVAHARA

26. This Vyavahara is two-fold as already (para
15, p.14) explained. In the first place, Laukika
Vyavahara is the human procedure of thinking,
speaking, and acting either to acquire what is desired
or to avoid what is disliked in common life. And in
the second place, Vaidika-Vyavahara relates to (1)
injunctions or prohibitions with regard to karmas
(religious works laid down in the Vedas) which point
to the means of attaining what is liked or avoiding
what is not liked in a future birth or in other words,
beyond the ken of perception and other means of
secular knowledge. There are injunctions of Upasanas

* ‘How to recognise the method of Vedanta’ - published
by the Karyalaya.
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in the Upanishads also which yield particular results
in this or the other world, just like the karmas treated
of in the Karma-kanda (portion of Veda dealing with
karmas). These are included in the Jiiana-kanda or
Vedantas, only because they are psychic activities and
like Vedic knowledge, they are also rahasya (‘secret’
in the sense that extrovert minds cannot grasp their
nature). The principle Vedic Vyavahara, however, is
the teaching of the Upanishads and the effort of
seekers to understand it in so far as it relates to
Brahman as It is, in the transcendental sense.

This circumstance has given rise to a number of
misconceptions with regard to the practical nature of
Sankara’s Vedanta. These misconceptions have arisen
chiefly because of not bearing in mind, whether
Sankara is speaking from the Vyavaharic point of
view or from the Paramarthic point of view.

FUNDAMENTAL AVIDYA INVOLVED
IN ALL VYAVAHARA

27. We may now proceed to cite some instances
of such glaring instances of misconception with regard
to the fundamental doctrines of Sankara’s system.

At the very outset, Sankara draws our attention
in his Introduction to the Stitra-Bhashya to a natural
phenomenon in Laukika Vyavahara, viz., how it is
natural for man to think and act as though there were
real facts corresponding to the expressions ‘I am so
and so’ and ‘This is mine’, quite oblivious of the
misconception of the mutual superimposition of the
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real Atman and the unreal not-self involved in this
prodcedure in the face of the extremely opposite
nature of the two :-

g Eee AT =R farsrafers e e  wH rerere
fovgmawa: ... srerE frem - sfa ufag g9 | aufy

SRS TR SRIaiTE e Ead,
s fafemf e S e
‘arefaey, ‘mieY - 3fa dufiwisd deeEEr: 1
STHHTHH- .

This apparently innocent pfoposition has given
rise to a curious disagreement among Sankara’s
followers themselves : “It is but proper to expect that
there can be no adhyasa or superimposition (=
faem 3fa wferd g%%). Does this proposition represent the
prima facie view or the cardinal truth itself ? This has
been a moot-point among Sankara’s critics.

For one who notices the statement that “this is
an instance of human behaviour (Fufirisd dweaasr:) to
proceed on the supposition ‘this not-self is me ; and
that this same is mine’, there would be no difficulty
in taking the whole passage as worth its face-value,
and interpreting it as meaning that it is a natural bent
of the human mind to proceed on this assumption,
inspite of the fact that it is a Himalayan blunder to
take it for truth. This conclusion is further supported
by the subsequent assurance : “This being so, that on
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which something else is superimposed, is not affected
by the merit or defect of that other even in the
slightest degree (smriwnfy ® =1 ¥we), thus confirming
that neither the real Self is in any way tainted by the
defects of the unreal not-self, nor the latter raised to
a higher status by this superimposition.

AN UNEXPECTED TURN IN THE
INTERPRETATION OF ADHYASA

28. A misconception that all vyavaharic
pheno-menon including that of adhyasa desiderates
a material cause, was responsible for a sub-
commentator’s twisting this Sankara’s crystal-clear
statement and founding a sub-school of advaitins who
disregarded Gaudapada’s Ajativada. That guardian of
Sankara’s traditional pure non-dualism, had already
warned the followers of the tradition thus : & f& wraa
= goaa 7 g awaa: 1 “Tllusory birth, is consistent for a
really existent entity, but not an actual birth”’ (GK. 3-
27). This Upanishadic truth was set aside when the
sub-commentator tortured and twisted Sankara’s
expression faagmfafim: (by reason of or owing to a
miscon-ception) to mean fRemsgad s, wffiN: aguEH: |
(Mithyaj-fiznam means nescience, which is unreal or
undefinable ; adhyasa is owing to it, that is to say,
has that for its material cause). Again, adhyasa is not
merely superim-position, but the adhyasta, egoity
which is superimposed !

A large section of Sankarites have been
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hypnotized by this interpretation and believe to this
day that this sub-commentator was a direct disciple of
Saﬁkara, although, curiously enough, that the writer
himself never expressly claimed to be such !

The fact remains, however that, in the Bhashyas
of Sankara the word Mithydjiana (Femam) has been
invariably used as an equivalent of Adhyasa and
Mithyapratyaya (faww=), Mithyabuddhi (faesfs)
and other words synonymous with it, are exclusively
used for Adhyasa, and whenever Mithyajfiana has to -
be accounted for, it is said to be occasioned by want
of discrimination, but never as the effect of some
material cause called ‘avidyid’ or ‘avidya-sakt’
clouding the Brahman nature of Jiva, as this sub-
commentator insists throughout his work. As this has
been shown by me elsewhere*, I desist from entering
into greater detail here. A single quotation from the
Gita-Bhashya will quite suffice heré

amgea: fayafqafaon: freeaea: saagaam-
SR e I R P E R (T P EE I EC I B 0 MR LA R
AfgAHA- TERERTTRA T | ST erTasy:
SeHa faer-gHas: i T WL %3-R8, ¢RE.

“(This is) the contact of Kshetra and Kshetrajia (the

object and the subject) opposed to each other in their intrinsic
nature. It consists of the superimposition of mutual identity

* The ‘Panchapadika-Prasthanam’, a Sanskrit work con-
taining a critical appreciation of the sub-commentary ; pub-
lished by the Karyalaya.
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and that of the properties (of these two) owing to want of
discrimination between Kshetra and Kshetrajfia. (This is) just
Yike the contact of a serpent, silver etc., within a rope or nacre
etc. (a contact of) the nature of misconception, owing to want
of discrimination between these two.”” GBh.13-26,826.

The reader will at once notice how this sentence
is a re-echo of the Adhyasa-Bhashya making the
meaning of the latter clearer if that were needed.

DISPUTES ABOUT AVIDYA-SAKTI

29. The later doctrine of Avidya-Sakti as the
material cause of adhyasa, has been the mother of still
more glaring misconceptions and disputes about the
locus and the object of the hypothetical avidya and
the number of avidyas, at the hands of later
speculators. An extract from another sub-commentary
will make it patent as to what amount of confusion
has been created out of the original disregard for
Sankara’s teaching that avyakrea or undifferntiated
name and form constituting the Universe, is Maya
(appearence) invented by avidya s o)
AT e HERTsaEe Feae et [, uf:, Tt
- 3fa = yirgerfead 1 [, 9. R-%-R¥, o,

We shall now quote an extract from a post-
Sankara follower of the exponent of the hypothetical
avidya referred to above. This sub-commentator says:-

q g wyeeq ol WSS, TEaTR Aa
Syamfs ; 5 g ¥ wioeid firem 1 39 aeda e faan
IO, qEfEn e, 7 S, fefim-
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forenfareriRfaRian | qq F: FTHERESTINET: | Furar e
T Q: | WEHSH g9 Fares:, 37w o 7 Heafaq
geltmiemger: | wamaesfy  Sagfaaemetaaemontaen
HegatTa sl af F5d wane | sfaemeeasEETEa
qGIT: | 7 Ffgarmiaderda Sads:, Savadfaeafaeafy-
9T 3 TEmEgTEtafs: - 3 9 ; shfERSe S
IAfEg: | e JehETER: ST 9 SeAFa-
fafa 9 n Vachaspati Misra’s Bhamati on SBh. 1-4-3.

It is evident that the author of this sub-commen-
tary also identifies avidya with Avyakrtanamaripa (un-
differentiated seed of name and form) called Maya by
Sankara. He emphasizes that objective avidyas are
really numerous and that they have each a Jiva for
their locus. It has to be further ascertained by scholars
whether this innovation convicts him with the charge
of self-contradiction ; for unlike the author of the Paii-
chapadika, he has interpreted MithyZjfana in Sanka-
ra’s Introduction to mean superimposition and not
avidya $akti. What is more serious, is that even in the
case of adhyasa, this scholarly sub-commentator treats
superimposition as an event in time as though time
were not itself superimposed ! For, he writes there :

() Yo g 1 w@wifas: Ffcd =Haer: |
AT TEHRUR STEAFANGA IHT | v qdga-
freRRERE gElisaRReEa e eAETET: - §eie-
@ FTegEd 7 WersTEd - g 1
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(R) T FRATEAENGH:, AgUeYE e 3
STIfE SeTeiad, RIS 3% vatd 1)

We shall have occasion to refer to this theory of
beginninglessness once again later on.

Post-Sarikara  sub-commentators have been
considerably exercised over determining the locus,
object and the effect of avidya, mostly because of
their postulate that it is positive potency clinging to
some one and projecting or evolving into the unreal
appearance of not-self and the universe. Three
different views, viz., (1) that the Jiva alone, or (2)
Brahman Itself or (3) Pure Consciousness devoid of
the distinction of Brahman and jivas, constitutes the
locus of this avidya, have been alternatively the
dogma of the different schools of sub-commentators,
and hot disputes have been raging among the
followers of these sub-commentators for defending
each one of these alternatives and refuting the other
two views. That all this display of speculation is so
much labour lost from the genuine Sankara stand-
point, is obvious from Sankara’s express statement in
his Introduction that Avidya is only a mental mixing
up of the Real and the unreal. As for the ‘locus’ of
this avidya according to Sankara, we would do
well to remember what he himself says on this
point :

FH@ FEEy: - 3 3, ave g aw ¥ g
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qem: | TEEH 38 Ak g | 33d vfaggsfa, af@
wHEfaeyaiy: || q. M. ¥-3-3, 4Ro.

“If it should be asked ‘And to whom is this avidya or
non-enlightenment ?° We answer, ‘To you who are asking this
question !’

(Objection :-) ‘But I have been declared to be Isvara
Himself by the Sruti !’

(Reply :-) If you are thus awakened, then there is no
one to whom the ignorance belongs !>  SBh. 4-1-3, 510.

It is obvious that according to this view, the
question about a locus for avidy@ can arise only at the
level of the empirical life, where there is duality. One
who raises the question, is himself ignorant of the
truth, and so, the question is superflous at that stage.
But when it is known that Brahman or I$vara is the
only Reality, there can be neither any question nor
reply concerning anything .whatever. Accordingly,
Sankara anticipates another objection and. shows its
futility thus :-

sty ravEer Hvwg - e fee arr: wfgdigan
SgAuUraffa, WA wegwh: 11 G, WL ¥-2-3, ulo.

“And this defect that is imputed to the system by some,
may also be deemed to have been warded off by our reply
to the question raised above. For they are supposed to hold
that Atman would have a second beside Him in the shape of
avidya ! S Bh. 4-1-3, 510.

[Safikara means to say that it may be granted that duality
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is possible only so long as the unity of Atman is not intuited,
but at the transcendental level, there is no duality
whatever.]

WHY NO PRAMANA IS NEEDED
TO PROVE AVIDYA OR ATMAN

30. Ignoring the distinction of the vyavaharic and
transcendental standpoints, has been the sole reason
why some Vedantins have mistaken certain statements
of the Bhashyakara as expressing his final conclusion
regarding Vedanta.

Thus taking the statement YamgwEwgqEat &
Huariwat saurda ‘possibility and impossibility of a
fact, are to be concluded according as there is or is
not some Pramana (means of knowledge) to prove it’
(SBh. 2-2-28) to be a general rule, was perhaps
responsible for the sub-commentators to make an
attempt to show that their hypothetical avidya could
be ‘proved’ by means of some or all the canons of
evidence. It is the negligence of this distinction, that
has induced some adverse critics to charge Sankara
with postlulating the Absolute Atman without the
support of any Pramana. Both these defendents and
opponents of Sankara, have altogether ignored
Sarikara’s appeal to universal intuition in his
exposition of Adhyasa and showing how the
convention of the distinction of Pramapas (means of
knowledge) and Prameyas (objects of Pramana) itself,
pre-supposes Avidya or Adhyasa, and how Atman is
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the transcendental Reality demanding no Pramana or
any proof. They have failed to appreciate the dictum
of Sankara that all attempts to prove or disprove
by means of vyavaharic Pramanas, draws its very
breath from Adhyasa or avidya, and as such can
neither prove avidya nor disprove the existence of
Atman without any specific features.

MISCONCEPTION ABOUT
DISEMBODIEDNESS

31. The reader of Saikara’s Bhashya, will recall
how Sankara makes use of this dictum of the
superimposition of the body and Atman again and
again, to show how Final Release from the evils of
mundane life, is only to recognize one’s eternal
bodilessness. Thus, in his commentary on the fourth
Sutra after describing the whole gamut of life possible
for individual selves, he comes to the conclusion that
Srutis and Smrtis aided by reason, show that the
gradation of pleasure and pain felt by creatures, is all
the result of embodiedness due to avidya and other
defects. He quotes the Chandogya Sruti which says
that being beset with pleasure and pain, is inevitable
for an embodied being, and that pleasure and pain can
never touch one who is bodiless, thus leading to the
conclusion that Final Release or bodilessness is no
effect of Dharma or religious duty which can only
give its result to an embodied being. To an objection
that bodilessness might itself be the effect of Dharma
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or Religious duty, he replies 1 a& w@faswang 1 “No,
for it is the intrinsic nature of one’s Atman”’

Again in the commentary on the same Siitra, he
writes :

TR vfa TR T, 7 fea: 3 3, 7, s
freargmffTma 1 . . R-3-Y, 4.

“(Objection :-) Bodilessness can come only after the
falling off of the body and not to one, living.

“(Reply :-) No ; for embodiedness is due to a
misconception.” SBh. 1-1-4, 58.

And after showing at length how embodiedness
is only due to a false identification with the unreal
body, he concludes -

T, fHemeatireer wRew fog sfeasfa
fagutserivaT 11 Y. . R-%-¥, So.

“Therefore, embodiednes; being only due to a false
notion, it is to be concluded that bodilessness is the nature
of a wise one even while living” SBh. 1-1-4, 60.

In the face of this unequivocal declaration
supported by intuition and reason, some of the sub-
commentators have ventured to proclaim that
according to Sankara, Videha-mukti (Release after
death) is the only release in the primary sense and that
Jivanmukti (freedom while the knower of Brahman, is
alive), can be only secondary release since he has the
body to sustain which a little portion or residue of
avidya continues to be till the fructifying karmas are
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quite exhausted ! This is most probably because they
have been unable to assess a statement of Sankara’s
found elsewhere in the Bhashya :-

T e et SRS, 3Tavd-
sifert fagy: IR gieReraaratd 11 g, 9. ¥-2-¥, UK.

“(The particle ‘fu’ in this form is intended) to emphasize
that inasmuch as virtue and sin, which are the cause of
bondage having been shown respectively not to taint Atman
(in the case of virtuous act), and to be destroyed (in the case
of sin), by virtue of Brahma-vidy3), release must necessarily
ensue to the knower after his body has fallen off.”

SBh. 4-1-14, 529.

Failing to see that the convention of the
eschatological mukti is only a concession to the
Vyavaharic view that man has a body, the Vyakhyana
schools have succumbed to the belief that release is
really an event in time to be attained after exhausting
all karmas.

MISCONCEPTION ABOUT
THE BEGINNINGLESSNESS OF SAMSARA

32. The same is true of the belief in the
beginningless nature of samsara (transmigratory life).
Sankara has given expression to two different views
about embodiedness of individual selves, karma, sleep
and states of consciousness, birth and death, and
creation and dissolution of the world, according as he
takes the thought-position of the really real
(Paramartha) or practical life (Vyavahara). Failure to
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note this distinction has been a fertile source of
different views concerning all these. We shall briefly
notice these differences concerning these doctrines, in
the following paragraphs.

THE CAUSE OF WAKING,
RE-BIRTH AND CREATION

33. Sankara has argued (in SBh. 1-1-4) that
Atman being devoid of any relation to action, his
embodiedness cannot be inferred to have been the
result o1 any previous karma. He dencunces the prima
facte view that the present body may be the result of
karma performed in a previous life on the ground that
this is an argument in a vicious circle, since
embodiedness has to be proved on the presupposition
that he is an agent of good and bad deeds, and his
being an agent of such actions, has to be concluded
by supporting his embodiedness, and since it would
be a regressus ad infinifum to think that there is a
beginningless series of embodiedness and previous
karmas to account for it (sreweder smfwesew). This

is of course from the paramartha view-point.

Elsewhere, however, the Acharya argues srfed g
‘If on the other hand, we suppose that transmigratory
life is beginningless’, there would be no fallacy
whatever, since the series of embodiedness and the
previous karma accounting for it, may be conceived
to be consistent on the analogy of a series of the seed
and its sprout. (SBh. 2-1-36).
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It is obvious that this line of argument is based
on the view-point of Vyavahara which takes for
granted that birth and death are actual happenings in
time. Disregarding this distinction of view-points many
doctrinarians - both Sankarites and followers of other
traditions - have insisted that there is really avidya or
some other latent cause in sleep, death and dissolution
of the universe, which renders life a really real
continuous something that rests on the basis of time.

MISCONCEPTION CONCERNING
THE STATE OF DEEP SLEEP

34. In conformity with this distinction steadily
kept in view, Sankara writes :-

Ay ¥ 9 Fofesiaw s S, weeeEn-
e, | ST SufR s e fariaras
TG YW TEEfdaa 1 Y. A 3-R-, IWE.

“Besides, there is no time when Jiva has not become one
with Brahman, for one’s intrinsic nature cannot be alienated.
Only in view of the seeming foreign aspect which he assumes
in dream and waking owing to contact of conditioning
associates, it is proposed to say that he attains his own form
on the dissolution of that foreign aspect.”” SBh. 3-2-7, 266.

As for the want of conciousness of anything in
sleep, he says :-

wfa HeasaeHEn oA JHH | g, 9. 3-3-1, R€E.

“It is but reasonable that the Jiva merged in Pure Being
(Brahman) is not conscious because of (absolute) unity.””
SBh. 3-2-7, 266.
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In the face of this unambiguous statement a sub-
commentator writes :-

qY Y WA TEaqcEN gy a@
fariagmtage:, e qa QHEAYg 394 | o fg aeey
SfaweaRrl wafa e | TeEarET Seshe st
FERTIN, ATETTAe Sfoe e wafd 11

A 3-3-, page &RE.

“If on the other hand, the real Atman alone be the state

of sleep, there is some use inasmuch as misconception is

removed, there is partial oneness (AT41 YATHNE:) ; for in that
case, Jiva would be in that state only so long, but avidya
not .having been removed root and branch owing to the
absence of the dawn of the knowledge of Reality, his retumn
(to the Jiva state) in the form of waking and dream would
be possible.” Bhamati, 3-2-7, page 696.

Comment is needless.

VARIOUS VIEWS CONCERNING
DEEP SLEEP

35. A number of misconceptions have assailed
Vedantins of different levels of thought, concerning
the state of deep sleep, simply because of ignoring
this distinction of Vyavahara and Paramartha :-

(1) A famous writer on Advaita Vedanta,
commited this mistake when he undertook to examine
the three states of consciousness with the sole purpose
of demonstrating that Atman alone as ®faq_ (intuition)
is really real in as much as all things objectively
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experienced in the waking state, are found to be
absent in dream and dreamless sleep, while Atman
continues to maintain his self-identity. The writer was
not content, however, with showing that Atman
remains intact in all the three states. He insisted that
ignorance also continues in sleep as is guaranteed by
the waking memory of sleep, in the form ‘I did not
know anything in sleep’. This was because he forgot
to remember that the examination of the three states,
was only a device in concession to Vyavahara, only
Adhyaropa or a deliberate superimposition to be
rescinded after the sole reality of Atman has been
shown. What is more important is that the waking
memory of sleep, is no real memory from the transce-
ndental view, because the three states are not actually
happenings in any particular time-series, and that the
time experienced in waking cannot be reasonably
regarded as the substrate of all the three states.

(2) A noted Bhashyakara, also, who undertook to
prove that the individual self is always the object of
the notion of ‘me’ has made use of this indefensible
argument of trusting the waking memory of deep
sleep for the purpose of inferring the continuance of
the individual nature of the self.

(3) Another Dvaita Vedatin has gone to the
length of employing this waking memory of sleep for
proving that not only the individuality of the self, but
also that ‘time and ignorance’ also persist to exist in
that state of unconsciousness !
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The reader should be able to see that all such
vagaries are founded on the dogma that memory is
possible even without a corresponding experience
antecedent to it in the past.

DIVERGENT VIEWS ABOUT
AVIDYA IN TRANCE

36. Another misconception of this same ilk, is to
believe that all duality due to ignorance, is absent only
in the state of Samadhi (trance), even while conceding
that a trace of ignorance may continue to taint a
knower of Brahman in waking till his fructifying
karma is exhausted. Some teachers who pursue this
line of thought, have conceded that subtle impressions
of avidya lie dormant even in this Samadhi. These
impressions have to be inferred according to them to
be the cause of his coming back to the noramal
state !

SANKARA’S STATEMENTS REGARDING
THE POTENCY OF DISTINCTIONS
IN SLEEP AND DISSOLUTION

37. The readers who must be familiar with the
wrong track generally pursued by later Vedantins with
regard to avidyd, will surely be expecting by now that
some statement of Sankara’s touching avidyZ in sleep
and samadhi, must have surely allured them to fall
into the trap of misconceptions mentioned in the two
preceding paragraphs. And he will not be surprised to
find “that the word Mithyajiana in the following
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quotations, has been the source of misapprehen-
sion :-

() 3w fo gufcamearEly g@ i

stfaamTITR e ifedmrd gdaq 3v: Ty fawr wafa,
wafiey wfasafa 11 g, WL R-3-%, ¥R,

“Just as in deep sleep and Samadhi, there is attained the
intrinsic state of absence of distinctions, and yet distinction
teappears in waking as before on account of mithyajfiana not
being removed, so also it may well happen in this case (of
dissolution) also ! SBh. 2-1-9, 425.

[One can very well surmise that an interpreter imbued
with the idea of mnithya (undefinable), gjfana (the theoritical
avidya-$akti), can take this passage to mean that even in deep
sleep and samadhi, that ‘Sakti’ persists to be in a latent form].

() 3 gfaamsfy Wkt fremmmiaes faym-
HER: WegdeAed: Rl gvad, wadaEty freammmta-
a8a fam-wfegEe 1 . T R-2-%, WY

“Just as even in the Supreme Atman without any distin-
ctions, it is seen in practical life that distinctions based upon
Mithyajfiana (or Avidya of the nature of adhydsa) function
unobstructed even in the period of sustenance of the world
as they do in a dream ; so also one may infer the potency
of distinctions owing to Mithyajfidna.”” SBh. 2-1-9, 425.

Needless to say that the school holding the
theory of avidya-$akti clinging to Atman, may imagine
here a voucher for inferring the continuance of that
dakti during the dissolution period also.
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MISCONCEPTION WITH REGARD TO
THE IDENTITY OF JIVA
WAKING UP FROM SLEEP

38. A similar misconception has persisted with
regard to the identity of the Jiva awaking from deep
sleep. Badarayana says in a siitra (VS. 3-2-10) that
the identical Jiva should be concluded to awake after
sleep for (1) this Atman continues to proceed with
what he had left half done during the previous day,
and (2) remembers what he had experienced in the
past. Moreover (3) the Sruti also says expressly that
the same Jiva awakes. (4) And fourthly if we suppose
that each Jiva becomes finally free from samsdra on
his becoming one with Brahman during sleep and
quite another gets up, that would go against the Veda
enjoining karma or Upasana whose fruit is to be
experienced at some distant time.

Here Sarkara anticipates an objection : Inasmuch
as the jiva has become absolutely one with Brahman,
how can we discriminate any particular jiva from
others ? Is it not impossible to take the same drop of
water after it had been thrown into a sheet of
water 7 The teacher answers :-

Tt 7 foeseRoaEn Sefa<rgson ; §8 § faed
faaepenmor & wifaen = - 3f AW 1 gL L 3-3-%, R¢R.

“It is in the fitness of things that there being no means
of discrimination, the drop of water cannot be taken up ; in
the present case, however, we do have a means for
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discriminating (the jiva), to wit, karma and avidya. Hence there
is no similarity between the two cases.” SBh. 3-2-9, 282.

A sub-commentator has twisted this Bhashya to
suit his pet theory of avidya-$akti as follows :

RELEIGIEEREIRIECIRPIECEEIECa i I MEICIE Sk b
TR fen ; agwrersetavarer dhgd 79, ofn @
WA | v YR Afag gE, TmeaenteTgd 39 |
T ARG HrEHRoEA Yaga: gaa=aar
agufedt <fa: gfaa= s A, 3-3-%.

According to this theory :

“Jiva being imagined to be such because of the
conditioning associate which is a species of the beginningless
undefinable avidya, is really not different from the real
Paramatman. Owing to the mani-festation or being overpowered
by that conditioning associate, he himself seems to be manifest
or unmanifest. Hence in deep sleep and the like states, he
happens to be overshadowed and in states like waking etc.,
to become manifest. And that conditioning associate flowing
in a stream consisting of avidya and its impression in the
relation of cause and effect being easily distinguishable, the
jiva associated with it, can also be distinguished.”

Bhamati, 3-2-9.

Needless to say that this supposition of
conditioning associate of the avidya - Vasana
(impression of avidya) is directly opposed to Sankara’s
Bhashya on Siitra 3-2-7. 9 *qifacfu Sfiaed swon
A etc.
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THE ANALOGY OF SEED AND SPROUT
AS A BEGINNINGLESS SERIES

39. This theory of a beginningless series of
avidya and its vasana (impression) like unto the series
of the seed and sprout, has been extended earlier in
this same sub-commentary to the adhyasa itself
propounded by Sankara. He says :

HEERANCAAT qEhRUEd eqTHed IAMCalbl | oavd

e -freRrETE g RRRERReETET: -
TG Feeded ReusaEad: 1|

WA, STEEATSENHT, W, Ro.

This is in implication of the word ¥ufies: (natural)
employed by Safikara as an epithet of Vyavahara
here. The post-Sarikaras who thus interpret this term
here, of course, overlook the concluding statement of
Saikara, when he says wEmEERER YofEisam
faemeTeT: Fgadipayad®: | using both the words
naisargika (innate, natural) and anadi (beginningless).
Further, there is something which renders ‘adhyasa’
the very foundation of Sarkara’s Bhashya weak ; for
according to this sub-commentary, the ‘preceding set
of intellect or mind), the senses, and the body etc.,
as foisted by its preceding mithyajiiana (misconce-
ption) is employed in each subsequent adhyasa as its
cause, thus rendering adhyasa or superimposition itself
an event in time projecting or falsely causing the
appearance of the next set of body etc. ! This, of
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course, drives the enquirer to the awkward position of
presuming himself to be a knower adjudging the place
of both ‘adhyasa’ and ‘body’ etc. which occur in a
beginningless series on the basis of time !

SOME NEEDLESS DISPUTATIONS
REGARDING AVIDYA AND JIVAS

40. As a corollary from what has been said
above concerning adhyasa, it follows that it is idle to
discuss about the number of avidyas or to enter into
the discussion about the priority of avidya or jivatva,
as some post-Sankaras have done. The discussion
about the relative merits of Ekaj[vavz?da (the theory
that there is only jiva) and Nanajivavada (theory of
many jivas), is also futile, since from the vyavaharic
standpoint, we do believe and behave as if there are
actually a number of jivas. Accordingly, the Bhashya-
kara describes the universe as the sphere of action of
numerous agents and experiencers of the fruits of
action (IPFHIIHETHH HafaaeyRaTmfHal Gersae 1)
VS. 1-1-2). ’

In Siitra 3-2-9, where Badarayana discusses the
question whether the same jiva awakes from steep, he
necessarily implies that there are many jivas in
common life. And Sankara remarks :-

A qUiEETHq, we FETEd sowEq Yoo | T afa
FERHET Ay qEdEseeEER: | SNERUEE g
TG SHareae): | @ Ty e e e A
9 W TE S ufraed 3 3o 1 Y, WL 3R], R
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“We have explained at length again and again, that it
is Pure Being (Brahman) alone that is spoken of as a jiva
owing to connection with a conditioning associate. This being
so, we talk of one particular jiva, so long as bondage
continues as attaching itself to one Upadh/ (conditioning
associate). But in the case of bondage continuing to attach
itself to another Upadhi, the talk of another jiva becomes
necessary. Inasmuch as one and the same upadhi continues
both in sleep and waking in the relation like unto that of
a seed and its sprout, it is reasonable to think that the same
jiva wakes.” SBh.3-2-9, 272.

Elsewhere, while discussing why the jiva is often
spoken of as anu (subtle), Sankara says T,

gt eee, Iwenfwd a1 “Therefore,  this
epithet apu is applied just because the nature of jiva
is difficult to ascertain, or because of the conditioning
associate (the mind)’ (SBh. 2-3-29, p. 138). And in
commenting on the next Siitra he wirtes :
9 1l . W. R-3-30, T¥o.
“And it is only so long as this connection of the
conditioning associate, the mind continues that jiva is a jiva.”
SBh. 2-3-30, 140.
And in the mnext stitra, Badarayana says,
according to Sarkara, that even in sleep and in the
state of dissolution of the universe, this relation to the
mind, continues to be in a latent form, just as capacity
to procreate etc., are latent in childhood . Failure to
notice that this remark is from the vyavaharic
standpoint, may have misled the later Vedantins to
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argue that avidya itself continues to persist in such
states.

Sankara’s actual position is, of course, that even
the connection with this upadhi, is due to mithyajfiana
or Adhyasa.

A 9 A REIsaq o eguiEay: ; 79
frerarTe wrrgme= fafwf@ 1 g . R-3-30, R,

“Moreover, it is owing to the mithyajiiana (adhyasa) that
this connection with the mind has come about for Atman, and

there is no sublation of mithyajiiana except by right
knowledge.” SBh. 2-3-30, 141.

41. Strictly speaking, the three states of
consciousness, can be reduced to two states according
to the genuine tradition of Sankara. As Gaudapada
says :-

ST TeuE: W g e |
forqat i et i Temmg 1 M. -4,

“There is dream for him who takes the truth as
something else, and sleep for him who knows not the truth
(as it is) ; when the misconception of _these two sorts vanishes,
one attains the Fourth quarter (the Atman).”’ GK. 1-15.

Badarayana (VS. 3-2-3) treats the creation of
dream-objects in dream as wholly May3, according to
Sankara’s interpretation of the Siitra (VS. 3-2-3) and
there is not even the smell of reality in their
appearance. The dream objects are, comparatively
speaking, quite unlike those in waking, for the latter
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are governed by the laws of space and time, and are
not sublated like dream objects, in any other state.
Again, Badarayana according to Sankara, says, that
perception of external objects in dream and other
kindred states, for there is a difference between
waking experience and experience in these states
(Fuaf= 7 @ofeaq - 9. g, -3-%). In explaining the
meaning of this aphorism, Sankara says that besides
being sublated or unsublated, there is a further
difference between these two : 1y = iAW a7 @=eYH,
IRy FMREeR - . 9. R-3-3%, . we) “Moreover,
this experience of dream is only memory, while the
experience of waking is perception.” Again, there are
some Srutis which teach that the Jiva goes to the
dream-state taking the mental impression, and Sankara
also writes :

g @ T oA a1
. L 2-2-%, 4.

“Being imbued with the impression of that perception,

he sees dreams and is called by the name of ‘imanas”.
SBh. 1-1-9, 85.
Forgetting to note that all this is from the
vyavaharika standpoint, later interpreters of Sankara,
have supposed this to be his last word in the matter ;
they are ready to forego even the paramarthika view,
and suspect that there may have been some influence
of Buddhism in treating both dream and waking as if
they were on an equal footing. Sarkara, himself,
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however, has already anticipated this and sounded a
note of warning :

Y SEcTERyr, feaeeyrea Srafeed ; vafa
oY YoeS: wiafed wiemd g S9fveid werw
e EcLyll Y. . 3-3-%, K.

“Before the intuition of one’s identity with Brahman, the
diverse world consisting of ether etc., continues to be identical
as it is, while that experienced in dream is sublated daily. So
this statement about the wholly mayic nature of dream is only
relative.”” SBh. 3-2-4, 259.

The reader is here expressly wamed against
believing that the waking world is absolutely real,
since as the effect superimposed on Brahman, it has
been declared by the Sruti to be a name and mere
play of words (see para 19 and SBh. 2-1-14).

42, Tt is clear that according to the genuine
Sankara’s tradition, swoon and other kindred states of
unconsciousness, howsoever they may differ
empirically owing to their origin and effect on life, are
all on a par with deep sleep. It is therefore wrong to
believe that there is only partial merging in Brahman
in these states. A sub-commentator writes thus on this
subject :

T, gy s e gy T
gufs: 9 aget AR sEddufaes | vy |1
e, 3-R-%0, WL €3], E¥o.



58 MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT SANKARA

“So, in the mugdha state or swoon, even while there is
merging in Brahman, it is not quite that kind of merging as
it is in the case of deep sleep ; and that is why it is said
to be partial merging. It is half, because of similarity and
dissimilarity.’” Bhamati, 3-2-10, page 639, 640.

It is not surprising that this writer makes this
observation, in the face of the express declaration of
Sankara :

T 7 grisdyuiasiow wwon wata i on
. . 3-R-Ro, .

“We never say that the Jiva is only half merged in
Brahman in swoon.”” SBh. 3-2-10, 275.

It is evident that the distinction of the two states
from the Vyavaharic standpoint, has been confounded
with the discussion of the states with a view to
determine the nature of Absolute Reality. The reader
will remember in this connection how all the three
states are really mayic as Sarkara has elsewhere (SBh.
2-1-9) pointed out on the authority of the traditional
teacher Gaudapada.

43. Adhyasa, as we have already seen, according
to Sankara, is only a natural tendency of the mind to
mistake one thing for something else which it is not
(safegfa:). In the case of the adhyasa or the mutual
superimposition of the Self and the not-self, this
tendency is the reason, giving rise to the mistaken
distinction of the knowership, agency and the
experiencing nature in the Self.
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This superimposition may be subdivided into two
kinds. In the first place, there is the mutual
superimposition of the subject ‘me’ @M=t - (the
object of the notion of me) and the objective
constituents of the aggregate of the body, the senses
and the mind, as well as certain objects external to
the aggregate. Here the mistaken transference of the
properties of the individual self and of the not-self to
each other, takes place even while one knows that
these objects are obviously distinct from one’s self.
This is the case, for instance, when a person feels that-
he himself is benefitted or is the sufferer when one’s
son or daughter, wife or relative is so affected. The
superimposed self in such cases, has been called the
secondary self (Gaupatman) while “one’s’ own
aggregate of the body and the senses mistaken for the
self, has been styled the false Atman (mithyatman).
This mithyatman may be the body as in the case of
one’s feeling ‘I am fat” or ‘I am lean’, ‘I jump, I
walk’ etc. ; or it may be senses as for instance, when
one feels ‘I am blind’ or ‘I am deaf’. Or else it may
be the mind also with its various modifications as
when one thinks and says ‘I desire’, ‘I will it’, ‘I
doubt it’ or ‘I have ascertained it’.

And in the second place, there is the mutual
superimpostition of the real inmost changeless Self as
the Witnessing Consciousness and the me, the seat
and object of the notion of me, with its numerous

modifications (TaHETARHRTETERET TemE=rew, § 9
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TR waEie©  afgrdduronteaerata).  Here  this
Witnessing Self is the etemal subject in so far as all
egos with their belongings (such as the body) become
known only with the aid of Its intrinsic light.

Some sub-commentators have contended that
even the Jiva is not really the object of the ‘me’ -
notion, but has been so spoken of by Sankara, only
because he becomes fit for discussion in the empirical
field (sr@er@™@) in that notion. This is only a
distinction without difference. For this Jiva has been
considered by Badarayana in both of these two
aspects, viz., that as Jiva, he is the Very same supreme
Atman unchanged (w&eresd Wawdewamy SBh. 1-4-
22) and that Jiva is only a semblance of the real
Atman (emwE @ Ay e qEmER Sergdwifa wiwe:)
not actually the same nor a distinct entity (7 ¥ Tq e,
T gwa=<wq - SBh. 2-3-50, 302).

In whichever aspect Jiva is presented, it is clear
that he must be considered empirically speaking,
to be as real, as the Pramanas and prameyas (means
and objects of right knowledge). At that level of
thought, it has to be conceded that there are *
innumerable jivas, all of equal rank of reality, and
nevertheless, they are all one with Brahman
transcendentally speaking.

44. Elsewhere Sarikara writes :
frosgsgeany Fewfid wHihmaed o
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afgrdd S w4 el qomefs REfea 1og, . og-
#-%%, R&R.

“In the Supreme Atman, ever pure, ever conscious and
ever free in nature, absolutely changeless, One and untainted
by anything else, has been conjured up the jiva form quite
opposed to this in nature, just as a surface and dirt are fancied
to pertain to the sky'. SBh. 1-3-19, 269.

The simile of ether in general pot-ether etc., has
been used again and again in the Sttra Bhashya to
illustrate the identity of Jiva with Isvara in spite of the
apparent difference recognized from the empirical
point of view (SBh. 2-1-22, p.209).

It is therefore, really surprising to find that
different followers of sub-commentators, have
intermecine wordy war-fare with one another dividing
themselves into conflicting camps of (1) the
avachhinna-vada (theory advocating the limitation of
jivas by the mind), (2) pratibimba-vada (the theory
insisting that jivas are reflections of Atman in avidya),
and (3) abhasa-vada (the theory that believes the jiva
is only a semblance of Paramatman). This needless
internal fight has been the result of ignoring that
ancient Vedantins Gaudapada and Sankara had cited
such illustrations only to clarify the teaching of the
absolute unity of Atman, and not to formulate any one
definition of jiva-nature. This would become evident
to anyone who carefully persues the following
statement of Sankara :-
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7 f& gl wha wfoafgafia g
wauEd Fafaeyifag ve | vawER i gerRl=®-
TE T W | Y. 9. 3-3-Ro, Reu.

“Nobody can insist on likeness in all respects between
an illustration and the thing illustrated ; for if there should
be an all-round similarity, and not merely in a particular point
of comparison intended, the very relation of the illustrated and
the illustration would cease to be there.””

SBh. 3-2-20, 287.

The above-cited statement is in the context of an
illustration given in the Sruti to clarify the teaching
that the jiva is really of the nature of Atman as Pure
Consciousness devoid of all specific features and that
his seeming nature as invested with features, is only
due to conditioning associates as in the case of a
reflection of the Sun.

45. The doctrine of one and the same Witnessing
Atman as the Self of all creatures, has been
proclaimed in the Sruti (Sve. 6-11) and Saikara
challengingly declares that this Atman is taught neither
in the portion of the Vedas treating of injunctions
(Vidhi-kanda) nor recognized in any one of the
speculative systems (tarka-samaye), and he unequi-
vocally identifies this Witness with I§vara (SBh. 2-3-

41), wuiersq weyaaarem WiE: Safagia ... ..).
It passes one’s understanding how in the face of

this declaration, some of the followers of the ‘sub-
commentaries could imagine that, the Jiva-sakshis (1)
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were many in number while the I§vara-sakshi (?) is
one alone.

46. We have already seen how (para 38)
according to Sankara, Badarayana has argued that the
same Jiva who went to sleep awakes to transmigrate
according to his karma. The implication of the
plurality of Jivas in this Sitra is justified by Sankara
as due to conditioning associates (INEATIA  T-ATT!
SffarREEETRR: | . L 3-3-%).

Yet post-Sankara advaitins have entertained
different views as to whether Ekajiva-vada (the theory
of single Jiva) or Ninajiva-vada (the theory of many
Jivas) is the more correct one !

47. Another grievous blunder more culpable than
the pluralization of the Witness, is the woeful
misinterpretation of the epithet Prajiia found in the
Sruti. This significant name given to the Witness of
deep sleep in the Mandikya, can never be
misunderstood by any one who notices the other
epithets which are used in juxta-position with it. @
R @ w7 WSty Aft: wdw v fy e o (.
€.) And yet some have ventured to give the derivation
of the word as w2w sw: (mostly ignorant) just to make
it fit in with their pet theory that there is avidya
(ignorance) in sound sleep ! And this in defiance of
Badarayana’s express use of the term to denote Iévara
and Sankara’s commentary thereon in accordance with
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Sruti. We shall just cite the Siitras, and the Sruti along
with the Bhashya for the reader’s information :-

(1) aedifa 3% WA f& Wm0 AL G, g-%-y.
(R) VRN, § TEeA9RV: W, 1 A Y. -3-R.
(3) QIR T ‘o Tow: TREACH YO 7 g oo
A AT (3. ¥-3-3) 3 TR A WAt Sl | a3 T
WRR: W, 7 ARG 1 .. W TR | T i
frgmfaaime | aUoh=TETy ‘37 AR ST MRS ARG S0,
Ffe (9. ¥-3-34) 3 Sfarq 97 wEet sgofewfa o
Y. M. -3-W, IR,

Comment is needless. The Sutras set Prajiia in
contrast with Jiva. And Sankara says expressly that
the Srutis invariably refer to I§vara when they use the
word Prajiia.

NEEDLESS CONTROVERSY OVER THE
SYNTACTICAL RELATION OF THE
WORDS IN THE TEXT ‘TAT-TVAM-ASI’

48. Another needless controversy among the
followers of the sub-commentators, is about the
realtion of tvam-padartha and tat-padgrtha (the Jiva
and I$vara) in the proposition 7at-tvam-asi {‘That thou
art’ as it is usually rendered). Is it an apposition of
the two words in their primary sense (Mukhya
Samanadhikaranya) or an apposition implying the sub-
lation of Jiva’s nature (badha-samanadhikaranya) ?

That this difference of opinion is wholly
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needless, may be readily seen when one considers the
following statements in Sankara’s Bhashya :

‘It 9 e’ A I ERdE aeRgE-
WER | A W GG WomE $fEq, S s,
sfadan, ‘T s wRr, faae TR, eRE IR

FFIAOTH:  FENTSWRY aemgGEl wEg: |oau
wOgdisfy U S SERRE URATHad STeH:
Foged<raETiE: | @ ° Aud Qe smrvEtard-
wiaag! A9 e’ seag ad Wl wai Aeefag e,
TEIFAYEFEE AL | ... IS AU A
fawdaemr: weeifawa: wfredisf@ @ wpal< ggeRa
Tt g tag N . 9. ¥-R-R, YoE.

It should be noted, incidentally, that sm@= (absence of
knowledge), ®wa (doubt) and fawda (misconception), are the
only obstacles that are in the way of right knowledge of
Atman. ‘Avidya-sakti’ which 1s postulated by sub-comunentaries
as one enveloping the Brahmic nature and projecting the
transmigratory nature of the self, is nowhere mentioned by
Sankara in this connection.]

It is evident that the true nature of Brahman or
Tat-padartha is to be determined by using the
principles of interpretation enunciated in the Plirva-
mimamsa of Jaimini, and that there is no question of
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any choice between the primary meaning or secondary
meaning there. In the case of Tvam-padartha or Jiva,
the Sruti itself guides us in determining the final entity
Chaitanya (Pure Consciousness) as intended by the
word. So it stands to reason that the text requires the
examination of Jiva nature till we finally land at the
actual entity which is identical with Brahman known
through a study of the Sastra.

It is therefore to be concluded that Sarkara sides
with those who hold that the samsaric nature of the
Jiva, is to be sublated before we can intuit the Identity
taught by this and other such propositions.

This is not a rare inference from Sankara’s
explanation of the text, ‘That thou art’ cited above.
Here are extracts from the Siutra-Bhashya wherein
Sankara himself says so, in so many words :-

() ameg fe atfaen =1 frada, g anffeiaed saw
Sad ¥ 49 fredt | e § YW @ aeneifa s
VA ;| Afaera GG ¥ aegd: Hvag fauist& 1

. WL R-¥-§, WR.

Here Sankara says that Prajiia or Iévara is the
same I$vara, and nothing more nor less. The nature
of Jiva is only superimposed by Avidya, on whose

disapparance ‘it is Prajia Himself, that is taught by
the Sruti ‘That thou art’.

(R) W TE W @, TR FergdhE,



wfaede: | ... AU SIfSEgdceEn, dagTE HERE
HferpaaTafaii | e ¥ URATIRE SR
ERCRIERiE) . 9. R-3-yo, REL.

N

Here we are told that the Jiva is only a
semblance of Paramatman, like the reflection of the
sun etc. Hence all transmigratory life pertaining to that
Jiva is also reasonable to be supposed as due to
Avidya, and consequently the teaching of his identity
with Brahman by negating the Samsara becomes quite
reasonable.

(3) 7 S goaEE wauen sagTTeE: | fE
afe, dafon dufEme faued  wifefafatafa
W T T ST SequEneyu, fawiae g
s T 3 sEfred 0 Y. L ¥R-R, ke,

Here it is expressly affirmed that I§vara is not
taught to be identical with Jiva, but only by negating
the samsaric nature of Jiva, the latter is intended to
be taught as being one with' Iévara. I§vara’s
description as being free from all defects is real,
whereas the Jiva’s being of the opposite nature, is
unreal. This is the distinction to be recognized here.

THE CREATORSHIP OF ISVARA, AND THE
TRANSMIGRATORY NATURE OF JIVA

49. This disposes of the difficulty arising out of
the teaching that I§vara is the creator of the universe
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and as such precluding the possibility of His being
identical with the Jiva who is transmigrating in the
empirical world. How can there be identity of the
omnipotent I$vara with an individual creature like the
Jiva ? This objection does not hold water, for, as
Sankara says :-

Tadefremsfy efim: ‘awmfy RddER: | Y
Yere) foegl WadaE ? AW AW | AHNECEHRFREA
IFFETH T 77 Wi | Y 9 9q ‘awnfy -
FAEATRA SIS S19S: wfqaifuar v, s safa
qQ e g SRR wge | geeeE fheee-
foome Iesaase W e difgdaer | 9 $a @
gfe: ? Y. T -2, WuE.

Here we are told that the Vyavaharic difference
between I§vara as a creator and Jiva as mere creature,
is due to the conditioning associate of Jiva (in the
shape of the body and senses), and therefore the
difference between the two, may be justified on the
analogy of ether in general and a pot-ether. But when
the absolute unity of Atman is intuited in the light of
the teaching in such text as ¢ That thou art’, there is
neither the creator nor the transmigratory Jiva different
from each other.

THE ANALOGY OF THE POT-ETHER,
AND ETHER IN GENERAL

50. The analogy of the pot-ether. given as an
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illustration of the simultaneous unity of Atman as well
as the Vyavaharic difference between Iévara and Jiva,
had been already used by Gaudapada, the knower of
the right Vedantic tradition (3T=wvemfaq) as he has
been styled by Sarkara. That adept in Vedanta, has
shown how this illustration is aptly applicable to
explain all the diffrences in empirical life :-

(R) oToT grFvEs s emRITEe: |

weTfed= Fematardae T, 11 M, w33,

This sloka is given in illustration of how
Paramatman appears to be born as many jivas and
" their conditioning associates in empirical iife, without
affecting his absolute monistic nature. The ether
(akasa) is the first product issuing forth from
Brahman. It remains as ether and yet has transformed
itself into pots and pot-ethers, thus accomodating itself
to the convention of the differences of (1) ether in
general, (2) pots as conditioning adjuncts of pot-ethers,
and (3) a number of pot-ethers. N

(R) EysEEareyE frem o o |
yrhrere 7 AEistR qgesay fofm noTh @ 3es.

This §lcka says that the several names, forms and
activities do differ in empirical life, and yet the unity
of Atman remains intact, just as for practical purposes,
pots, jars, pitchers etc. differ and yet ether as such,
remains intact in the face of these apparent
differences.
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(3) WO H S TR |
ot wewdiyy sreraasm: 1 W #w 3-].

This verse illustrates how Atman remains the
same in spite of the Vyavaharic conventions of birth,
death, movement and staying in all the bodies.

THE RELATION BETWEEN THE
KARMA-KANDA AND THE JNANA-KANDA

51. One important distinction between the
procedure of Vedic teaching adopted in the Karma-
kanda and that in the teaching about Brahman in
Vedanta, should be steadily kept in mind in order to
avoid misconceptions. As Sankara says :

(R) Freamafamats w@ift, STagRagmraify, wmnft =
wenfed, TEEH 79 ; el FERHeIReRd s
A A e, g

“Obligatory Karmas have been studied in the previous
portion for wiping off sins accumulated in the past, and Kamya
Karmas also for the benefit of those that desire to attain fruits
(of karmas).” Introduction, Tai - 1.

(R) THaTEE oA gradadad gy ER-
mrerTe  wikefERIEtamE:  afgRvme SHeve-
AR | 7 @ SR W R E R esThRon, STeHfasay
SH  FHrpEENHHAHY  AfgTidseeEaf -
kel g. 9. 3, 4.

“Karma-kanda was undertaken for the benefit of one who
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believes that there is certainly an Atman, who is to be
connected with another body and who is desirous of attaining
what is desired and of warding off what is disliked in
connection with that body, only to reveal the appropriate
means of attaining what is liked and of warding off what is
disliked. But the reason of desiring to attain what is liked and
of warding off what is disliked, that reason of the nature of
believing in one’s being an agent and experiencer of the fruits
of action, that reason viz. wrong knowledge, has not been
removed by revealing one’s opposite nature of being
Brahmatman.” Intro Br., 5.

Evidently Karma-kanda, according to Sankara,
extends the range of the result of empirical life
relating to the present birth, to future births in this
world and to the other world and restricts itself to
reveal the means of attaining what one desires to
attain there also. The Jiana-kanda, on the other hand,
proposes to reveal to the dispassionate souls, the
means of rubbing off avidya the very root of desire,
by revealing the real nature of the Monistic Atman
who is the only Reality Absolute.

This avidya, as we have already seen (para 27),
is the superimposition of the unreal not-self on the real
Self. The illustration of the rope-snake which he often
adduces, as the reader is aware, is intended to show
how this mutual superimposition of the Atman and the
unreal not-self, does not confer any virtue upon the
not-self and cannot taint the Atman either (aepa i
O 91 SUEEONfY | T ween). We have also seen (in para
47) how in the discussion of the epithet Prajila
ascribed to I§vara, in contrast to jiva on account of
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this superimposition or avidya, does not affect Atman
in the least. There also Sankara writes ‘7 wfegfg=rel
TEEES F aT: TSR (Y, A 2-¥-E, T u%),
‘Just as there is no change in the nature of rope either
at the time of one’s falsely believing it to be a snake
or when one’s delusion has been dispersed.’

Elsewhere, Safkara writes :

E AW A FiefvEge gdtfaem frergg
fafvaaal wwagusTEET aweigiy:, wfern: fregs-
Frafae wafa | aer RIFageEN ragls:, se-amerage
qverEIfo ‘qeemfe’ gt aundggEn fraedd 1

. WL 3-3-%, 3R,

“Apavada or rescission in the case of apposition, occurs
when a subsequent idea faithful to the nature of an object,
happens to sublate a previous false notion attached to it ; as
for example, when the false notion of the self attached to the
aggregate of the body and the senses, is removed by the
correct notion of Atman belonging to the genuine Atman
himlself, this subsequent idea being bom out of the teaching
‘That thou art’.”’ SBh. 3-3-9, 331.

This distinction between the two portions of the
Vedas, steadily kept in view throughout Sankara’s
exposition of Vedic-vyavahara, accounts for his
uniform tirade in almost all his Bhashyas against the
Jnana-karma-samuchchaya-vada of certain Vedantins
who either ignored the nature of the genuine
knowledge of Brahman, or confounded it with
Upasana.
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HOW SANKARA’S VEDANTA HAPPENS
TO BE MISUNDERSTOOD BY
OTHER VEDANTINS

52. Criticisms of Sankara by adverse
Bhashyakaras of Vedanta-Siitras, may be said to be
mainly due to a misconception resulting from their
inability to appreciate this distinction of the two
vyavaharas. Badarayana as interpreted by Sankara,
keeps these two view-points wide apart throughout the
Sankara-Mimamsa. Sankara frequently draws our
attention to this distinction, lest the two views be
mixed up. Let us take, for instance, the following two
Stutras discussing the consistency of the definition of
Brahman as the cause of the universe :-

(2) AHATRRIGHrTY Weehad 11 3. |, R-3-23.

“If it should be objected that the distinction of the
experiencer and the experienced, would cease to be since the
experiencing ego and the experienced objects would become
identical, we reply this distinction can well remain intact, as
may be seen from illustrations in common life.”” VS. 2-1-13

Here the objection is that since the universe is
an effect of the primary cause Brahman, according to
the Advaitin, there would be a repugnant identification
of both the experiencing ego and objects to be
experienced. The reply is that the distinction may still
be kept up even on the advaitin’s view ; for there is
an illustration based on experience in common life :-

wIgIEEHAISTIR sty afgRrmn SetaETTEedd-
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ST TR, ST NI R SagR: ST ; 7

T VSGEHAANSTIRSTY Afgehrron e saker-

yamfofafa ; 7 9 Iofaemarerats aageE ST

wafd [, 9. R-3-R3, ¥R
The Advaitin’s reply is :-

“Foam, a wave, a wavelet, a bubble etc. are distinct
from one another, while they are one with the sea as water,
and none of the effects is identical with another. So also, the
experiencer, experience, and the experienced objects, may well
be distinct from each other even while they are each one with
Brahman as the material cause.” SBh. 2-1-13, 432.

This reply is from the view-point of vyavahara,
but from the higher view of Paramartha, the next
Sttra has abandoned this view. Sankara accordingly
explains it thus :-

FguTg I SR Arpraas faan ‘w@reds-
o 3t wfersfufza: ; @ = faum: ‘wddsfar’ ; awm

T FREREGE ST || §. . :-3-R%, 933,

“Conceding this empirical distinction of the experiencer
and the experienced, it has been said that this distinction may
well be maintained as it is seen in the world ; but this
distinction is not really real, for there is really non-difference
between the two.” SBh. 2-1-14, 433.

At the close of this Bhashya on this Sutra
Sankara writes :-

wrERsfy  wondifoE ‘aerEe - SR
S CratEie L e B S [ IE i G T B RSt P B PRI
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FeEfa | e SEYTed  GRumEEEAT =it
TOUrEAY 3T 3 1) . AL R-3-R%, WL,

“The author of the Siitras also says there is non-
difference in view of the Paramartha (Transcendental Reality).
Having the empirical view in mind, however, he says that such
a distinction is possible as we see that it obtains in the world.
And without negating the world of effects at all, he adopts
the method of parinama (evolution) also, so that it might be
usefully employed in the interpretation of Upasanas.””

SBh. 2-1-14, 441.

Not realizing that Badarayana takes his stand on
the axiom that Brahman or the Universal Self is
self-established Truth and Reality in one, and that
the distinction of pramatru, pramana and
prameya, is itself nourished by the light of that
Pure Consciousness, some have made bold to doubt
that very Reality, alleging that the Brahman without
specific features, has no support of any .pramana !

CAN UPASANA DO AWAY
WITH AVIDYA ?

53. Some Schools of Vedanta have not only
insisted that Srutis present Brahman only as the object
of Upasang, but that upasana is the only Vidya that
is capable of destroying avidya. This doctrine 1s the
outcome of a double misconception. In the first
place, they have rushed to the conclusion of the
mutual identity of jnana and upasana, simply because
verbs derived from both the roots fag (vid) and sury
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(upas) have been interchanged in certain texts
enjoining Upasana (meditation). Sankara  also
recognizes this circumstance when he says faguivs
A0y sreAfahe WA gvgd and has cited two passages
(Ch 2-1-4, 3-18-1) as vouchers for this.

But he would not fall a prey to the temptation
of conceiving that avidya also could be destroyed by
Upasana, for according to his tradition, real jfiana is
something quite different from Upasan3, in so far as
it is the result of a pramana which has some existent
thing for its object. And unlike upasana, it is
dependent neither on a person’s will nor on any
injunction, but as common sense tells us, is always in
conformity with the nature of its object. (I g
WA, WA | TemmeRfava | o 9 sgasgnae @
FYANFIH, Faet TIAAG T WA, TG G .

HOW DOES JNANA DESTROY AVIDYA ?

54. Strictly speaking, even jfiana cannot be said
to destroy avidya in the literal sense of the word,
for

() 7 f& wieg werq Fxgaie STg o w3t o FE-
faen, effaemarg wdda frafaer gvad 1 @ el smsmie
sgde 9 stfaergada fRacda safae=n 1

. 1-%-%0, 4L

Here we are reminded that, in all cases, vidya
(knowledge) is seen to remove ignorance only, but it
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can never actually remove an existing property of a
thing or create some property afresh.
(R) 9 & wred 9 R sfa f=&ufa: 1)
F. 9. 3-¥-R0, RYE.
Here we are reminded that the S$astra or
Upanishad is only jiapaka (revealer) but not Karaka
(creator) and so no authority of Sastra can be invoked

to prove that knowledge actually does effect
something.

(3) v ‘wead Y, ‘FRad wey), ‘eriad wey),
N foufw s’ - 3 sRAskafan A fauwsd sefn
FfaeneaRIquTaT ST || §. WL R-¥-%o, RWR.

Here we are told that the.very fact that the holy
revelation emphasizes that Brahman or Atman as Pure
Being is the All, presumes that there is Avidya or
superimposition on Brahman in life.

(¥) wher wrifE ffavoe aeuifuswaergadta:
yreraed 9 yredif = ; |, sfaengarderdE | 7 7 awga

THHEERNSiE ; e frdeeren | feg afgwns-
forensurert WEIRESEATERTS | W qgUeTT: aeYvE I
IIER T I . |1 ¥-¥-§, ¥,

Here we learn that a person is the same Brahman
even before he gets final release. Yet the knowledge
of this fact, has got to be acquired through the
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teaching of the Sastra ; only avidya has got to be
removed, and the enquirer has to make an effort to
remove it.

(v) sfeea:, sfoafeetaes fae s
e - 3 W, T AT, | -
YIGHITAA TuiG R A Gacars: SEard™ |

T ¥-¥-§, 0¥

Here it is declared that there is no specific
difference caused in the ignorant person, on account
of the removal or non - removal of avidya, in the
same way as there is nothing new happening in the
actual nature of a rope, barren soil, nacre and sky
when the wrong knowledge treating them as a snake,
mirage water, silver, or dirty surface, is removed.

[The theory of an actual birth of something undefinable

(anirvachaniya) in these cases of misconception ; is quite
foreign to Sankara’s tradition.]

(8) a ffmfafirgiReaq efqemmdamriasa: smm
fodw: w3 AW, T ; ‘wedE, Jdemde 3
walstaersdom wfafrgmr | SHssaIRatS aETes
Sfaargm= 11 g. 9. ¥-¥-§, 9%,

Here the objection that at least the difference of
knowing and not-knowing, should be admitted in

Atman at these two stages, has been met by appealing
to the S°ruti which negates the not-knowing by
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likening it to dream-knowledge. One seems to think
and act ‘as it were’ ; and so one is not really
ignorant. This can be readily seen when it is
observed that this wrong knowledge (avidya) so called
is the result of the many functions of the body, senses
and the mind, and does not really pertain to Atman.

(b) favaEvRva | aw wfaey wifkag fafawm!
TeR | TieRTeHaE . A1 ¥-¥-§, .

Here is another reason which serves as a
clincher. One who sees avidya as an object, in the
same way as one who perceives an object, cannot be
surely treated as being actually ignorant of himself.
Ignorance is seen to appear and disappear ; so it is
an object of knowledge. It is therefore surely wrong
to think that the knower is the locus of this object,
Avidya.

The above excerpts must suffice to show that the
teaching of Final Release by the knowledge of Atman
through the removal of avidya, is purely a device used
for the purpose of rescinding some other teaching
which tentatively grants the existence of avidya, and
therefore that the removal of avidya, is only from the
empirical standpoint. From the transcendental point of
view, therefore, the Sruti says ‘s T Femdf’ (3. ¥-¥-
€). “Being Brahman itself, one is dissolved in
Brahman through knowledge’’, while in the case of
meditation it says ‘F@ s @A (. ¥-2-3) ‘One
becomes a god and merges in gods’.
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W T SR g, s JefEafaaredta 1
Bl. 3-¥-¥.

“This is my Atman inside the heart, this is Brahman ;
I am going to become one with It after departing hence.”
Ch. 3-14-4.

THE CENTRAL PHILOSOPHY OF
SANKARA’S TRADITION OF VEDANTA

55. The history of the vicissitudes of Vedantic
thought, may well be regarded as a veritable battle
between a majority of Vedantic Schools who mostly
maintained that the Upanishads being an integral part
of the Vedas, should be expected to lay down some
injunction with or without Brahman as subservient to
it, and a minority of Vedantins who stood by assertive
texts which seem to proclaim that the knowledge of
Brahman leads a seeker to the highest goal of life
independently of any religious duty to be performed
whether in conjunction with such knowledge or even
exclusively. Following in the footsteps of Gaudapada,
Sankara interprets Badardyana as fully endorsing the
main doctrines of the followers of this latter school.

The reason why the later Vedantins following the
subcommentaries, and the Bhashyakaras of other
systems, failed to see eye to eye with Sankara lies
partly in their want of attention to the line of
argument adopted in Sankara’s elaborate commentary
on the Samanvaya Siitra (VS. 1-1-4) and partly to
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their instinctive allegiance to the efficacy of pramanas
and, what is more, in their ignoring the place of
anubhava (intuition) and anubhavanusari tarkah
(reasoning in consonance with intuition) adopted in
the Upanishads. Sarnkara’s comment on the aphorism
‘orevaed fe dmEEr (3. §, 3-:-2¥) deserves pointed
attention in this connection :-

‘ SRYAAEGEATRIY (. 3-¢-¢), STIEHTRITET-
T (. 2-3-34), ‘AN € d W FHegdiEied o
T qeg” (. ¢-g¥-x), ‘el wrg: gou: § s
T (5. R-2-R), TE TR T A =RATEHaHe e
T (F. R-¥-8R) - FAIRI Tt frorrsasrieE-
waI, it sy ag wEEen] (3.
R-2-¥) TOF | THIR], CISARY Se qegd e
T SAYRIAE | 3aUT @ThRagsrfawaEtur sreat, |
JEgA ; IuEATefarawaEty fg @t 1 g emfa fE
quryaATsTaaeaT | 9fg g fald aermtT stamE el St
yafw - @9 fafrmamt ¥q:, A9 Swaft gfg @@y
RIS FE fauEd, q qAfamiay 5 1

Y, L 3-3-%%, AL

‘It is neither gross nor subtle, neither short nor long’
(Br.), ‘Without sound, without touch, without colour,
undecaying’ (Ka. 1-3-15), ‘That indeed, which is known as
Akasa (Ether), is that which differentiates name and form ;
that which is distinct from these two, that is Brahman’
(Ch. 8-14-1), ‘The puru$a indeed, is transcendental, formless,
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He is verily, unborn both within and without’ (Muw. 2-1-2),
‘Now this Brahman is without anything antecedent, and
without anything consequent, without anything interior or
without anything exterior ; this Atman intuiting everything, is
Brahman’ (Br. 2-5-19) - texts like these mainly purporting to
teach the absolute nature of Brahman without manifoldness,
and nothing else, it has been conclusively shown in the Sttra
“Tat tu samanvayat’, ‘But it has really the Sastra alone for
its source’ (VS. 1-1-4). Therefore in texts of this kind, Brahman
has to be accepted and taken to be, of the very nature as
revealed in these, that is, as being emphatically without
specific features. As for the other set of sentences, teaching
Brahman with specific features, these do not mainly purport
to teach that (the real nature of Brahman), for their aim chiefly
is to enjoin upasana So their express teaching (about)
Brahman, should be accepted only in so far as there is no
clash (between the two teachings) ; but when there is any
clash (with theé other set of teachings, this principle has to
be observed in deciding our choice, viz, that texts having it
as their main purport are preferable to those that have it not.
That is why Brahman is concluded to be without any specific
feature and not otherwise, even while there are texts teaching
both (form and no form).”

SBh. 3-2-14, 281.

HOW THE MAJORITY OF VEDANTIC
SCHOOLS HAPPENED TO MISS
THE IMPORTANCE OF JNANA - TEXTS

56. It is easy to guess why so many interpreters
have been misled to lay emphasis on the Upasana
texts in preference to those that exclusively teach
jiiana. The $rutis themselves use verbs derived from
the roots ‘upds’ and ‘vid’ indiscriminately to indicate
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both meditation and knowledge and there are texts
recommending knowledge which may be mistaken for
injunctions. Compare for instance ‘sTe@ENR’ (3. ¢-
¥-v), ’One should think upon Him as Atman
exclusively’, ‘fagm wat Ffa’ (3. ¥-¥-3%) Knowing Him
alone, the discriminating one should try to get perfect
consciousness’ and ‘wd e st awerend W ITHA (B
3-v¥-¢), “‘All this is verily Brahman for it is born, is
dissolved and moves in Brahman’, and there are
extracts which begin with verbs derived from one of
the roots ‘vid’, or ‘upas’ and close with the other
form to denote one and the same meditation as
Sarikara has himself pointed out :-

Tereruredys Sy srAfaR WA gvan | whag fafg
ITHFE G ITE | AU TS I A% W g
(B, ¥-2-¥) To9 ‘33 W Al W Al Wi A e’
(&t. ¥-3-)) 37 | Hie= Swfem Swwm fafem Soeef |
g ‘T FREGIEE (. 3-3¢-1) TR wid 9 af| 9
Fical 9w SREEaT 9 @ ag (8 3-2¢-3) s u

Y, T o¥-2-3, Wod.

Again, there are Srutis teaching that those that
meditate upon Brahman, are taken by a divine guide
to Brahman, and also there are Srutis describing
Brahman as possessing various forms - such Srutis for
instance as teach that Brahman has four quarters

(g, sixteen discs (Wewwer:), and all the three
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worlds for its body (3eiwwtz) all of which might
be explained as due to Brahman’s super - normal
powers or to conditioning associates, as has been
maintained by many a pre-Sankara Vedantins.

All these circumstances, it is easy to conjecture,
may have weighed with the ancient Vrttikaras, no less
than the later Bhashyakaras inbued with ideas relating
to karma yielding results mostly in another world,
when they jumped to the conclusion that jfiana
(knowing) referred to in the Vedas must be some
species of religious mental duty enjoined.

WHY DOES BADARAYANA TAKE
PAINS TO RECONCILE SRUTIS
TEACHING CREATION ?

57. One more seeming riddle to be solved in
Badarayana’s work, may be noted here before we
close this section.

Badarayana, according to Sankara, first gives the
definition of Brahman, as ‘the cause of the origination,
sustentation and dissolution of this universe’ (V. S. 1-
1-2) and declares that this is the only cause uniformly
taught in all the Upanishads, and not the non-sentient
Pradhana (primordial seed of matter) or the Paramanus
(atoms) - inferred by the Samkhyas and Vai$eshikas.

After showing by means of typical examples
how this uniformity is observed, he takes up for
discussion certain passages which are seemingly in
conflict with one another as regards the nature of the
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cause as well as the order of creation of the effects
such as the ether (Akasa). While explaining the
meaning of the Siitras, Sankara writes :-

7 9 TR fore SROETY e Seagma aniaaiy-
e faafan wfagaefa 1 . . L-¥-R¥, 380

“True, there is to be found some disharmony about the
creation of the effect .......

But merely because of the divergence regarding the
effects, it cannot be that even Brahman uniformly known to
be the cause from all the Upanishads, is not their import
intended.” SBh. 1-4-14, 367.

Here, evidently, the Bhashya grants for
arguments’ sake that there is disharmony in the
teaching concerning the effects. In the immediately
succeeding sentences, however, he adds :-

“There may well be divergence regarding the effects for
they are not the real subject - matter undertaken to be taught
here. (To explain :) This detail of creation etc. is not proposed
to be seriously taught here. There is no purpose seen to be
served by it, as promised by the Sruti ; or as conceivable ;
for it can be readily seen that they form one whole along with
texts teaching the nature of Brahman.”’

The Sttra above cited unequivocally points to the
only tradition with which Badarayana sides. For he
proclaims that Brahman taught as the cause, is
uniformly the one subject - matter in all the
Upanishads, while the effects serve the one purpose
of leading the enquirer to that cause. Sankara has
adduced the Mimamsic principle of interpretation
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ot se aeem (The Sruti which promises some
good result to the knower of what is taught, is the
one that is to be considered as the principal teaching,
while the one that is taught without such a promise,
should be considered as subservient to it). The Sruti,
as pointed out by Sankara, expressly recommends that
the effects should be taken only as the means to
ascertain the Cause (3w fg g g weem==). The
Acharya not only refers to the Sruti (SmERE fEER
T gferds w@®), thus demonstrating that Sruti
emphasizes the exclusive reality of the causes, but also
appeals to the traditional teaching when he wi'tes :-

TaIfegwr=ivd wrfw wrRoMeY afeg greteTe: e
3 T | A ¥ GieEfed aefN - ‘Gocelaemieea:
gl Sfgars=en | Sy Qsgar afw 98 sgewT |1
(. 3-24) 3 | TemfaeTowfaeg g e ga ‘smifERret
=Y (. R-2), W NwAREE (S b-2-3), @
fafeansfaqegafa’ (4. 3-¢) 3 | vy 3@ wey 1
. . §-¥-R¥,380.
“Besides, we can'easily see that the details of creation
etc. are taught in the Sruti, only to reveal the non-difference
of the effect from the Cause with the aid of illustrative
examples like the clay. And that is what those conversant with
the tradition, say ‘The creation that is taught in diverse ways
with illustrations like those of clay, iron sparks, is only a
means to introduce the listener to the right teaching. Really

there is, no difference whatever’ (GK. 3-15). There is, on the
other hand. the fruit accruing from the knowledoe of Brahman,
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promised in Srutis like Tai. 2-I, Ch. 7-1-3 and S’ve. 3-8.
Moreover the benefit of this knowledge, is directly intuited
also.” SBh. 1-4-14, 367.

It is evident that Sankara is anxious to emphasize
that ¢eaching creation etc. has no other purport than
this clarification of the absolute unity of Brahmatman,
and that this is the only conclusion to be drawn not
only from their express declaration that this is so, but
also from a text (Ch. 6-1-4) proclaiming that the
universe as an effect of its cause Brahman, is in itself
unreal, a mere play of words (arErei fawm THEE) as
is seen in common life in all instances of material
causes and their effects (gfvdds w=m). But the
question is, why should Badarayana take pains to
reconcile apparent disharmony among Srutis teaching
creation, if, as Sarkara avers, creation is not some-
thing seriously intended to be taught in the Srutis ?

This objection forgets the distinction between
paramartha (transcendental Reality) and Vyavahara
(practical life), which both Badarayana and Saikara
have steadily kept in view. It is only from the
paramarthic standpoint that Sankara refuses to assign
the same value to the texts teaching creation as he
attaches to texts teaching the real nature of Brahman.
Otherwise, he keeps all distinctions of practical life
quite intact. (see para. 16). Critics of Sankara’s
technique, would do well to remind themselves
repeatedly what he has definitely declared about the
standard of reality with regard to all vyavaharas :



88 MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT SANKARA

FeFaRERE Y FEcAtaw, SeEmre: ‘All conventions
of practical life, may consistently continue to be real
before the intuition of the nature of Brahmatman’
(SBh. 2-1-14). Accordingly, Sankara writes in his
introduction to the section on the discussion of
consistency in Vedantic teaching conceming creation
as follows :-

=y T T e safogea: ITEER |
TN SafaamAf<, Hfed | aur SfagaredtaamH<,
¥ | o e o W | g st fd:
T | fomfaverss qResmoTR e wenfia )
dgq WUy faufovuRe  srifye e - g

TR g Wy SR |
. W -3-%, <L

LN

“In the different Upanishads, there are to be found texts
dealing with creation with different approaches (to the subject).
Thus some mention the origination of ether (akasa), while
others do not ; likewise, some mention the origination of air
(vayu), while other texts do not. So also with regard to the
individual selves (jivas) and prapas (vital force and the
organs). In the same way, there is found to be disharmony with
regard to the order and other matters touching creation in the
other Upanishads. It has been concluded that other systems are
to be discarded on account of inconsistency. And so, it may
be suspected that our case too should be discarded on this
very ground of inconsistency ; so, the detailed discussion in
the sequel is begun to show how the teaching of Srutis with
regard to creation, is free from all defects.””  SBh. 2-3-1, 88.
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THE IMPORTANCE OF THE DISCUSSION
ABOUT ISVARA AND JIVA

58. The same is the case with regard to the
lengthy discussion concerning Jiva and Iévara.
Questions about (1) the birth (VS. 2-3-17, 18), the
size (VS. 2-3-19...32), agency (VS. 2-3-33...40),
dependency on I§vara (VS. 2-3-43....53) of the Jiva ;
and (2) God’s want of precaution in creating the
universe (VS. 2-1-21 to 23), creation without the
needful materials (VS. 2-1-24, 25), transformation into
the universe (VS. 2-1-26), Omnipotence (VS. 2-1-30,
31), motive in creating the world (VS. 2-1-32, 33),
and partiality and mercilessness (VS. 2-1-34, 35, 36).
All these are to be justified in the strictly non -
dualism of Sankara, when we remember what he has
said with regard to the relation of I§vara and Jiva in
Vedanta :-

(R) WRonfEermTieiEseietET  $me fad,
wage, gEvee 9 | 7 wadd foean srseetieey
el A deeeTagR: IUTE 1

Y. . R-3-Y%, ¥o.

[It is only owing to the conditioning associate projected
by avidya that the convention of the Ruler and the ruled,
obtains.]

(R) W& wogieeemsl gdsgaere 9ef< g 99 |
qgiiarafs 9 Sy T HANT AR geafa g 1 A
Frithergant WHEE FEa || AEY weataq o T 29 gHd
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Cfag: 1 smEE 99 @ gafR swas 10 GR ueRy, W)
fa 1 . . R-2-R%, ¥R

[From the transcendental standpoint all conventions of
the distinction of I§vara and Jiva, are negated in the
Upanishads and the Bhagavadgita.]

(3) TR I FAEd $AUCATRR: TW TR
T syt syaarer Ty dgfas un demrEdeE’ (. %-
¥-33) 3 | qw =viaraty 9E wEYAH gedssd
fiwsfd | wrre, FE@ a=reel " 11 (R, 2e-82) |
ST omaifamm ‘TeaE SIS | SERRIIR g
“TeEwaT 3 RS F@: wuA | sy
s ol SrgEta STy I 3 1
. L R-2-R%, ¥R,

[These extracts show that the Srutis no less than the Gita
and Badarayana’s Stitras, teach the distinction of I§vara and
Jiva, at the level of vyavahdra, so, that it may be useful for
the treatment of Upasanas.]

Even while dealing with empirical distinctions of
Isvara and Jiva, and questions like creation, Sankara
is careful enough to warn the reader against
confounding them with the transcendentally real :-

A 9 yndfawn giegh:, sfemsfaamereaagi-
e, STRIHHEN IR Red = - 3edaiy ﬁaﬁwﬂw& 1
. T R-3-33, ¥R2.

““Besides, this Sruti teaching creation does not relate to
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absolute Reatily, for it only refers to the convention of name
and form conjured up by avidya and purports mainly to teach
the nature of Brahmatman. This too should never be
forgotten.” SBh. 2-1-33, 421.

This should convince any one who surveys
Badarayana’s work as a whole as to how he grants
the reality of all the empirical distinctions of objective
phenomena, like those of individual souls and
Brehman as ISvara, the Ruler of all from the
vyavaharic standpoint, even while he maintains the
sole reality of Brahman from the transcendental point
of view, as proclaimed by him (in sitra 2-1-14)
according to Sankara. Evidently, therefore, critics who
charge Sankara with predilection for Mayavads, the
doctrine of believing in the illusory nature of all
empirical distinctions, are labouring under an
unpardonable misconception.

MEANS TO JNANA AND MUKTI

59. Just as the empirical distinction of the real
and the unreal and that of truth and error, has been
kept intact while teaching transcendental Reality and
Truth in Badarayana’s work according to Sankara,
Karma and Upasana have been assigned their own
legitimate place in the empirical sphere. It is therefore
either prejudice or some misconception which has led
some critics to believe that this Acharya, has a
predilection for sanyasa, the fourth order of the life of
a twice-born person, and consequently disparages
karmas and upasanas prescribed in the Sastras. That
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Badarayana and Sankara, actually regard both Karmas
and Upasanas as worthy of consideration as Jiiana
itself, would be evident to any one who takes the
trouble of studying the large portion of the Vedanta
Sttras devoted to both these from the third pada of
the third chapter of the Sariraka up to the close of
that work.

CRITICISM OF THE DOCTRINE OF
COMBINED PRACTICE OF KARMA
AND JNANA

60. That a portion of the fourth pada of the third
chapter (VS. 3-4-1 to 17) has been devoted to the
discussion of the JAznakarma-samuchchaya-vada (the
doctrine insisting that the combined practice of jfiana
and karma was compulsory for aspirants of final
Release), is perhaps due to the prevalence of schools
which subscribed to that doctrine during Badarayana’s
time, and up to the time of Sankara. The refutation
of this doctrine, is to be found invariably in almost
all Bhashyas ascribed to Sarikara, whether on the
Upanishads, the Bhagavadgita or the VedantaSiitras.
Sankara’s main contribution to Vedanta is, as we have
already seen, to have convincingly explained how the
main purport of the Upanishads, is the knowledge of
Brahman as the only means leading to the intuition of
eternal freedom of Atman from samsara.

It is only to demonstrate the exclusive efficacy of
Vedantic knowledge in leading to Final Release, that
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Badarayana as interpreted by Sankara brings in, the
question of the fourth order of life (sanyasa) for
discussion. In the Sitra 3-4-17, Badarayana draws our
attention to the fact that Vidya (knowledge of
Brahman) is seen to be taught to aspirants in aSramas
other than that of the house-holders, and as such it
cannot be consistently expected to be combined with
karma.

THE LEGITIMATE PLACE OF KARMA
AND UPASANA AS MEANS TO
LIBERATION

61. Whether Final Release desiderates Karma and
Upasanas at all in any way, is subsequently discussed
by the author of Sariraka. There are two Sitras on
this subject : ‘s wa amtmRERRE 11" 3-¥-34 (And that is
why there is no need of sacrificial fire and fuel etc.,
- VS. 3-4-25), and ‘waften 9 wmfegeeasd 1’ 3-¥-36 ‘And
there is need of all these, because of the Sruti
teaching yajia (sacrifice) etc., as in the case of a
horse” (VS. 3-4-26). Sankara explains the meaning of
the second aphorism as follows :-

77 Tavgioe o=y smiea Srgmemwifor faen Ardem =fq |
3 5: - I fe foen wafafs wfa 7 fefoaereied, Iafa
T g e | Fa: ? FEED | e ‘eraq, ¥ A
el | a9 ¥ Argdraeia o4 7 AeTTwTY g, e
q 50 | T, SFHHAT foeEn weragl e, St 9
g & h Y. WM. 3-¥-RE, XER].
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““(Objection :-) Surely, this is self-contradictory that
knowledge desiderates and yet does not desiderate the karmas
of the (house-holder’s) Asrama !

(Reply :-) We say ’this is not so’. For, knowledge which
has dawned, does not desiderate anything else for producing
its result, but it does desiderate (these rites) for its own
production. The expression ‘As in the case of a horse’
illustrates fitness. Just as a horse is not employed for drawing
a plough, but is employed for the purpose of driving a carriage
in view of its fitness, so also, the karmas of the householder’s
asrama, are not needed for yielding the fruits of knowledge
while they are needed for manifesting knowledge.”

SBh. 3-4-26, 469.

62. It must be noted, however, that Sankara
gives no quarter to the doctrines of the combined
practice of karma and knowledge for attaining release.
For, while he insists that karmas are necessary for the
production of Vidya, he expressly says that the
directly immediate means of knowledge, are only self-
control (Sama) and other psychic items of discipline :-

wfeafy sagiery SHE-EE wemgroan aei
TaEgiEEA ety yefeaae, | aw aet ey
¥ wugd watvdarERAifn fodt snfementy | wfy

Tafafeureamry et FRmeifs 3 faaea 11
. M. 3%, weR.

“Not only in the Srutis, but also in Smrtis like the
Bhagavadgits, it has been explained at length, how sacrifices
etc. when performed without any desire for the enjoyment of
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their fruits, become means for the attainment of knowledge.
Therefore, both Yajfia etc., and self-control etc., should be
resorted according to the stage of life (of the seeker), for the
origination of knowledge. And as between these two sets of
means, a distinction should be observed, viz, that control of
the mind, and other means are more proximate, for they have
been enjoined in connection with vidya (knowledge) in the
text beginning ‘(tasmat evamvit)’ (Br. 4-4-23), whereas sacrifice
and other means have been enjoined in connection with
vividisha (desire to know) in the text ‘tametam vedanu-
vachanena brihmand vividishaoti yajiena’ (Br. 4-4-22), are
remote.” SBh. 3-4-27, 471.

MOKSHA IN THE CASE OF
THE MEDITATOR AND OF THE JNANIN

63. Badardyana’s position, according to Sankara’s
tradition with regard to the result of Brahmopasana,
must be distinguished from what a majority of other
schools of Vedanta, who uniformly believe that Final
Release itself is to be attained through Upasana
alone :-

M IR TRATGE a9 11 ¥-3-%.

““And the process of departure, is common (to both) up
to the beginning of the path and the immortality is one
without burning up (ignorance etc.,)”’ SBh. 4-2-7.

This stitra according to Sankara’, says, that while
the mode of graduated departure of the meditator is
the same as that in the case of ordinary persons, the
meditator takes to the path of the gods and proceeds
to Brahmaloka to get Amrtatva (immortality or
release). To the objection that immortality being the
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goal of the knower of Brahman, there cannot be any
occasion for him to stay in the ’bhiitas’ along with
tejas, or to resort to any ’path’ to reach immortality,
Badarayana here replies that this immortality is only
relative and not the genuine Release to be attained
when all avidya is burnt up, and so there is nothing
repugnant here.

Another Siitra rules out the possibility of any
departure of the life-forces in the case of the genuine
knower of Brahman.

T YT ¥-3-23.

In the previous Siitra the objection was brought
forward that even in the case of actual knower of
Brahman, we necd not suppose that his life - forces
do not depart from his body merely because the text
says ‘7w won Sehm< (‘his vital airs do not go out’
Br. 4-4-6), for this same text according to the
Madhyandina version, reads ‘7 d®E WO Ik 1
thereby clearly saying that the pranas, do not part
from the embodied one, and so, the meaning is that
all those pranas accompany him when he departs.

Badarayana, however, demolishes this supposition
by quoting a parallel passage (Br. 3-2-11) from the
same Upanishad wherein all the pranas are said to
dissolve themselves in this very body and in
consideration of this express statement it is but right
that even in the text which has the reading ‘7 7w won

Iohmf<’ we should apply the word it’s (7=1) to the
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body alone to which the negation is expected to apply
and not to the embodied self as imagined by the
advocates of the Prima facie view. Sankara adds, in
the Bhashya on this Stitra that in view of this passage
commencing with ‘samamE:’ (and now the one who
is devoid of all desires) in contrast to the ignorant
person whose departure and going to the other world
have been already described cannot be reasonably
twisted to mean that even the desireless wise person
has to undergo departure from the body and goes to
some place which he has already achieved. Moreover,
he points out, that there are Srutis like ‘s & Ty’
he attains Brahman here alone’ (Ka. 6-14) which
expressly declare that there is no need for any
movement or departure from the body in the case of
the wise one.

ADHYATMA - YOGA

64. The use of the words Yoga and Dhyana by
Sankara and Badarayana, has led some writers on
Vedanta, to confound these items of discipline with
those used in Patanjali’s system. As a matter of fact
there is no shred of evidence to support this surmise.
In his Bhashya (on VS. 2-1-3) Sankara expressly
warns the students of Vedanta against identifying
Vedic Samkhya and YOga with what is denoted by
those words in the systems of Kapila and Patanjali.
Badarayana himself has refuted the logic of the
Niriévara Samkhya of Kapila (VS. 2-2-1 to 2-2-10)
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and against confounding any resemblance of Samkhya
teaching in certain texts where texts teach Brahman as
a matter of fact (from Sttra VS. 1-1-5 to 1-4-27) and
in the concluding Stitra 1-4-28, he says that with the
lengthy refutation of the Samkhya, all other systems
including the Yoga of Patanjali, may be deemed to
have been discarded. Sankara has the following
observation to offer in this connection :-

T ATy TEY WY SesareEna
R get: Fa: | et & wagendueTeT ds
werrdt, frevs e, fagda = goe Sugfedt | o
ey g 34 7o wEw:’ (2. &-23) 3

R0l g 7 WreHRA SEfRya A o 4 3Eg-
e s 1 gfafe Afkeawatare ot da-
e IRafa ‘T fafensiaata a7 v faeisa 1
(3. 3-¢) 3t | B & ¥ e A AedeeEEE: 1)

Y. W -3-3, Yol

“Even while there are many Smrtis relating to Atman,
attempt has been made here to refute the Samkhya and Yoga
Smytis alone ; for Samkhya and Yoga have eamed world-wide
fame as the means for attaining the highest goal of human
life and are accepted by those versed in Sastra, and they have
also the implied support of the Sruti ’Knowing that Cause
attained through Samkhya and Yoga, knowing that Shining
One, one is freed from all the bondages”. (Sve. 6-13).

Their refutation, however, is attempted here, because
neither through the knowledge of Samkhya nor through the
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practice of YGga, independent of the Veda, can the Highest
Good be attained. The Sruti, as is well-known rejects all other
sources as means to the Highest Good except the intuition of
the One absolute Atman, for it says ‘There is no other path
to attainment than (this knowledge)’ (Sve. 3-8). The Samkhyas
and the ydgas, are all dualists, and not seers of the Absolute
Unity of Atman.” SBh., 2-1-3, 407.

What actually is meant by the words Samkiya
and Yoga, is thus clarified by Sankara :-

Y YR ‘achiu greHariay 3f | Sfewte o
T @ T Do TR T - Sy,
1] . WL R-%-R, You.
““As for evidential text cited by the opponent, ‘it has to
be concluded that the Vedic intuition and contemplation

alone, are denoted by the words Samkhya and Yoga, for these
are the more proximate references.”” SBh. 2-1-3, 407.

[The word Samkhya as referring to Vedic intuition is
more naturally to be expected to have been referred to, than
the discrimination of the Prakrti and Purusha taught by
Kapila’s Smrti and likewise, Vedic contemplation on Atman is
more likely to strike the mind of a Vedic student than the
’Dhyana’ leading to Samadhi (trance) as taught by Patanjali.]

Naturally then, when the Sruti uses words like
‘avyakta’ (unmanifest - Ka. 3-11), one-pointed buddhi
(Ka. 3-12), these words should be taken in the Vedic
sense of ‘the potential seed of the Universe dependent
on Paramatman (avyakrta)’ and the discipline of
adhyatma-yoga (Ka. 2-12) and not to Kapila’s
Pradhana or to Patanjah s Ekagravrtti needed for
Samadhi.
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We shall now take up the words ’Yoga’ and
’Dhyana’ as used by Sankara and Badarayana.
Sankara refers to the word Yoga in his Bhashya
(on. 1-4-9), in connection with Adhyatma-Yoga as
follows :-

AoreE RIS el qead A getafa 1

. W R-¥-%, 3.

“After having stated how the Highest Abode of Vishnu
(or the truth about the Absolute Reality) is hard to know, he
explains Yoga as the means of intuiting It.”” SBh.1-4-1, 337.

The description of the Yoga itself, is as
follows :-

T AIETHAH WFEeH M 11
IR wEfa Fraedq T ST I @ R-3-23.
Sankara explains the process in these words :-
wgH WAl | ard Tt €EY, anieaTaiae,
I wAmmw sEfasd 1 WSty fawafasenfid
frheTaee I TRV J4t SeHEEETEE g’ |
amfy 3fE wefs amfa ek svEmt @1 98 gamaeT
=g | eI g A WK SR weRuraft e e
& weE wfasraad 3w =9 1
[oAL g-¥-3, 330,

“This is the gist : ‘One should restrain speech in the
mind’, that is, one should renounce the functions of the organ
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of speech and the other external senses, and should rest
identifying oneself with the mind. And noting the evil effect
of thinking on external objects, one should withdraw whenever
he observes a tendency on its part to incline towards such
thinking and should merge it in that which is denoted by the

§ o it

word jAana’, that is, in the intellect or the faculty of
determination. And that intellect in its tum, one should merge
in ‘Mahat-Atman’, the experiencing self, or it may be, the first
- born Buddhi (of Hiranyagarbha) by rendering ig more s_ubtle.
This iGreat Atman’, should be finally settled in Santa - Atman
(the Atman devoid of all multiplicity) who is being taught in
the present context, the Supreme Reason, the final Goal.””
SBh.1-4-1, 337.
It is obvious that this Yoga, is only the practice
of retreating from and retracting one’s natural
tendency of extrovertness, and finally intuiting one’s
eternal identity with the Absolute Atman, and has
nothing to do with the suppression of the modifi-
cations of the mind (fewgfafRy) taught by Patanjali,
which is to be refuted later on (in VS. 2-1-3).

The word ‘dhyana’ which some are likely to take
for Upasana in all contexts, is to be found in
Biadarayana’s Sttras ‘enera wamme (VS 3-3-14)
which undertakes to appraise the teaching of the
Katha text (Ka. 3-10, 11) dealing with the series of
more amd more subtle entities culminating in Purusha
(Atman). The subject for discussion is to decide
whether the Sruti (Ka. 3-11) has the serious import of
emphasizing each one of the successive links (such as
the Manas, the Buddhi & c.) as greater than the
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immediately preceding one. Sankara explains Bada-
rayana as meaning to assert that Purusha alone is here
meant to be emphasized as the most supreme entity
in the series and interprets the word Adhyana thus :

sMeAYdHE T Y | wRredRag fr w
STegAeYdd, 9 g ey @WyaEy |
g, WL 3-3-%%, IR

N

‘The word ‘Adhyanaya’ in the Siitra means for the sake
of right knowledge ; for, contemplation is taught here as a
means for right vision and not in and for its own sake.’
SBh. 3-3-14, 341.
It will be noted that Badarayana according to
Sankara, refers here to Adhyatma-Yoga itself as a
means to direct intuition, and not as an injunction of
some Upasana.

ADHYATMA-YOGA IS NO UPASANA

65. There is really little or no doubt about the
Adhyatma-Yoga to suspect that it may be a kind of
Upasana or meditation (exercise of some mental
volition) ; for the Sruti jtself says in so many words,
that it is an instance of concentrated attitude of
Buddhi for the purpose of visioning Atman : ‘TeR
T Sgen gaE geRiefn ¢ (e 3-12) ‘He is seen by
one-pointed buddhi by those who are habituated to
look at subtle entities’ (Ka. 3-12) and then sets forth
the details of the process. The same is the case with
the Dhyana-Yoga taught in the Bhagavadagita ; for
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there also we find that one who is engaged
continuously in dhyana, sees (G. 6-29) the samé
Atman in all creatures and those creatures in that
Atman ‘wdyFEaTeTE wEEE Wl | R drgwen g4
wed T 1’ (f. §-%). So we may be sure that it is a
clear instance of misconception to suppose that this
Yoga is a kind of Upasana.

THE IMMEDIATE MEANS TO
KNOWLEDGE

66. We may now pass on to consider the nature
and function of $ravapa, manana and nididhyasana
taught as means to Darsana or Vision of Atman by
Yajiiavalkya to his spouse Maitreyi as found in the
Brhadaranyaka Upanishad. We need to digress here to
discuss the vexed question of whether or not these
have been enjoined. While there has been a notable
conflict between two sub-commentaries of Saikara
regarding this matter, Sankara himself has expressly
proclaimed that the text containing participles,
implying injunction are only seemingly such.
(fafsgranfs a=mif1). Their real aim is to turn the seeker
back from the natural tendency to go outwards
towards the external objects on the part of the
aggregate of the body and the senses, and to urge one
to set up a stream of thoughts towards the Atman
within. ‘T@fRFgendafes @mfameEdFReEaTg g,
foEiFa TR Yadat |

(g, . 2-2-¥, W) SBh. 1-1-4, 52.
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But, then, there is another Sutra in Sankara’s
Bhashya thereon, which uses the word ‘Samadhi’
which has misled some to succumb to the view that
a compromise with the Yoga system of Patanjali is
also recommended here by Badarayana according to

Sankara. The wording of the Sttra is ‘FHTER9ET=" (.

9. R-3-3%). And because there would be no samadhi
(if the individual self were not an agent > - VS.2-3-
39). The Sitra, literally taken, could of course mean
that Samadhi is necessary for the Vedantic knowledge
of Atman. But Sarkara’s commentary leaves no doubt
as to what is actually meant :-

Asgatfgemfaefadem: - gmfredfael 99y
‘SICHT O o geem: g sl ffgenfaae:’ (3. R-¥-
Y), ‘Hisawer: § fafsgfaass:’ (8. ¢-w-¢), ‘eNftdd
Ay STAT ((H. 3-3-8) TATAR:, TISHTATH: Hged
FqEd 1) G, 9. R-3-3K, Lo

LN

In this exerpt, there is the unequivocal statement
of Sankara that all these texts recommend samadhi
(contemplation) needed for intuiting the Atman taught
by the Upanishads. The very first of the texts quoted
here, contains Yajiiavalkya’s recommendation of
$ravana, manana and nididhyasana as the means for
the vision of Atman. We have no inkling anywhere
of the eight steps of Patanjala-Yoga in this or in any
one of the texts cited here.
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ARE PANDITYA AND OTHER MEANS
THE SAME AS SRAVANA ETC. ?

67. As impermissible as this equation of §ravana
etc. with the steps of Patanjala-Yoga, is the
identification of Panditya, balya, and mauna taught in
another text with $ravana etc. That text in full reads
as follows :

TR, e uved ffaw adn faomg | e =
witeed = fifqeny yfrdH 9 9H 9 ffoeny smo:
3. 3u-).

‘Therefore a Brahmana should try to stay in boyhood
after having exhausted leamning (panditya) and having
exhausted boyhood and learning, he should be a muny, and
having exhausted Mauna (contemplation) and non-mauna, he
would be a (real) Brahmana.’ Br. 3-5-1.

On the face of it the text refers to one who has
already known Brahman and has nothing to do with
Sravana and other means, as a cursory reading of
Sankara’s Bhashya on VS. 34-47 would make it
clear. The reader may look at the commentary on the
text itself, and assure himself, if that be necessary at
all, that the context is quite different from the one in
which Yafiavalkya’s exhortation to his wife occurs.

IS A COMBINED PRACTICE OF ALL
THE THREE MEANS ABSOLUTELY
NECESSARY ?

68. One more misconception about Sravana and



106 MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT SANKARA

we shall close this topic. Are all the three means of
knowledge beginning with $ravana, obligatory for all
seekers of jiiana ? Two sub-commentaries answer the
question in the affirmative. All the three are necessary
for attaining jfiana, knowledge of Atman, according to
both of these interpreters. But as to which of these
three is the principal and immediate means, there is
a dissension between the two schools, nididhyasana
being most necessary according to one sub-
commentator while $ravapa is the only means to
which the other two are subservient, according to
another. Sarikara, however, differs from both of these
views and unambiguously declares as follows :

(R) wAfAfGETTaRf gEuEgaTEdEr |

This is in reply to a contemporary commentator
on the Sitras, who supposed that the injunction of
manana and nididhyasana implies that §ravana alone is
unable to produce jhana. Saikara says that both the
subsequent recommendations of means are only for
direct intuition just like Sravana, and so he implies that
they are needed for those who are unable to attain
jiiana by the single means of $ravana.

This is made crystal-clear elsewhere by him :-

() At HCTURRT A AT et
wireraisfE, @ wFaf< gFgena e e wiaghifa
A A e yehd 1l Y. L ¥-3-3, YoE.

[This sentence has been already cited once (in para 48,
page 58) and needs no comment.]
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Yet the sub-commentator who is biased in favour
of nididhyasana (or meditation) as the immediate
indispensable means, ventures to interpret even this
express statement to mean -

FHGHAAN | e Tl &UHIEE eI rEee-
TR g . o, 9. ]33.

Any reader who has even an elementary
knowledge of Sanskrit, can see for himself that
‘wggwaT aemtvaeadEgsE (having intuited the Entity
taught in the proposition ‘That thou art’ only once)
cannot, by any stretch of imagination, be taken to
mean ‘& " gumaw’ (having listened to, reflected
upon, and carefully concentrating upon it for a
moment.” This glossator, of course, believes in
continued practice of nididhyasana, as absolutely
necessary before the dawn of what he calls the
Sakshatkara (realization) of Atman.

SANKARA’S VERDICT AS REGARDS
THE MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE

69. We should not close this section dealing with
the consideration of the means to the knowledge of
Brahman and Final Release, without reproducing one
compact statement of Sankara. The reader will do well
to ponder over the meaning of this verdict of that
Acharya and to remind himself of Sarnkara’s final
conclusion in the matter, whenever he is confronted
with any conflict of views on the part of Sarkarites
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or with adverse critics owing allegiance to other
schools.

T faemeass fream st faenfad = swaafy
TR FEHASARI, & ST SFHR | W FAR: F
T, g guEme ST qe R TG Rasra R eEER,
SRANTHERE WRTem S g TR e
SRR e THard waifa fOme 11 .91 ¥-3-3¢, 430,

‘“Therefore, this is the final conclusion : Obligatory
Karma such as Agnihoatra whether combined with Vidya
(meditation), or not combined with Vidya, practised either in
this or a previous birth, by any one longing for release before
the dawn of knowledge, with a view to reach the goal of
release, becomes in proportion to its efficacy, the cause of the
destruction of accummulated sins which obstruct the
knowledge of Brahman, and through indirectly co-operating
with the proximate aids such as $ravana, Manana, faith and

intent devotion oculminates in bringing about the one effect
namely Brahma-Vidya leading to release.”” SBh. 4-1-18, 537.

CONCLUSION

70. We have so far taken a rapid survey of the
most important topics of the Sariraka-Mimamsa of
Badarayana, according to Sankara regarding which
there are likely to be, and as a matter of fact, there
have arisen divergent views, not only among the
followers of adverse schools, but also among those
that owe their allegiance to Sankara’s tradition itself.
These differences of opinion are, due mostly to, not
attaching the needful importance (1) to the distinction
of the empirical standpoint and the transcendental
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standpoint on the one hand, and (2) to the Vedantic
devices adopted in the Upanishads for the purpose of
teaching the nature of the Absolute Reality, which do
not lend themselves to be expounded in the language
of empirical life. The disregard of the most important
distinction between the principles of approach to be
adopted in the study of the previous Mimamsa of
Jaimini, and those to be borne in mind by the students
of Vedanta-Mimamsa of Badarayana, has been mainly
responsible for the great many misconceptions about
Sankara’s line of reasoning. Not a few of the mis-
conceptions pointed out in these paragraphs, owe their
origin to interpretations ignoring these points which
Sankara has made a sustained effort to stress in his
exposition of Badarayana’s work.

Before bringing this work to a close we would
advise the eamest student of Sankara’s teachings
carefully to observe the following Rules during the
course of study :-

1. Do not allow yourself to be bewildered or to become
desperate merely because this system happens to be the most
misunderstood, twisted and distorted by the several
professedly ‘followers’ of the Acharya himself or just
because it happens to be the most maligned by hyper-critics
who have not digested the train of argument followed here.
Apply the Basic Rules of interpretation, and then you begin
to realize it as the one dispensation of the Highest truth.

2. Read the original for yourself as far as possible.

3. Be careful to accept any translation only after
convincing yourself about its truth in all respects. Remember
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that Sarikara always para-phrases any idea that looks odd at
first sight and harmonizes it with intuition.

4. Remember that according to the Upanishads Reality
is your inmost Self.

5. Have an experimental faith, and pray for guidance
gy, e @ v

6. Prove everything by direct universal intuition and by
reasoning based on such intuition as far as possible.

7. There will be no self-contradiction, if you constantly
remember the distinction of the two stand-points-Empirical
and Transcendental.

8. ‘Let Sankara interpret Sankara’. The teacher is never
tired of repeating the most important teachings in different
words.

9. Remember that neither quotations nor dry logic
without the support of Intuition, can establish the truth of
contradictory doctrines from the transcendental stand-point
nor of any empirical fact without any pramana (means of
valid knowledge). ‘=gl fawemwa:, ‘ywomgwERgfaqEH!
FaHEEaER, 7 19 SR aEE gt

10. Remember that the truth of Sankara’s Advaita is
never established by any logical refutation of one or more
Dvaitic Systems. The nearer you come to intuit the Truth
of Advaita, the more will you be convinced that Sankara’s
teaching comprehends, assimilates and transcends all genuine
truths of Dvaitic Systems. ‘Sfsarisfargee’ (G.K. 4-2).
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