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BLESSINGS

I have very great pleasure in writing a few words of appreciation of
this wonderful production of Dr. Roma Chaudhuri, the eficient and popular
Principal of the best Women’s College of West Bengal viz. Lady Brabourne
College, Gowt. of West Bengal, Calcucta.

Dr. Chaudhuri really needs no introduction from ine at this late stage !
for she has already made a name in India and outside as a Brahmavadini, as
one of the very few Luadies who have devoted their whole lives for the spread
of Vedantic Learning. What is more—she s one of thosg still fewer ones
who are living ihe life of a real Vedantist. She is well-versed in both Eastern
and Western Philosophy and her Werks on the Vedanta Philosophy, Nim-
barka-Velanta, Sufisim and Vedanta, Comparative study of Indo-Islamic
Philosophy, etc. are well-known,

The present work, Doctrine of Srikantha and other Monotheistic
Schools of the Vedanta, is a unique one from many points of view, As she
has rightly remarked, it is rather difficult to justify logically monotheistic
Schools of the Vedanta in many cases. Accordingly, she has discussed in
great details the seven main objections against the monotheistic Schools of
the Vedianta and has, not only given a clear and full account of the Vedanta
refutation of the sayme, but what is more, piven detailed original accounts of
her own, regarding these difficult monotheistic problems and solved the
same in a manner at once logical and charming. Really, such detailed
original discussions regarding these fundamental and difficult problems of all
philosophical systems of the world are rarely found.

Specially, her detailed original discussions regarding the Law of Karma,
the very foundation of Indian Philosophy in general, are highly scholarly.
Her deep grasp of the subject, great critical acumen, expert togical method
of discussion and charming expression have all combined to make the work
an outstanding contribution to philosophical thought. As a matter of fact,
such a big volume on the single topic of Brahman, by far the most fundsa-
mental topic of Indian Philesophy in general, is unique indeed from every
poiot of view,

Bihar.
10th July, 1962.

Nalanda Reserch Institute,
} Satkari Mookherji



PREFACE

1 have great pleasure in presenting the first volume of “Doctrine of
Srikantha & other Monotheistic Schools™ by Dr, Roma Chauchuri, Principal,
Govt, Lady Brabourne College, Calcutia, to the lovers of Indian
Philosophy & Religion,

The Volume has been long overdue, but owing to printing difficuities,
it could oot unfortunately be brought out earlier. We received a large
number of enquiries regarding it and we thank all our well-wishers for the
same.

This Volume contains a detailed account of the central topic
of the Vedanta Philosophy of India, viz. Brahmnn. All the different aspects
of this fundamental topic have been exhaustively dealt with., Many
sections have been devoted to discussing the seven objections against the
Monotheistic Schools of the Vedznta. Further, detailed discnssious
regarding the Law of Karma, the fundamental Principle of Indian Philo-
sophy in general, have been included. Such philosophically difficult topics like
the Motive of Creation, Process of Creation, and the like have been fully
dealt with.

So, we humbly hope that because of these special features, the work will
prove interesting and helpful to all.

We are very grateful to the Govt. of India for bearing half the
cost of Publication of this work.

We are also very grateful to Dr. Satkari Mookherji, the notéd
Sanskrit Scholar and Philosopher of India, formerly, Head of the Dept.
and Ashutosh Professor of Sanskrit, and now, Director, Nalanda Research
Institute, Bihar, for giving his blessings to ws.

3, Federation Street,
Calcutta.9
Julv, 1962

Pracya Vani
} Jatindra Bimal Chaudhuri
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Doctrine of Srikantha
CHAPTER I
GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The greatest heritage that we are very fortunate to get from our
hoary ancesters is the immense treasure-trove of Philosophy,
Religion and Ethics. Doubts have been raised as to whether, from this
point of view, we are equally fortunate in other respects as well, such as,
Science, Economics, Politics, Mechanical Arts and thelike. In our
considered opinion, in these respects, no less, the invaluable contributions of
our ancient scholars can very well, stand on their own, side by side with
any system of the West, if not surpass these. However, even if
there be some scope for doubts or differences of opinion regarding these
points, there cannot, legitimately, be any doubts or differences of opinion
regarding the point that so for as Philosophy, Religion and Ethics go,
it is the proud privilege of Iudia to stand in the foremost, preceding all.
For has not India produced the earliest Philosophical Treatise in the
whole world, at the very dawn of human civilisation, viz the incomparable
Rg.~Veda which, for the matter of that, is also the earliest literature
in the whole world ?

Hence the very soul of India, the very life-blood of her age-old
Culture and Civilisation, the very heart-beat of her never-dying spirit,
is found mnot in Palace-Courts, but in Forest-Hermitages, not in
Politics, but in Philosophy and Philosophy alone. So, to know
India isto know of her Philosophy. Religion and Ethics; to know
how from the very beginning, at the first dawn of Reason in Man,
the holy sages of India sought for something Eternal amongst the
evanescent, Full amongst the incomplete, Perfect amongst the imperfect,
Blissful amongst the miserable. And as a result, as a reward of this
incessant search after truth even at the cost of life, we have got a large
number of systems of Philosophy, Religion and Ethics, propounded
by Indian Seers, which may legitimately be said to be unique in the
history of the whole world.

Of these, besides quite a few less known systems, the six Astika or
Orthdox Schools viz. Samkhya, Yoga, Nyaya, Vaisesika, Mimamsa and
Vedanta, and three Nastika or Heterodox Schools viz. Carvaka, jainaism,
Buddhism, are celebrated all over the world. Of these, again, the Vedanta
System is by far the most important and well-known one, marking, as it
does, the highest culmination of the Philosophical Insight, Religious
Pervour and Ethical Striving of India Herself, Of these, again, the
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Advaita-Vedanta School of Samkara is by far, the most profound and
celebrated one, marking, as it does, the culminatien of all Vedantic
Insight and Inspiration of all ages.

Althongh the ever-springing arguments as to who is the earliest
amongst the Vedantists will, perhaps, never cease—for, who does not
kunow that in India the reverence for age being almost sacramental,
every follower, big or small, of a System, naturally strives to prove
that to be the oldest—vyet, it can safely be said that Samkara’s Advaita-
Vedanta is the first developed and complete Vedauta-System of thonght.
Later Vedauta Systems developed more or less as counter-systems trying
to disprove Samkara’s Pure Monism by different kiuds of Qualified
Monism or Dualistic Non-Dualism. As a result, we have got tihe
celebrated Five Schools of the Vedanta { Pafica-Vedanta-Sampradaya ), viz.
Samkara’s Kevaladvaita-Vada, Ramanuja’s Visiftadvaita-Vada, Nimbarka’s
Svabhavika-Dvaitadvaita-Vida, Madhva's Bhedablheda-vadaand Vallabha's
Suddhadvaita-Vada ‘To these, five more may be added, making a total
of Ten Sclicols of the Vedanta ( Dasa-Vedinta-Sappradiya), viz.
Bhiaskara’s Aupadhika-bhedablieda-Vada, Visnu Svamin's Suddhadvaita-
Vada, Sﬂkm_:th_a’s Visigta-Sivadvaita-Vada, Sripati’s Videgadvaita-Vada,
and Baladeva's Acintya-blhedabheda-Vada.

Of these Ten Schools of the Vedanta, the Pure Monism of
samkara naturally, does not belong to any Sect, there being no place for
Religion, in the ordinary semsc of the term, in Smnkara’s System from
the Paramarthika or transcengental and philesophical standpoints. From
these standpoints, thereis only one Realily, viz, “Braluman”, there being, no
distinction between the worshipper and the worshipped, God and the soul.
From the Vyavaharika or empirical and practical stand-points, of course,
Samkara is a monotheist ; but Le is, by no means, a sectarian theologian,
and never identifies “Isvara” with any Sectarian Deity, like Visgu,
Krsna, Siva and the like.

In his actual practices and religions writings also, ike hymus, Sampkara
manifested a commeundable spirit of universality and broad-mindeduess,
though, according to ‘I'radition, he, was born a Saiva or a Sakta, Thus,
he founded four Mathas or Monasteries, dedicaled to four different deities,
viz—Vadri-Nardyapa at Jyotirmatha ( Yosi-Matha ) at Visnuprayaga in
Vadri-narayapa in tie north, Siarada Amuna from Kasmir, at Srhgeri-
Matha =zt érﬁgeri in Mysore iu the soutly, Govardhana at Govardhana-
Matha in Puri in the east, and Sarada at Sarada-Matha in Dvaraka in
the west. The hymns too, oidinarily taken to be written by bim,
are to different deities, like, Siva, Visnu, Sakti, Gafiga, Sitrya ete, But
the other Schools of the above Ten Schools are Sectarian ones, except
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that of Bhaskara, who has also, never identified ‘Brahman’ with any
Sectarian Deity. Thus, Raminuja, Nunbarka, Madhva, Vallabha, Vispu-
Svanin, and Baladeva are Vaisnava Vedantists; while sri'kamha and
Sripati are Saiva ones. But Srikantha is by far the most celebrated of all
the Saiva Vedantists and his Brabma-Sttra-Bhasya is takeu to be the
most authoritative Vedanta-Bhasya of the Saivas.

Hence, thoungh not included amengst the most celebrated “Five
Schools of the Vedanta”, Srikantha’s System, too, is an important
System of the Vedauta that should be carefully studied by all those who
want to have a full picture of the inmer wirility and vitality of the
Vedanta System of thonght, fostering so many diflerent Schools, unknown
in other Systems,

Life, Works and Date.

(1) Life

It is very common in Iudia, unfortunately, that lives of great men
of olden days are ecither wholly unknown or, so much inter-mixed with
Tradition as to be practically unknown. The same is found to be the case
with Srfka:_ltha, no less. Nothing is knowu for certain regarding his date,
birth-place, parentage, family, education, works etc.—in short,—life asa
whole. And, we do uot propose here to enter into controversies and start a
discussion regarding these, as the present work humbly aims at giving
a detailed account of $rikautha’s Philosophical Doctrines only, and is, as
such, not at all historical in nature,

{(2) Works

T'he only known work of Srikantha is his celebrated Commentary on
the Brahma-Sitras. In this Commentary, Srikaptha has very ably
explained the Vedanta Doctrines from the standpoint of Saivaism Hence,
in tlie beginning of his Contnientary, lie bows down to Siva, the Supreme
Brahman, thus :(—

“TRISE-TETA AT Tl R |
Wiy EIr K13 AR 11811
frsr-aife-fifa-fafna- friaa-smssra-faa-figes: |
| Fafa fm: quan fAfaama-areage 1R
[ I'or English Translation, see in loce ].

Here, Siva is taken to be the Supreme Self, Existence, Consciousness-
and Bliss in Essence, the Essence of all Scriptures, the sole Creator,
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Sustainer and Destroyer of the Universe, as well the sole Cause of
Salvation.

All these, as 2 matter of fact, constitute the nature and qualities of
the “Brahman” of the Vedauta. But the special merit of Srikagtha, from
the Sectarian standpoint, is that he, very cleverly, proves these to be the
nature and qualities of Siva alone. Hence, this Commentary is, naturally,
held in very high esteem by all Saivas. Quite conscious of the service done
by him to his Sect., Stikantha himself says :—

“sitaat sara-gannt siwwia: sFma |
agQy Ayt wrat e usn
HE-AZA-EE S-S |
wratt fra-frara sreaRasagtafe” )
{ For English Translation see, in loco 1,

Here, Stikantha takes his Bhasya or Commentary as a “Great
Treasure” of all “nobje persons, devoted to Siva,” He, also, states boldly,
three main characteristics of his Bhasya, viz. that :—

(1) Itis, “Madhura” or Sweet in Language; (2) “Mahartha” or
Profound in meaning ; and {3} *Nati-Vistara” or Not very lengthy in
Exposition.

Appaya Diksita in his commentary on the Srikaptha-Bhasya, explains
these as follows :—

(1) Its words are “Rasavat”, “Lalita” and “Ramapiya” like those
of a Kavya, OQr, itslaugnage is julcy, soft and beautiful like that of a
Poem, {(2) But it does not deal with a soft, dreamy, flitnsy subject-matter,
like that of a Poem, being very deep, profound and difficult in meaning.
{3) VYet, though dealing with such a difficult Philesophical topic (like
Brahman), it is not unduly lengthy.

Really, these three ate the essential mavks of all high class treatises ;
and according to that criterion, uone can have any hesitation in taking
Srikautha-Bhagya as a high-class treatise,

From this Commentary, we come to know that Sveticarya was the
Guru of Srikantha, In the Introductory Parnegyric, Srikantha says :—

“THY],_ AR ARRE-Rarfs |
- HH-TR THITTA 77 9l

[ For English T'ranslation see, in loco |.

Here, Srikantha tnentions three marks of his Guru or

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

{2) He shows the Path to Salvation to all. {3) He is supremely auspicious
in nature.
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Appaya Diksita in his Commentary on the Srikantha-Bhasya, explains
the above as follows :—

{1) He removes all apparent inconsistencies amongst the different
Scriptures, and interpretes these correctly. (2) He, without any
discrimination, teaches all how to attain Salvation. (3) Not only that, he
also makes for the worldly and Heavenly happiness of all,

As really, these are essential qualities of all great Gurus, we come
to kuow for certain that the Guru of this great man was equally great.

(3) Date

As regards the date of Srikantha, as usual, many claims and counter-
claims have heen made, —from the claim that he was the earliest of all the
Bliasya-Karas, preceding cven Samkara, to the counter-claim that he was
later than Samkara, Ramnanuja, Nimbarka and Madhva. However, this
much is certain from his Bhisya that he flourished after Samkara, as he
refers to and briefly criticises some of the Advaita-Vedanta Doctrines.
Compare the following :—

“ T 79 - reaRaa-Ag-ai T, Sy
(t-t-t)
This refutes the view of Samkara that Piirva-Minamsa (Karna-
Mimamsa), dealing with “Dharma’, and “Uttara-Mimamsz” (Vedanta),

dealing with “Brahman” are two different treatises, so that the former
need not be studied before the study of the latter.

“risfiaaRa unf Frenfassarger-arra-fe-gf swm-ae-
fARR-IU-ass-wa-afe-g iRy sl frefeatase) fara-
fafa i (2-2t)

Here, according to Sivarka-Mani-Dipika (Appaya Diksita),
fﬁmm” means the famous grga-=ged, taken by $amkara in his

Brahma-Satra-Bhasya, as constituting the meaning of the term “Atha”
in the Sttra, viz

Iy
“rmfaaagfhs, quInlE-anmang ,  ggEan -,
qYFET "
According to Samkara, the study of Dharma is not essential for that of
Brahman, but the above #MgA-9gEY entitles one to the study of Brahman

directly, Srikaptha rejects this view here by pointing outthat the
|ANA-IYTT itself depends on proper kuowledge and performance of Dharma.

“Fagfar-sya-wv-nfte-ffga @rfree s sttt T ffEges-
facanq fagq 1”7 (-t=R )
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This refutes the view of Samkara that Brahman is **Nirvigesa” or
devoid of all differences.

“0§ &1 g3, ShAET @R Freafae At Com 8 g
shaeamany f 97|  woRE et Serees, g AaeaEs-
FANTOCTRUHETE 92858 BIse ageisd aisaffi sieasgnes:
HETAT | S RR-GET1 ST e S8 Fre A7, swaare e glenfifd 17
wd Ard AW EWAERA | AT ATAIE-EIEE, SER-E

HEAwEaf, & Faq | (-3 )

This refers to the view of Snmkara that Jiana-svariipa Atman
appears to be a Jnata throngh the Upadhi of Maya or Ajhiina. According
to Srikantha, “Maya” means the real “Techa-Sakti” of Siva.

“gfet STH AT I 9 99 ) AW T g aRTSEE-
TR TR, FAFATHE T SRR ey afieme < e
afc—'gmaen s i agh  awrfier cammrsEwEgea gfioo
fergmg -7 CAMATSRTE- %7 w52 -ty fe-safegan

(=-guR)
This refers to Samkara’s famons Upadhi-Vada.
“srRIRal e a Gaa g a3, 99 A sumeiErg 7 (-390 )
I'his and following four Sutras also refer to and refute Samkara’s
Upadhi-Vada,
Again referring to the state of Salvation, Srikantha says :—

‘ot FflrRR o gewer TR oW At stk

HUEET FEATA |- T WA AHEET TEATT FAMR )7 (3-3-¥e)
Here it is said that Brahman is not Nirvidesa, but Savisesa ; not

Nirgupa, but Saguna; and so, the Mukta also, who attains Brahman,
attains such a Savisesa and Saguna Brahmau,

_ ‘AT TRETATE TieE T giwRafsaimimfearg: 1
(9-213)

That is, some hold that those who worship Nirguna DBrahman or
know him through Sravana-Manana-Nididhyasana (ef. Sivarka-Mani-
Dipika of Appaya Diksita }, attain Salvation herc and now, immediately
after death ; so it is not necessary for them tb go through the Path
beginning with Light for attaining Brahman.

This seems to refer to Samkara’s Jivan-Mukti-Vada,
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“frermmEEEt afaafii B (ze)

This means the same as above.

‘Thus, there can be no deubt that Srikantha flourished after
Samkara.

In a general way also, Srikantha refers to Samkara in his ‘Panegyric
Verses' :
“qra-gaid At fagal farna |
e wafid Aiwea TErd Hu

{For English Trauslation, see in loco)

Here by “lfﬁ?[ﬁ” Srikagtha means ‘Samkara’. The Sivarka-Mani-
Dipika also asserts this,

According to some, (c.g. Appaya Diksita himsclf), Srikantha flourished
between Samkara and Ramannja. Whatever be other grounds for this
assertion, on grounds of inner, logical development, Rimianuja’s system
seems to be the first developed Counter-System lo stand up against the
vastly glotious Samkarite Systent. That is why, as natural, lie spends nost
of his time and energy in criticising Advaita View, so that it was net
uccessary for Nimbarka and Srikantha to do so again on a larger scale
lIater ou.

Sivarka-Mani-Dipika ¢f Appaya Diksita.

The enly extant sub-commentary on SrIka:_11,l1:x-Bh:‘15ya is “Sivarka-
Mani-Dipika” by Appaya Diksita, the celebrated Philesopher, Grammarian
and Rhetorician { 16th—17th Century ). This is an claborate treatise,
very scholarly and helpful in interpreting E’Srikamha’s view properly. In
the Introductory Verse of this work, lie says i—

“aRra-gE R FRn_ R —

“Oheisance to Siva, the Consort of Naravani’

T'his explicit aud purposive mention of “Narayani” with “Siva” here
shows that Appayva Diksitn, true to hisuniversal cutlock and spirit of
accommodation, nade no distinction between Siva and Vignu as Sectarian
Deities,

In the beginning, Appaya Dikgita also bows down to the great
teachers of the Saiva Sect, thus :—

“HE- B - HEIR AT T, |
HOEAATT ARG 1317

“I worship the Yogacaryas, who promulgated the Sect that aims at
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the knowledge of the (Great Pasupati ( Siva), and who are the Partial
Incarnations of the Lord.”
He also envmerates these Acaryas as twenty-eight, led by
Svetacarya, the Guru of Srikantha, thus :—
- L .
‘A ERA RE-TRAEIC RERA AR R A
arera FHarTEenty A R 17 (¢9-2)

“Tn this verse, he ( Srikantha ) bows down to Svetacarya too, who
was the first amongst the twenty-eight Yogacaryas, the Incarnations of
Siva, who came for the propagation of the Saiva Scriptures.”

Of course, it is difficult to identify this Svetdcarya and there is scope
for differences of opinion regarding this important point.

Probably, one amongst these holy Teachers of the Saiva Sect,
Srikaptha was held in very high estecem by Appaya Diksita who, as revealed
in this work, was quite conscious of his own high parentage. Thus, in the
Introduction of his Sub-commeutary, he asserts the following regarding
his perentage —

=Y
“HEgEea-aET T Jar-farrarE-ditea 3t wfrfaaEy
S .
=g o-fr @& -AEra-wa- AR faTHeRRe-1k S 1)
% g Fifiga-frr: gazfa arqraxgrRiee-g=- IR |
y 3 X .
o u9-A7-au-ae- Qi shitgaaafas e Tk 1w

“I take refuge in my grand-father Acarya Diksita, the Supreme Guru,
whose fame has spread from the Himalayas to the Cape Comorin, aud whe
is constantly merged in the great ocean of the Advaita Doctrine of Cit-
Sukhacarya ( or of Cit and Sukha, Conciousness and Bliss ).

“I bow down to my father Rafiga-Raja-Makhi whom those possessing
certain knowledge and the highest vision of Brahman declare to be
“Braliman”, aud wio is well-versed in all the Vedas and the best aniongst
all the scholars”

But even though belonging to such a celebrated scholatly family,
and himself a great scbolar and writer, Appaya Dhiksita humbly says
regarding the $rikantha~Bhﬁsy t—

“SNFBIAE AT 9 S-Sy |
wRmgAfewic 7 e TrdEig e

“Every of word of the Commentary on the Brahma-Sfitras by
Srikanthacarya is very profound and is not intelligible to persons
like me”.

*Still, Appaya Diksita undertook to write the above Sub-commentary
on it at the command of King Cinna Bomma, and also because of a dream
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he dreamt the previous night, as he himself says at the beginning of the
work. The dreamn was to the effect that the Lord, in His Ardha-Narisvara
Form, but in the disguise of the King Cinna Bomma, appeared to Appaya
Diksita and commanded him to explain and expound the faultless
commentary of Srikauiha ( Sloka 12 ). ‘Thus, Appaya Diksita says:—

‘e Fedrgearcargasicerg fry fadfaamaa )

W, T3 qear fagar fre W Fumtiee R nesl)

Fr=1 ffaee Age seTrE- - gRT |

Gy Q9T ZaTf COERRTEEHI 11l

AT auTf feagra- AT war B

eg a1 fgen: Ffaea-a-sEfEarg e g

“Directed by the Lord who always dwells inside this King—

an ocean of infinite good qualities and a Ruler of eight quarters in

an exalted and exteusive way,—I shall explain the Commentary,
according to my own intellect and power.

“So far as the words of my Explanation go, these will give relief
to the wise, like an aerial car. (That is, this Explanation will relieve
others scholars from thetrouble of explaining the Srikantha-Bhasya).

“Here, I, throngh my own intellect, am explaining to some extent,
the intended meaning of the Author. Iet the wise be satisfied with that
much alone, asa few gems, collected from the ocean, are enougl teo
satisfy all”,

This spontaneous and unstiuted testimony from one of the greatest
minds of those days clearly demonstrates the great value of Srikaptha’s
unique Brahma-Stitra~-Bhasya as the foundation of a new School of the
Vedanta System of thought,

T'he Colophons to Sivarka-Mani-Dipika, containing a great deal of
information regarding Appaya Diksita, run as follows —
“ofy  sitfrmfaanty - 797 - A - BT - ER-A%-3TR3F
SIS - 3 - R - AT a3 He- e TAr-shawafye- 5 fieer
H g A - - Frgr-frafsg-atr-fgosnafiama:. - =ay-
ffgmer pat  shmerara-ffas-se-duia-arg-saenat frE-ai-
Sifrmrear e s get: a0%: |
“Here ends the Fourth Quaster of the Second Chapter of the
Explanation of Stikanthacarya’s Brahma-Miminamsa-Bhagya, the

Explanation called, ‘Sivarka-Mani-Dipika’, composed by Appaya Diksita
2
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who is the son of Sri Rafiga-Rajadhvarin, the best performer of the Visvajit
Sacrifice, the brightest jewel of the Bharadvaja Clan, and who has been
directed in this respect by Sri Samba-Siva, abiding imside the heart-
lotus of King Srimat Cinna Bomma, the crown of those who immensely
praise Siva, expert in upholding the Doctrine of Siva, founder of Temples
of gods and patrous of Brahmagas,

In the beginning of his Sub-commentary, Appaya Diksita describes
Srikantha as specially attracted to the Dahara-Vidya or Meditation of the
Lord as the Ether inside the heart-lotus (Cidambaram or Cidakasa). Thus
he says.

“EURITIRSAE: | TR @l SR mA /e W
safy wefiE s @ QAORORRENE At wEmEted 9
wq qdam-fman sag ey qedeags [ )

“This Aclfya (éerautha) is devoted to the Dahara-Vidya. That is
why, he has in his Commentary explained the Mantra ‘Brahman is
Righteousnéss, Truth and Supreme’, (MahAndrayapa Upanisad 12. 1.
repeated with great care. In the Section on ‘Desire and the Like
(Br. S4. 3. 3. 38) he himself will say that amongst all the Para-Vidyis, the
Dahara-Vidya is the best, it being dearest to him”, (See in loco).

The whole Mantra is \—
oy el T TR e ShEEE | SA REae fREma 8 w0
( AErIOIOEfeE, 2R-¢ )

This has been guoted in Br. S6. 1. 1. 2. ; 1. 1. 4 ete. (See in loco)

As well-known, Appaya Diksita was himself an Advaita-Vedantist.
The most celebrated Sub-commentary on Samkara’s Brahma-Sitra-
Bhiasya is “Bhamati” by Vacaspati Midra. On Bhamati, there is another
well-known Sub-commentary “Vedanta-Kalpataru” by Amalapnanda. On
this “Vedanta-Kalpataru®, again, AppayaDiksita wrote a Sub-cominentary
entitled “Vedanta-Parimala”, which is taken to be at important treatise
of the Advaita-Vedanta School. But still, Appaya Diksita, with a
supreme catholic spirit, composed treatises on the Schools of
Raminuja (“Naya-Mayfikha-Malika'), Madhva (“Nyaya-Muktavaly) and
Srikantha (“Sivarka-Mani-Dipika™), no less. In the present work, he,
with a commendable spirit of impartiality, establishes, after Srikantha, a
Dactrine of Vidigta-Sivadvaita-Vada aud criticises Advaita Doctrines,
Thus in the Introductory verse he says i—
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“Although all the best Scriptures, and Agamas, as well as all the
Paranas, Smrtis, Mahabharata and the rest advocote Advaita Doctrine ;
and although the Brahma-Sfitras, causing confusion even to discerning
persons, have taken to be propounding Advaita-Vada by ancient
teachers, like Samkara and the rest; yet throngh the grace of Siva
alone, can there arise in men a keen desire for such an Advaita-Knowledge,
and not otherwise”.

In this way, Appaya Diksita here tries to effect a compromise
between Advaita-Vada and éivagama by pointing ont that Siva Himseli,
and none else, is responsible for all knowledge, ir:luding Advaita-
Knowledge, equally, although Advaita-Vada is not tbe Doctrine of Saivas
of Srikantha School.

So, in accordance with Srikantha’s Doctrine, Appaya Diksita
concludes :—

“afey’ sgAT! AT wad f3 |
NG AT SR AR 11 o)

““The Brahma-Stitras all propound Siva as possessed of infinite
good qualities. To make this clear, Acatya {Srikautha }has composed
this excellent Bhagya”™.

Concluding Remarks

However meagre our knowledge regarding Srikagtha may be from
the historical and chronological peints of view, fortunately, what is far
more importaut, viz. our knowledge regarding his philosophical views, is
fairly complete, thanks to his above excellent work, Brahma-Siitra-Bhasya.
Although not very extensive, it yet affords us a full picture of his philoso-
phical position in the scheme of the Vedantic System of Thought, and of
his invaluoable contributions to Indiam Philosophy, as such. ‘That also
is gain enough, as, after all, “where and when and what” of a man pale off
before his prodictions, transcending space, time and lineage,

That is why, instead of undertaking a fruitless and unending research
into the birth-place ( “where” ), date ( “when”) aud life {“what”) of
Srikantha, we have thought it better to present, to tie Public, iu our
humble way, his incomparable production : Brahma-Satra-Bhasya through
this easy, but literal, English Translation (Vol. II} and = detailed acconnt
of his Philosophical Doctrines {Vol. I).



CHAPTER !l

I Brahman

Brahman is the central conception of the Vedanta Philosophy., The
eternal quest of hunian mind for the Immortal, Eternal, Full, Perfect
and Blissful has ended in the Vedanuta Philosophy’ in one great and grand
conception, viz. that of “Brahman”, etymologically meaning “One
possessing greatness.”

(1) Brahman is the Highest Renlity

Srikaptha, too, takes Brahman to be the Highest Reality, the
Supreme Self,

It goes without saying that that there is nothing higher than
Brahmaun, if ‘Brahman’ means the Greatest Being. As a matter of fact,
"Brahman’ cannot be legitimately called ‘Bralinan’ at all if He be not
the Highest. Reality, the Greatest Being, Still, as in Philosophy,
nothing should be taken for granted, but everything should be proved,
Srikantha, with his usual brevity, but clearness, deals with the problem
in several places of his Commentary.

For example, in “Paradhikarana” or the Section dealing with
the Highest Being (3.2.30-—34), he discusses the topic on grounds
of Authority as well as Reasoning, Here the question is as to
whether there is anything higher than the Supreme Brahman. The
Prima TFacie View is that on grounds cf Authority, it has to be held
that there is something higher than Brahman. For, in some Scriptural
passages, Brahman has been designated as a “Setu” or a “Bridge”,
meaning two things, viz. {1} As a bridge keeps two countries or
places apart, being a dividing line between these and being itself thus
limited, so is the Lord. (2) Asa bridge leads to a desited for place, so
the T,ord too, does the same thing, leading to a Higher Goal than
Himself,

Srikantha replies to the above Prima Facie view both on grounds of
Authority and Reasoning, There are numerous Scriptural texts, proving
Brahman or God to be “Visvadliika” or more and higher than the Universe,
So, there cannct evidently be any object in the universe which is niote
and higher than He. Also, the designation of Brahman as a “Setu” or a
“Bridge” is only metaplhorical, indicating only that, firstly, He keeps all
the worlds apart, preveuting their iuter-mixture; secondly, that He
Himself leads the aspirers after salvation to Himself,
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On grounds of Reasoning, too, Brahman has to be taken to be the
Highest Reality. This reasoning is the age-old and time-honoured
reasoning, common to all Philosophers all over the world., viz. that based
on an apprehension of an Infinite Regress. The concept of an Infinite
Regress is something that is inexorably opposed to that of stable Truth
and Final Goal. But Philosophy always aims at Stability and Finality.
That is why, in Philosophy, we always strive to avoid such an Infinite
Regress. In the very same manner, S'ﬁkautha, too, points out that
Brahman being proved to be the Highest Being on other grounds viz.
because He is the Canse of all and more than the world, as well as the
Object to be attained by all—if something still higher be posited, that will
inevitably lead to an Infinite Regress. For, now there being no further
clharacterising mark for the Highest Reality, higher and higher Realities
have to be posited ad infinitum. In fact, if once such marks as “Sarva-
Karanatva,” “Vidvadhikatva” and “Sarva-prapyatva” or the qualities of
“being the cause of all, being more and higher than the universe' and
‘being an object to be uttained by all’ be not considered sufficient to make
one the highest, then what will ? Hence, Srikagptha concludes :—

o RAAIENE AT, UG Tg-aEE agw
T AEE-TEE I AE-AIE GaE) s, daae: s
wafeE SEU ) (333)
‘o sR@ATE oAl fagr” ) (3-3-k%)
Thus, Brahman is “Para” and “Sarvotkysta”, the Highest Being and
the Best among all.
Hence, He is to be bowed down by all :—

“G-STERT SHFET A TEHATEE AR (8-¢d)
(2) Brahman is the Supreme Self.

Ancther common description of Brahman in the Vedanta is that He
is the Supreme Self, “Paramitman” or “Paratman”. This implies that
“Brahman” or the Greatest Reality, “Para” or the Highest Object, is not
a material reality, not a physical object, but a Spiritual Reality, the Soul
or the Self, the very Atman itself. Hence, the materiality and grossness of
Brahmau have to be controverted in the very beginning ; aund this has
been done most enthusiastically by all the Vedantists by their fundamental
concept of Brahman as Jiana-svariipa or Consciousness in Essence.
Srikantha, too, says in the same strain in the very beginming of
his Commentary :(—

“THISE -9 AT fafeaaa |
ARG T G 1R
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The very first word, indicating Brahman, in his Commentary,
is, thus, a very significant one—viz. “Aham Padartha”. That Brahman
is Atman, Paramatman, is admitted by all the Vedantists in unison.
But whether Brahman is a Personal God or an Impersonal Absolute, is
the bome of contention between the Monists and the Mopotheists of
Vedanta Schools. As opposed to the Monistic School of the Vedinta,
Srikantha, in common with the Monotheistic Vedantists, holds that
Brahman is uot only “Atman”, or Self, but also “Abam” or “I°, or
a Personal Being. This will be discussed more fully later on.

Again, he says in his Intreductory Panegyric twice, thus :—

AN
“g safy i gue fAfgame-araasEy 1 (R) 1)
. Y k »
“yg © YA fasT e ERaEeaE: 1) ()1
These repetitions of the term “Paramatman” in the very beginning
of his treatise, enable one to catch fully the real spirit of his Philesophical
System, viz. a spirit of Spiritualism, Sublimity, Self-realisation,
Sacrifice, and Surrender.

(3) Brabman is Siva

Now, it being established that Braliman is the Highest Reality
and the Supreme Self, the next question that paturally arises is:
Who is this DBrahman ? Can anything more special be known
regarding Him ? Or, are we to remain satisfied with a knowledge of His
nature and qualities in a general manner only ? Samkara and Rhaskara
"have advocated strict neutrality regarding the nature of Brahman ;
and pointed out that it is sacrilegious on our part to try to identify
Brahman, the most Universal Being, with a limited Sectarian Deity.
But other Vedantists being Monotheists and devotional by nature,
have, according to their own family-tradition, and inclinations, identified
Brahmaen with a Sectarian God, like Vispu, Krsna ete. Srikantha,
too, propounds his cewotral Doctrine that Brahman is Siva, the All-
Auspicious One. Thus, the name Siva occurs many times in his
Bhasya. Compare the above quoted Introductory Panegyric (Verses 2—3).

Tu the above quoted first hymn, Paramatman has been designated
as “Siva”. Then also in the second hymn, also quoted above, *‘Paratma”

is called “Siva”,
AAR-TEER, MW A | @ AR AT AT
fagm” (¢2R)

The term “Brahman”, as stated above, means infinite greatness,
while the term *'Siva” implies infinite bliss and the like.
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But the Highest Reality, the Supreme Self, is not only Great, but
also Good, Hence, the identification of “Brahman” aund “Siva” shows
the full nature of the Highest Reality, the Supreme Self, as both Great
and Soft. This will be discussed fully later on,

sfiadi safirata nfaad 1”7 (R-2-2e )
“Brahman” or "Parama-Siva” is here said to be the Creator ete. of
the Universe”.
“ga-ard W Fnfie wTo-fEfias s (3wR)
Here, the Supreme Light, the Object to be attained by the freed, is
said to be “Parama-Siva™

‘g m—@mmg-{ﬁa—wﬂm@%ﬁaﬂé-m-ﬁﬁ-ﬁa@ TR
i T SraETsEREAT-AERG aas fEsm e 17 (*-1-3e)

Here, “Paramesvara Siva”, the Supreme Lord Siva, is said to be free
from all faults whatsoever, omuipotent, knowable through Scriptures
alone, and finally, to be “Para-Brahman” or Supreme Brahman, who is
above all ordinary categories of possibility and impossibility,

“FR-geraer s fagfafa 17 (3R-e)

“Siva® or “Brahman” has two marks—freedom from all bad
qualities, and possession of all good oues.

“Rra-ra3a W A 17 ((33q9)
“§iva” denotes “Para.Brahman”,
In such numerous passages, Srikantha explicitly and with great

devotion and reverence, identifies “Brahman” with “Siva”, attributing to
the latter all the usual qualities and activities of a Monotheistic God.

|| Nature of Siva or Brahman

Now that we know that “Bralman” is “Siva”, the next gnestion that
naturally arises is: Who is Siva? The whole devotional farvour and
spiritualistic energy of the great scholar and devotee Srikantha have been
spent for answering this fundamental question, a question which saints
and sages throughout the ages have tried their utomost to answer, but
which, surely, will never be answered to the fallest satisfaction of all Who
is Siva, who is the Lord, what is He like, what does He possess, how does
He act'—the eternal, spiritual Quest of Man springs from these eternal,
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spiritual Questions, And, Stikantha has indeed, supplied us with
very good answers, with his clear vision, in a clearer language, easily
intelligible to all,
(1) Siva's Names

Siva, the Supretne Brahman, the Supreme Self, has nunerous Holy
Names, of which Eight are most important, asthese enable us specially
to know something regarding the Holy Nature of the Named, the Lord
Siva Himself. These are as follows :—

‘gl wEaRe-agef-as-dia agratare-
Ty =T o A7 (R)

That is, these Eight Names of Siva are :—

Bhava, Sarva, I$ana, Pasupati, Rudra, Ugra, Bhima, and
Mahadeva.

‘These are explained by Srikaytha, thus :—

. © .
“ERATET WA WE AT AWt A-GeRH a%d-HEd AW
4 © .
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Thus, these Eight Holy Names all stand for Eight Holy Attributes
or Marks of Siva. Thus, the first Name “Bhava” means that He exists
always and at all places. That is, He is Eternal, and Ominipresent.
The second Name” “Sarva” means that He is the Destroyer of all. That
is, He is responsible for the Creation, Sustenance and Destruction of the
whole Universe. The third Name “I$iua” means that He possesses
limitless and supreme glory and grandeur. That is, Heis Fullest and
the Most Perfect Being. The fourth Name “Pasupati” means that He
is the Ruler of all. That is, He is the Controller of the Universe, as
well as ‘Antaryamin or Inner Centroller of the Jivas The fifth Name
“Rudra® means that He is the Remover of all earthly aflictions. That
is, He is the Giver of Salvation according to the spiritual strivings of
the aspirers after salvation. The sixth Name “Ugra” means that is
Unsurpassable by all. That is, He is Omniscient and Omuipotent.
The seventh Name “Bhima” means that as the Director of the soul, He
is an Object of Fear to all. T'hat is, He isa stern Judge and a strictly
Moral Being. The eighth Name *“Mahadeva” means that He is a
Great Deity. That is, He is the Greatest and the Highest Being.
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_ The above Eight Names enable us to know all the fundamental
qualities of the Lord——of His Eternity and Indestructibility, of His
Creatorship and Director-hood of the Universe, of His Omniscience,
Omuipotence and Omnipresence, of His Might and Majesty, on the one
hand, and Sweetness and Softuess, on the other ; and, finally, summing up
all, of His Infinite Greatness, “‘Mahadeva,” the last Name, being also the
Highest of all the Names comprising of all the Names and marking
their consummation and perfection.

{2) Siva's Attributes

The above clearly shows that Siva or Brahman is essentially Saguna,
or possessed of attributes, and by no means, Nirguna, or devoid of
attributes as held by Advaita-Vada. This “Sagupatva” of Brahman has
two sides, oue positive and the other negative, On the positive side,
Brahman is a substratum of all good and auspicious attributes; on the
pegative side, He lacks all bad, inauspicious qualities. That is why,
says Srikagtha, in the Brahma-Sittras {(3-2-11—17,) He has been designated
as “Ubhaya-lingam” or possessed of a double mark., So says Srikantha,
in the “Ubhaya-lingadhikarana” or Section concerned with a two-fold
mark :—

“gix wfig W fRednTage fferagaeE Sae-
forg fE afagm ” (2-t)
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That is, in all the Srutis and in all the Smytis, Brahman, or Siva
has been repeatedly said to be ‘free from all faults’ ‘devoid of all rejectible,
base, lowly qualities’ ‘unimpeachable’, on the one hand ; and ‘full of

unsurpassable goodness,’ ‘possessed of innumerable high, noble and good
qualities’, ‘infinitely praiseworthy’, on the other.

Equally repeatedly does Srikantha, too, paint the glorious picture
of an All-great, All-good, All-auspicious God, whose very name “Siva”
implies ‘Mangala’, eterual and infinite auspiciousness. This “Mangala’,
really, constitutes the very 'Svariipa’ or essence of the Lord. Thus,
$rikaptha, with his unshakable faith in the Lord, makes bold to defiyg
**Brahmatva” or “Sivatva” repeatedly in his Bhagya:— '

3
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These sweet passages will go to show clearly the sweet vision of our
Seer-Philosopher Srikantha of the All-sweet Being, who, on the one hand,

iz eternally free from all “Kalanka” or blemishes, aud, on the other,
eternally full bf all “Mangala” or excellences.

Here, the term “Nirasta” has been repeatedly used, and with
purpose. The term ““Varjita” also might have very well been used, but
it would have carried a different meaning. ‘‘Nirasta”™ means “Stopped”,
“Varjita” means “devoid of”. If it were ouly said that Brahman or Siva
is “devoid” of all worldly faults, it might have been thought that He has
absolutely no conuection with the world and is wholly transcendent.
But when it is said that all worldly faults have “stopped” or “turned
away” from Him, it clearly indicates, that the Lord is immanent in the
world, the world is nothing but His external manifestation, vet the sins
and sorrows, faults and failings due to the Sakama-Karmas of the Jivas,
endowed with freedom of will, do not touch Him or are transmuted in
Him.

Thus, we have the exhilarating picture of a Sweet and Benign Being,
who is in the world, yet not of it ; who as ‘Nilakantha’ swallows all poisomn.
yet does not drink it ; who holds in Himself all defects, yet is unstained
by these.

Of these numerous auspicions qualities, the following Six Holy
Attributes are the most important :—

“qm emafzffeanfarfee fiaed @ SR
TG | BRI (MORAERAIANS SRR
St gamarff ” (=)
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Thus, these Six Holy Attributes are—"Sarvajfiatvam”, “Nitya-
trptatvam”, “Anadi-badhatvam”, “Svatantratvam”, “A]upta-éaktimattvam"
and *Ananta-Saktimattvam”.

These are again, explained by Srikantha, as follows —

“famrgTaafa-ang - = - (eRagmaT - e - ffae-agafis
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Thus, the first Attribute “Sarvajfiatvam”, or “the quality of being
omniscient’” meaus {hat the Lord’s Knowledge is eternal, direct,
independent of external sense-orgauns, faultless and comprising of all objets,
The second Attribute “Nitya-trptatvam” or “the quality of being ever-
satisfied” means that He is eternally free from all the blemishes of sins and
eternally full of unsurpassable bliss. The third Attribute *“Auadi-
bodhatvam” or “the quality of having elernal comprehension”, means that
He possesses self-proved, nnsurpassable knowledge. The fourth Attribute
“Svatantratvam” or “the quality of being independent”, means that on the
one hand, He has no controller, and on the other, He Himself is the
Controller of all, The fifth Attribute “Alupta-Saktimattvam” or ‘the quality
of having non-hidden powers” means that all His powers are natural,
following from IMis wvery nature. The sixth Attribute ‘““Ananta-
Saktimattvam” or ‘the quality of having innumerable powers”, means that
He possesses limitless powers.

Amongst these Six Attributes, we find that two refer to the Lord’s
Euowledge, two to His Powers, cue to His Independence, and one to His
Sinlessness and Blissfulness. Here, apparently the Lord’s majestic aspect
has been stressed more than His sweet one, But, this, too, has been done
with a purpose. For, the final aim of all alike, God or men, is to be
“Trpta’, satisfied, with all the heart’s desires fulfilled. All Knowledge, all
Power, all Indepeundence aim at this, only at this—to be satisfied, to be
happy, to be calm, That is why, the main causes of “Nitya-trptatva”, viz,
full knowledge, full power and full independence, have been emphasised
there vigorously.

In this way, the attributes of Brahman may, very well, be classed
under two heads : Bhisana and Madhura, Majestic and Sweet. From the
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former point of view, He is a far-off Deity, an object of reverence and fear
to us, an omnipotent Creator, transcendent and beyond our reach, an
omniscient Controller, Judge and Dispenser of Justice to all, according to
their respective Karmas, Vast is His Knowledge ; profound is His Powet ;
unfathomable is His Glory or Grandeur. From the second point of view,
however, He is pearest and dearest to us all, an object of love and
comradeship, immanent in the world and our Immer Coutroller, infinite
bliss and peace. As pointed out above, this soft and sweet aspect of
Auspiciousness ( ‘Mafigala’), constitutes the very Core of Brahman's
Nature. Hence, it will be discussed again separately later on,

In comimon with other Bhasya-Karas, Srikantha, too, interpretsa
large number of Scriptural texts to show that all those refer to Brahman
and the qualities mentioned therein, all belong to Brahman alone. ( See
below ),

Thus, although Srikantha, true to his usual reticence, never attempts
any critcism of the Advaita Doctrine that Brahman as ‘Nirguna', yet he
firmly establishes his own Doctrine of the Sagunatva of Brahman, not by
means of elaborate argumentations, but by the simple and straightforward
statement of what he thinks to be His essential qualities. Then he concludes,
simply, yet forcefully :

o8 TIFORA FRERRY g wafata )? (e-eye )

Brahman, as the sole goal to be reached, as the sole object to be
attained, is Saguna-Brahman. Hence, the ultimate nature of Brahman or
Siva is that He is fully and absolutely Saguga.

(3) Siva’s Acts.

Just as $iva has Eight Holy Names ( Agta-Nama ) and Six Holy
Attributes ( Sad-Guna }, 50 He has also Five Holy Acts ( Patica-Krtya ).
These are Systi, Sthiti, Pralaya, Tirobhava and Anugraha. The last two
correspond to Bandha and Mukti.

G srea-RRTee a9 aEg SRR A% P (1R)

These will be discussed later on :

M1 Other characteristics of Siva or Brakman

Besides the above Hight Names, Six Attributes and Five Acts,
which enable usto have an inkling into the nature and essence of the
Lord, He also possesses numerous other characteristics and itis absolutely
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impossible for us to ktiow these even infinitesimally. However, a few more,
following from the above, may be mentiond here, separately, those, too,
being fundauemtal to an understanding of His essential Nature.

(1) Brahman as ‘Saccidananda.’

By common consent, ‘Saccidananda’ has been taken to be the best
description of Brahman, by all the Schools of the Vedanta That is
why, in the very first verse in his Commentary, Srikagtha, too, makes
obeisance to “GFTFIEIN ™ to Siva who is of the form of Sat, Cit,
Ananda: Existence, Consciousness, Bliss. A little thought will show as to
how great and grand is this Vedantic Cenception of gfgm+-&agq, how
easiest for us to understand, vet how profound and sublime in significance.

(i) Brahman as “Sat”.

The first fact we are conscious of is ‘existence’—existence of our own
selves. ‘I exist’—this is the most incontrovertible fact of life. Whatever
be the nature of this “I”, however true or false it may be, the undeniable
fact remains that something exists whoever or whatever he, she or it
may be. Thus, as existence is such a fundamental fact of life, it is the
first characteristic which we have to posit of God or the Absolute as well—
otherwise, we cannot even think of Him. Hence God is “Sat” or Existence,
but not ouly “Sat’, also ““Nitya Sat” or Eternal Existence. An
existence that is not eternal amounts to little, having but a limited, short,
temporary life in between Pragabhava and Dhamsabhava : origination and
destruction,

Again, Brahman is not only “Sat’, but also “Sattavan”, not ouly
“Existence”, but “Existent”. That is, ‘Existence’ is both His essence or
Svariipa, and attribute or Gupa. This point is insisted on by all the
Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta, as agaiust the Monistic School,
simply because of the fact that if Brahman be Saguya, then His SvarGipa
and Gupa must tally with each other. So, if God is ‘Existence’ by nature,
then He must be 'Existent’ by attributes as well. 1'hns, Brahman is
without begiuning without end, without growth without, decay—an
Ever-Full, Ever-Perfect, Ever-stable Being.

(3) Brahman as “Cit.”

But existence may be material or non-material. An atom might
exist, and eternally do so. But who would say that it isa full, perfect,
fruitful existence ? So, perfect existence necessarily implies non-
material or conscious existence ; or, in other words, “Sat” necessarily
implies “Cit"—"Existence” necessarily involves “Consciousness”, Hence,
Brahman is not ouly “Sat”, but, at the same time, "“Cit.”
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Here, too, Brahman is not only “Jnana.Svarfipa”, but also” Jn%na-
Gugaka or Jnata” ‘That is, Consciousness is both His essence and
attribute. In Siatra 3.216, Srikaytha proves this point by means of an
attractive illustration :—

“‘gd grmaR oaw R afeatgegresarE awE, T
o Frr, fAasmEERoam ) o sued frizfidng edew-
AL, 7 aTEREREAROaT aERf ¢ (uR1E)

That is, in some Scriptural passages, Brahman, no doubt, has been
described as Pure Consciousness ( Tait 2.1.1. ); but that by no means
implies that He is not something else, viz a Conscious Knower. E.G,, When
a gem-studded, golden crown is simply described as gold is essence, il is
not desied that it is also gem-studded,

In the same manner, Brahman is Consciousness in Essence, as well
as a Supremely Conscious Being, Sarvajna or Omuiscient. This attribute
of Omniscience has been included in the ahove Six Holy Attributes of
Brahman. This means that He knows all things at 21l times, and so

He has been called fgfigq in the same passage ( Tait. 2. 1.1.), which
may be explained as follows :—

‘fafad wged o=t et e @@ faofiaa)” (3R
MBS )

Thus, Perfeet in Existence, as well as Perfect in Knowledge,
Brahman shiunes forth in His eternal Glory and Graudeur,

(iti) Brahman as Ananda.

But Glory and Grandeur need consummation, as pointed out above,
and that is found in His ‘Ananda’. As mentioned above, ‘Mangala’ and
‘Ananda’, ‘Auspiciousuess’ and ‘Bliss’ constitute the very essence of Siva,
etymologically meaning “The Auspicious One.” Heuce, as we have
seen, Srikagtha repeatedly and vigonrously emphasises this blissfulness
of Brahman., As a matter of fact, Perfeet Existence and Perfect
Consciousness necessarily imply Perfect Bliss, no less. For, to exist
is to be happy. For, who has even been found to he desiring to be
non-existent ? But if existence were not bliss, why should all desire
to exist? Specially, in the case of DBrahman, existence is not
obligatory existence, but a purely voluntary one, So, why, should He
voluntarily exist unless His Existence also means Bliss to Him ? Further,
it is not limited and short-living existence, but is absolutely uulimited and
eternal. So, this Bliss also is absolutely unlimited and eternal,

In the same manner, Perfect Consciousness or Kunowledge also is
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Perfect Bliss. For, to kuow is to be happy ; to know perfectly and in an
unchstructed way, is to be happy in exactly the same manner. Hence,
“Sat”, “Cit” and “Ananda” are inextricably conmected, oune necessarily
leading to the other,

The celebrated "Anandamayadhi-Karapa® ( 1. 1. 13—16. ) makes it
clear that Ananda, in the truest sense of the term, can belong only to the
Lord, who alone, thus, is both “Ananda” and “Ananda-maya”. The worldiy
soul can never be such an “Anandamaya™—But fqqy-geqedfim; or “ag”
alone can be such an “gragaw” ( 1. 1. 13. ). For who else but a Nitya, an
Eternal, Ever-existent Being be really blissful ? How can limetless
Ananda be possible, except in the case of a Limitless Being? So
Srikagtha concludes :—

“CEARRTENRATTRR | T STy |7

(ny)
“FTANSAFILL: TRHET 7 ( 1Ly )

‘S SIRAA: 0T oF wwEaataE 1 (2 )

The ‘Anandamaya’ is the Supreme Lord, possessing an infinite
abundance of blies.

“FE AR AGTFRTGA, 7 AGITEA 17 ( ULUR )

Brahtnan enjoys His great bliss through His mind only, and not
through external sense-orgaus.

The essential nature of Fulness is that it over-flows and touches
othets. So, Brahman, the All.-blissful Being, is also “Ananda-Data, a
Gracious Giver of Bliss to all. Unless one oneself possesses a thing, one
cannnot, evidently, give the same to others. Heuce, as Brahman gives an
abundance of bliss to others, He, too, must Himself possess an abuniance
of bliss.

“grt wYUARY ff AR | RS AR |
( sitweaTer 1917y )

In this way, the Bliss of Brahman finds expression in the appatently
sorrow-suffocated world and makes it blissful. True indeed, is that bliss.
pouring text of the Taittiriya-Upanigad : —

*All these beings, verily, are born from Bliss (Ananda); being
born, are sustained in Bliss; return and enter into Bliss.” (Tait. 3. 6.}

(2} Brahman iz All-merciful

From the above, it will follow that the All-blissful Lord, must, also,
be All-Merciful. For Bliss and Cruelty are self-contradictory. One Who
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is himself happy, cannot destroy the happiness of others. So, the Lord
is, at the same time, a supremely Merciful Being.

The perfect proof of this is that He isan incessant Giver, ‘Nitya-
Data’. Hence, He has been described to be Phala- Data, the Giver of the
‘fraits’ of Karmas, done by the Jivas. Of course, it goes without saying
that according to the fundamental Karma-Vada, the “Phalas” or appro-
priate results, good or bad, follow automatically from those Karmes them-
selves. Still Brahman, and none else, is spoken of as the Phala-IData, as
Karmas being non- intelligent, essentially need a Director to connect these
with their respective souls. So, as non-intelligent things, like Karmas,
cannot be cailed “Datas” or bestowers of anything, God alone can be so.
So says Srikantha i—

. 0 e
T RTIRATET Ga T wRwataty: |- ff T SHUSEE
4 L3 Ll - c Q
ar as sffd &F ag g amafa |- s, safwate
<
AT AR, T A P 1 (103e)

But by far the best of all the Phalas, all the desired for objects, all
the goals to be reached, is undoubtedly Moksa, or Salvation. And, Phla-
Data All-merciful T,ord, must give this most Coveted Phala also to the
deserving.

_ Hence, in the very opening Verse, Srikautha bows down to the
Lord thus :—
“riisE qgra Aver fafzdad

He is the Cause of ‘fafg” of all the worlds.

Hence, He is described as gfe-ara® by Srikagtha thus :—

“of AFRA THA-TNG-ARCATANG S FIATAN o1 SEq
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Not only do all the Scriptures declare this, but, as shown above,
Reason, 100, leads to the very same conclusion. For, if Brahman be taken
to be Phala-Data, then all Phalas He Himself must produce, including
Mogksa-Phala.

That is why, Brahman is “Mukta-Prapya” the Supreme Object to be
attained by the freed souls, This has been repeatedly emphasised by
Srikantha in common with all the Vedantists, For example, he says : —

W—nﬁ-m-ﬁﬁﬁmai YO IEA] SR R
o (t3R)
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Brahman brings about Salvation 2%
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That is, one of the main’ marks of Eraﬁ:n,la.;; is'that’ I-ﬂ: is l'"ir% .-
Prapya”. So, whenever that matk'is” found to'be applied to' any obﬁ&
or heing, that must be taken to be Brahman and none but Brahman.
As a matter of fact, “Muktx" is the Summum Bonum, the highest
end] the most-coveted, the best-beloved object; aid who™ el§é bilt the
Highest Being'can grant it ?

So, Srikaptha concludes enthusmstncaily r— L
| Cqm: AT SR IS S A TR
T SISOt fE P (128 )

g o SRR SRR W o, SR
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That is, the Supreme Brahman, of the form of Supreme Light, alon&
is the object to be attained by those who aspire after Salvation. For, thosé
who attain Him alone get rid of transmigratory existence.

Hence, Brahman is regarded as MR- ﬁr'aqm dariaw
(eg Su 1. 1. 21. ), as well as “mmﬁrﬁs ( Sn. 1.3.24.), and qahm:"
(_S_u. 2.1.35. etc. ), and soon. He is, thus, the Cause of the severance
of the noose of tramsmigratory existence, the Infallible Medicine to
the great disease of sinful and painful worldly life, a supremely Merciful
ﬁeing,l and the Favourer of all,

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

(3) Brahman as Pure, Perfect and Complete.

Purity constitutes the essential mark of g Being who i§ Eternal—
Eternal Existence, Eternal Consciousness, Eternal Bliss. For, what is
impure, what is imperfect, what iz incomplete, can never exist or persisf
for long. The potency that is inherent in all these, cannot stand still and
stable ; but must inevitably work either for purity, perfection and complete-
ness, thereby destroying themselves ; or for further impurity, imperfection
and incompleteness, thereby also destroying themselves, Thus, impurity,
imperfection and incompleteness involve a natural, inner, self-contradiction
that sconer or later inevitably make for their own destruction—whethér
integration in a higher state, or disintegration in a Iower,

Tt follows, therefore, that an Eternal Béing or one caqule of
cxxstmg eferna]ly, must also be a Pure Perfect Complete Being, Hence,
Brakiman who is “Ni itya®, mnst also be “N ltya.—Suddha., Nitya-Nigkalanka,
Nitya-Parga®, Hénce Snlfa.ntfla repeatedly refers to Brahman es
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“fa-garag-as:, fAva-awa-e-way:, MUwRe-awa-ewa:” and so on
(e.g. Sii. 1.4.27. etc. ). ‘This, has also been 1eferred to above. (Pp. 17—18),

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

It has already been pointed out above that Brahman is the Highest
and the Greatest Being, as the very etymological meaning of the term
shows. These ‘Highness’ aund ‘Greatness’ combine to make Him
“Bhiiman”, a Vast and a Universal Being.

In the seventh chapter of the Chandogya Upanigad, the celebrated
Bhiima ‘Tattva has been propounded exhaustively, in the Narada-
Sanatkumara-Samvida. Here, Narada repeatedly asks Sanatkumara
about higher and higher Realities, and in reply propounds to him the
following in a successive higher and higher order :—Nzama (Name), Vak
{Speech), Manas (Mind), Samkalpa (Resolution), Citta (Comprehension),
Dhyana (Meditation), Vijiana (Knowledge), Bala (Power), Anna (Food),
Ap (Water), Te¢jas (Light), Akada (Ether), Smyti Memory), Add (Hope),
Praga (Vital-breath). But the Highest of all is “Satya” (Truth), which
has to be known in a full and perfect manner, Such a full and perfect
knowledge is “Vijtana”, distinet from the one mentioned above, which
means only knowledge through the Vedas, Itihasa, Puriina, Vvakarana
ete. {Chand. 7. 7. 1.). This ‘Vijtiing’ is a a higher kind of knowledge
of the Highest kind of Truth. Such a ‘Vijfiana’ requires ‘Manana’
or Deliberation, ‘Manana’, again, requires “Sradha” or Reverence.
‘Sraddha’, again, requires ‘Nistha’ or Devotion, ‘Nisthd’, again, requires
‘Karma' or Work. ‘Karma’, again, requires ‘Sukha' or Pleasure. And
finally, ‘Sukha’ is identical with ‘Bhiiman’ or the Vast and the Universal
and the Immortal (Chand. 7. 23. 1., 7. 24, 1.)

In this way, the Highest Reality and the Greatest Being, viz.
Brahman, is at the same time the Vast aud the Universal and the Im-
mortal, or Pleasure. This is an eudemonistic conception of ‘Sukha’ and
‘Ananda’: Pleasure and Happiness or Bliss. ‘T'hese two terins have been
purposely used in the Upanisads. In the Chandogya Upanisad. we have
the conception of ‘Sukha’, (Pleasure} in connection with that of ‘Satya’,
(Truth}{Chand. 7, 22—23); while in the T'aittiriya Upanisad, we have
the conception of ‘Ananda (Happiness or Bliss) in connection with that
of ‘Rasa’ (Juice) (Tait, 2. 7., 3,6) So, the term “Sukha” or Pleasure
specially implies Pleasure due to Truth or Intellectual Pleasure; while the
term “Ananda” or Happiness or Bliss specially implies Happiness or Bliss
due to Juice ('Rasa’—a very difficult term to translate in English), or
Emotional Happiness or Bliss. As the term ‘Ananda’ is fuller than the
term 'Sukha’, ordinarily, it is nsed in connection with Brahinan,
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However, as mentioned above, in the concept of ‘Bhiiman’, we have
the twin concepts of what is the ‘Highest' and what is the 'Greatest’, com-
bining into 2 grand concept of what is the 'Universal’, which is but a
synonym for ‘Pleasure’. And, who else but Brabman can be such a
‘Bhiiman’® or ‘Universal Pleasure’ ?

Hence, Srikantha also concludes in the ‘Bhimadhikarana’ (Sa.
1- 3- 7—‘8)

[ o 8
' 1 et L (e )
e R AT AR g ) ((3eT)
The Supreme Lord, alone, is designated by the word “Bhiiman”, He
alone is the “Bhiiman”.

{5} Brahman as the Tranquil (Santa)

The Highest Being, the Greatest Being, the Pure, Perfect and
Complete Being, the Universal Meing and the Blissful Being, is necessa-
rily a Tranquil Being. He has nothing to desire, nothing to attain,
nothing to do compulsorily, and so, He is naturally above all excitement,
all turbulation, all frustration of any kind whatsoever. That is why,
He has been very simply, yet very proioundly, described in the Upanigads
as :—

5
“ard gAY (ARgE e )
“Tranquil, Auspicious, Non-dual”

One who is himself auspicious, cannot cause harm to any one and
need not run after any further gains--so he is tranquil. One who is non-
dual, caunot fear or hate any one, need not pine for any one to complete his
happiness—so he is tranquil. Thus, tranquillity results from this fullnesa
of Being, this vastuess of Existence, this depth of Nature. Hence, it is but
natural that the HEver-full, Ever-vast, Ever-deep Being or Brahman
should be Tranquil or “‘Santa’ in the truest sense of the term.

Hence, Srikantha alse points out that the very nature of Siva is that
He is rich with tranqguillity and peace, and the Upanisadic phrase
‘Santi-Samrddbam’ (‘T'ait. 1-6) means ‘Sivata-sampannam' (S@ . 1. 2).

(6) Brahman as “Akasa-sarira”’ and the rest.

In describing the nature of Brahman, Srikantha, like others, often
quotes from the Vedic Samhitas, Brahmanas, Upanigads, Smrtis, Puranas
etc. But, inh counection with Brahman, his two most favourite texts
seem to be one from the Tattiriya Upanigad (1. 6.) and the other from
the Mabanarayana Upanisad (1.2 1)) {See(?) just below), These have
been repeatedly quoted by him,
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The pext from the Talttlnya Upam;ad is as follows :—

“mﬁmﬁrmﬂmummﬂwmu
e | (Y SR ( AfGRFr 2§ ) '

This has been quoted by Snkanths in many places. (e, g, 1. 1. 2.,
L1 4, 1.3.8 . 8.2.17, 4. 4. 11, 4 4 14 etc)

'I‘l:us means :—""He becomes more than that———-viz Brahman whose
Body is the Ether, Soul is Truth, Vital- breath is Pleasure Mind is Bliss;
who is abounding in tranqmlhty, and immortal,” O Pracinayogya !
Worship such a Brahman I*° (See’ below the Section on “Cidambaram as
Cit Sakti or Para-Sakti”.)

This passage has been explained in Bhisya 1. 1. 3.

Thus, according to. Srikagtha, the following are the six fundamental
charactenstxcs of Brahman —

(i Brahman s Body (“Sanra”) is the Ether or "Akasa”. This means
that He is the "Cldamharam {See below under the Section : "Cldambaram
as ‘Para Sgkn”) Or, in other words, He is “Cit". in essemce. This has
'been dllcussed above. (P. 21).

(ii) Braman’s Soul { “Atman”) i3 Truth or “Satya”. This means
that Brahman is “Sat” in essence. This, too, has been discussed above,
(P. 21)

(iii) Brahman’s Vital-breath (“Praga”) is Pleasure or "Arama”
This means that Brahman's “Praga’ is Sakti (Uma) in whom salone
Aoes Hc find pleasure. This is the fundamental concept of $1va:$gkt1,
dlscussqd below. (Section on “Brahman and Qaktl”)

{ivl Brahman’s Mind ("Manas®) ig Bliss or *“Ananda®. This means
that He is “Anandza” in essence. ‘This has been dlscussed ebove (P 22).

{v) Brahman abounds in trauquillity or “$ant1 , Th1s, ,too, has
been dlscuaacd above (P. 27

{vx) Brahman is Immortal or “Amrtem”,  This is by far the most
fnndamental characteristic of Brahman, comprising within itself all other
characteristics in one great and grand fold. For, what ‘does it not
imply ? It impliés eternal existefice thatis eternal bliss, and bliss, as
we have seen, consists of all other great and good characteristics of
Brahman, (See above P, 22)

Thus, by repeatedly quotmg the above beautiful Tn.ttmya text
(1. 6.), Qﬁkam;ha only ' desites o emphas1se the fa.ct that E_rahmaay is
Sifhecidifands® aid “Sakti-samanvita®,
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Srikagtha’s second favourite text from the Mghanarayays
,Upe.msad is as follows :—

e sl qC WIW TR SR PR ey A
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This, too, has been quoted by Srnkaw,ha in many places (e. 2. 1. 1. 2,
1.1. 4, 1.2.8, etc) (SeeP 10),

Th‘l!- means :—

"Obelsa.nce to Brahman—who is Law, Truth Supremc,a Person
Jblack and tawny, abstemmus possessmg three eyes and havmg the
Umverse as His form". (Mahanar 12, 1)

.Thls, evldently, refers toa Sectanan Deity, viz. Siva, with whom
.Sﬁkag;ha identifies Brahman. (See above P. JI4). Thus, according tohiwm,
Slva or . Btahman possesses the following eight fundamental
characteristics :—

(i} Brahman is Law or “Rta”. This implies that there is no
inper contradiction in Brahman, He is one integrated, organic, Whole a

: perfect System. Otherwise, He cannot exist eternally as a Perfect Bemg
Exigtence implies integration, for a thing that is not integrated cannot
exist at all. Again, perfection, too, impliesintegration, for, desintegration
or inmer contradiction is the greatest of =zll imperfections. Hence, as
Brahman is Eternal and Perfect Existence (See above P. 21), He is
Perfect Law, System Harmony.

That is why, the whole universe too, is 2 Cosmos and not a Chaos,
Thus, Law is the ryle of the universe, in the physical, menptal and moral
sPheres equally

(1:) Brahman is ‘Truth or “Satya”. Thatis, He is “Sat” or
Existence in essence. ( See gbove P. 21)

(iii}y Brahman is Supreme or “Para”. ( See above P. 12)

{iv) Brahplan is a Person or “Puruga” ’I'h1s 1s the monothelauc
concepuon of 2 Personal God. ( See above P. 14)

T w’(v} Brahman 1s bleek and tawny or “Krsna p:ﬁgaia Ttl;.js_is/a
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universe, the effect. ( See the Section on “Brahman as the Material Cause
of the Universe.”)

In this way, too, Srikantha quotes the above so many times just to
emphasise some of the main characteristics of Brahman or Siva.

(8) Brahman as Transcendent aed Immanent.

Brahman is Omnipresent, the Vast and the Universal. Hence, there
js nothing outside Him. Also, Brahman is the Cause, actually and
literally manifested in the universe, the effect. ( See below the Section
on “Brahman as the Material Cause of the Universe”.), For these
two reasons, Brahman is immanent iu the world. There is nothing in
the world that is not Brahman, as there is nothing in the clay-jar that
is not clay. Hence, Sﬁkantha describes Brahman ih many places as
“Sarvagata” and “Sarvadhara” (e g. Sii, 1. 1. 21 }—in all and containing
all. Thus, on the one hand, He is “‘Visvitman”, the Soul of the
universe, and as such, immanent in its every part and particle,
every nook and corner, every grain of dust, every drop of water, every
blade of grass. And, ou the other, He is the “AntaryZmin®, the Inner
Coptroller and as such, immanent in the very souls of Jivas, permeating,
and pulsaling with, thelr every heart-beat, every breath, every life-throb.
8o says Srikantha :—

“ snam-afig-aTen armgaraa iz gt afmeoea
(i, 2-2-3t ) ARG, 7 ( 2--38 )
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But altheugh, thus, immanent in the entire universe, evidently the
Infinite Being cannot be fully exhausted in a small world like this. So,
Brahman is also transcendent. He has infinite qualities and powers,
of which only two, viz. Cit and Acit, are manifested in the present world
of souls and matter., So, Brahman infinitely exceeds the present world,
His glory and grandeur illumine every infinitesimal portion of the present
world, yet go beyond the entire nniverse in an infinite manner. That is
why, in Monotheistic Systems, the world is God, but God is not the world,
Hence, Stikaytha, in his characteristic succint, yet simple, way asserts, with
due solemnity, this double characteristics of Brahman, viz, that Heis
immanent vyet- transcendent, “Vidva-lina” yet *'Visvadhika”. Compare the
following :—
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Thus, Brahman is at the same time beyond the world (Vidvadhika),

yet of the form of the world ( Visva-riipa); beyond everything
( Sarvadhika ), yet the soul of everything ( Sarvatman ).

(®) Brahman as Pure, though Immanent.

A very legitimate question may be asked here. It has been said
above that the essential mark of Brahman is that He is Ever-Pure. (P. 25.)
But if Brahman be, at the same time, said to be immanent in the universe,
as its Soul, as well as immanent in the soul { Jiva } as its Iuner Controller,
then how can He remain All-Pure, coming as He does in the closest
contact with the impure Matter and Souls ?

‘This Srikantha clearly explains, by means of the twin examples of
‘Either and Pot’ ‘Sun and Water, as mentioned in Brahma-Siitra 3. 2. 18,

Here, the first example of the ‘Ether and Pot’ shows that though One
and Universal, Brahman is actually present in all objects of the Universe
separately, just as, though one and universal, the ether is actually present
in all objects like pots ete.

The second example of the ‘Sun and Water’ shows that Brahman is
not at all touched by the faults and failings of those objects, just as the
sun, reflected on different water-receptacles, is not touched by thelr
defects (like, muddiness, shallowness etc).

So, these two examples, {avourite omes of the Advaita School and
repealedly used by Advaita-Vedantists for establishing their Upadhi-
Vada, have been used by Srikagtha here for an absolutely different
purpose, viz, for showing, on the one hand, that Brahman actually
abides, or is immanent, in the whole world ; and on the other, that, stiil
then, He is totally unaffected by its sins and sorrows.

Hence, he coucludes i—
“Z: ghrsariyy aa= feamenty aoeawed fdiva’ FeanG-qureE
o WA O (A FE-gaRIGAEeNe T Bk | oo oqa1 giveaiy
#eg: famaiy REeT 7 7 e Dv-ar) o anaitae: aoeRE
 frgfem’ evmprefafa gatenrmy 17 ( 3-3-25)
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In the same manncr it may be thought that as ('31t angd Acit, the
Souls and Ma‘fter have been said to be constituting thé ‘S:;’m'a or Body
of Brahman, He cgn no longer be called an Abode of all _auspicious
attributes (SEP above Pp. 17—18). To this objection also, Snkm;tha replies
that the possession of Clt and Acit as “the body never proves that He is
not an All-Fare and All-Auspicious Being: For, a8 shown above, He is
nqt at all affected by the states and qualities of the Universe of Souls and
M,a.t;cr ?lthough He 1s transformed mto it, although He is immanent
in 1t, aithough He possesses it as His Body So, he says t—

frfaa-ART-IuUReE 9| g R—Geafe: sroas afifoedst
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(33=e)

Brahman has naturally a very close connect:on with the Unwerse

for, He as the'sole Causeis transformed into it as the effect, He abldes

in it as its Soul, He possesses it as His Body, All these show that Brahman

has the closest possible connection with the Universe. Still, the base

qualities of the TUniverse do not contaminate Brahman at all, apd He

eternally possesses the Six Holy Atributes, mentioned above (Pp. 17ff.}, not
possessed by the Universe.

In the very same manner, it may be thought that as Brahiman resides
inside the individual souls (Jivasy as their Inner (,cntroller He is
s:mllarly contammated by their impurities and imperfections. Here, also,
the same thing can be said =
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i‘tﬁlman H1m3erlf is the finer éontrollcr of a,lI Brahman Himself
has etitered imto all the created effects, viz. ail o‘b}ccts of the world, Vet
in the Scriptunes, He has heen repeatedly called “Amrta” “Bhagavat”,
the Imnportal Being, the All 1onous Be&ng ctc., specially to show that
He is absolutely above all worﬁl quaf'ties.
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Thus, Srikantha concludes on Scriptural Authority :—

‘o fegrw: ) ey adwEitEar Rafmaf odia @
wWEQU-TAEATR: | g 7 a5 afiy aw fradesags (ke
AgaeRA Jgva-fag (g sfagq 17 (3311 )

All the Scriptures in unison declare that Brahman possesses the
two-fold marks of being {ree from all defects and possessing all auspicious
ness, as already stated (P. 17) Hence, His other marks of being
immanent in the world ete. cannot set at naught this fundamental mark
of Purity, Perfection and Completeness, as mentioned above. {P. 25).

Srikautha has, of course, proved the above on Scriptural grounds
ouly. But this may be proved also on grounds of reason, uo less. As a
matter of fact, Scriptural Texts themselves contain within them profound
reasouing, for, real Intuition cannot be opposed to Reasou. This
reason is that, according to the fundamental Doctrine of the Vedauta, Mukti
or Moksa means removal of the veil of ignorance (Ajtidina or Avidya), and
realising the real, lhidden nature of the universe, and of one’s own self or
soul. And what is there inside the universe and thie individual soul but
Braliman ¢ What else but Brahman do we sce when the veil of ignorance
is lifted through long and strenuous Sadhanas, spiritual enterprise and
discipline ? This is the aim of all Indian Sadhanas,—to see Brahman
alone, to see Bralhmau in everything, to see everything in Brahman,
Liere or hereafter., But if, in the meantime, Brahman Himself comes
to be contaminated by the sius and sorrows of the universe inside which
He abides, what will there be left for us to see ? For, who will strive to
see a sinful, sorrowful, hmpure Brahman, who is uot really Bralinan
at all ?

Further, an Eternal Being like DBrahman cannot in this way
go ou changing His nature and essence, Hence, the very conception
of Brahman's mutability and impurity is absurd. He is, of course,
inside the umniverse, Dbut He is aiways there in all His glory and
grandeur, which no oune can ever destroy. Even a small lamp inside
a clay-jar, though not seeun, yet retaius its light, all the time, and
when the covering of the jar is shattered, is seem at once in its
original form. So, why can this be uot possible in the case of Brahman
too, the All-Powerful and All-Glorious One? And, there are even
woildly examples to show that oune thing can remain inside another
thing, yet be untouched by it. E. G. the lotus-leaf inside water is not
wetted by it. So, why can this be not possible in the case of Brahman, the
Al-Powerful and All-Glorious One ¢ ( See below Chap. T1I under the

&
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Section on *“The Second Objecticn againust Brahma-Karapa-Vada and its
Refutation”. )

In fact, the Immutability and the Purity of Brahman arethe very
grounds of the Vedanta Philosophy. If these are lost, the Vedanta, the very
Doctrine of Brahmau is lost. T'his is also pure reason, as shown above. (P, 25).
And, the Scriptures only express this incontrovertible’reason in the form of
inspired Mantras, embodying the superh wisdom and sublime insight of
the master-miuds of old. So, reliance on Scriptures is really nothing but
reliance on a higher category of reasoning than our own. Hence, the
common Vedanta Doctrine that Brahman is Immanent in the impure
universe, yet is Himself Pure, does, indeed, stand to reason.

(10) Prahman ¢s { idacid-Visista

The above has shown that Braliman possesses Cit and Acit:
Individual Soulsand Matter, as His Attributes and Body. This isa
fundamental concept of Srikantha-Vedanta, and repeatedly emphasised
by him in mauy places of his Bhasya. Compare the following, amongst
others :—

“qdg W WAl fad1 WA SEWEAN: )
fasfammm: soar: fdsiish F@s: 1—( %)
“ fagfagea’ am @y ¥ e SurEa w1 (e-r-1)
“ ga-fagfaa-aee-miv-fafy’ as-advs-aeay (1-3-)
“ afyg gF-FrfarER-aw-afe-Aae-anErEa: | @ 9T aEar-
FAF-MEAR, TG AFA-AFALC AR, TR GEarmiEemn-
s T el awa] Ay 1 (33-30)
This will be discussed later on under the heads of “Creation” and
“Relation between Brahman, Jiva and Jagat” (Chap, 11l and VI,

{(11) (i} Brahman as All-Powerful.

The All-Metciful Brahwan is at the same time All-Powerful. As
pointed out above (P.19 —20), Brahman has two sides, Bhisnaand Madhura ¢
Terrible and Sweet. It is true, that Brahinan’s second aspect of Ananda,
Mangala and Karupa: Bliss, Auspiciousness and Mercy, constitutes
His very core, asalredy stated. (P.19-—20). But really, His first aspect is
nothing contradictory to it, as there cannot, evidently, be anything
contradictory in Brahman’s Nature. So, Brahman's Sternness and Justness
are nothing but the other sides of His Softuiess and Mercy. And, this Stern-
ness is nothing unjust, but a necessary corollary of His supreme nature as
Justice and Morality in esseuce. Thus, the All-Powerful Brahmau strictly
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controls the whole universe according to the canous of Justice. He creates
all Jivas according to their own, respective Karmas, enables them to reap the
results thereof (See below Chap. III under the Section on “Refutation of
the Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karapa-Vada”). Just as a kind,
loving father also coutrols, guides and punishes his sons, as uecessary,
according to their behaviour and demeanour, so does the Lord. ( See
below under the Section : "Refutation of the Seventh Objection against
Brahma-Karapa-vada),

{(12) trahman is Jnata, {arta and vhokta : A Person.

These have already beeu mentioned separately as well, as these
constitute a main point of difference between the Monistic and
Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta. As well kuown, according to the
Monistic or Advaita School of the Vedanta, Brahiau is only Saccidinanda-
Svarfipa (P. 21). Existence, Consciousness and Bliss in nature or
egsence, but uot a Janta, Kartd and Bhokta : a Knower, a Doer and an
Enjoyer. But according to the Monotheistic Schools, Brahman is Jfiana-
svariipa and Jafita, Karta and Bhoktd. The first means that He is
consciousness or knowledge through and through, and has been very
appropriately deseribed in the celebrated Brhadarayyaka Upanisad as
follows :—

g QT FPIT-SHISTRRDISTIN: AR WU T3 O SRSTATHISA-
A1 R TR o | ( TEATE ¥-U-(Y )
“Just as a lump of salt is without inside, without outside, but only

salty through and through, so this Soul also is without inside, without
outside, but only knowledge through and through.”

But at the same time Braliman is Jriata or Sarvajtia, All-knowing
and Ever-knowing. This also has been referred to above. (P, &2)

by s s
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Brahman is the ouly Omniscient Being. For, Omniscience means
perfection of the coguitive side of Brahman’s wpature—which is
accompanied by ai: equal perfection on the emotive side in the form of His
All-and-Ever-Blissfuliless ; and equal perfection on the conative side in

the form of Omuipotence., But who else but Brahman can be Ommniscient,
All-and-Ever-Blissful and Omnipotent ?

That Btaghiman is a Kart, having Patica-Krtya, has alse been
referred to above ( P. 20 ), and will be done s0 below again. ( See below
P. 586 under the Section on “Activities of Brahman.” )

‘That Brahman is a4 Bhokta has also been referred to above (P. 23).
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T'hese Jhiatrtva, Katrtva and Bhoktrva also prove another important
Doctrine of the Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta, viz. that of
Brahman’s Personality, He is the Highest Person, Purugottama, in a
literal sense, and not in a seatarian oune ( meaning Visyu ). As a matter of
fact, the concept of God is not the denial of the concept of Man, but rather
a consummation of it. God and Man, no doubt, differ qualitatively, from
the phenomenal standpoint. But from the noumenal standpoiut, although
Man is uot merged in God, like a grain of salt in the ocean, and retaius his
full personality and individuality (Sce P. 41, 43. Sec also Chap. VI—the
Section on ““I'lie Relation hetween Brahman, J1va and Jagat™. ), yet he does
not differ from God qualitatively iu that sense, as he himself is divine,—
though not identical with God, yvet similar to Him, Thus, God and Ma,
being similar to eacl other, cach is a Person, with full deveiopments of
all the sides and all the phases of Personality as we can couceive of viz.
cognitive, emotive and conative sides with different phases and different
manifestations on different occasions.

This councept of Personality is a fundamental, theological concept,
and the System of Srikantha being =rlso a theological one, Lie naturally
takes this as a' Central tenet of his Vedanta Doctrine, Thus, here God is
revetentially and lovingly pictured as a Sipremne Monarch, and Controller,
with universal, eternal, unobstructed authority over all :—

“Figafis: qomRTEY SHarRfmTaE 5 7 (2k3)

Bat this ‘all’ is not something absolutely different from Hitn—the
subjects are the parts aud parcels of the Sovereign, His very essence, His
very wanifestations. Such is the exhilarating conception of a Divine
Realm of Persons, where the Supreme Person sees Himself reflected in
all other persons, in love and tenderness, in bliss and peace, in truth and
reality, (See below Chap. VI—the Section on “T'he Relation between
Brahman, Jiva and Jagat®).

{13} Brahman ss One (EKa)

In the very beginning of the present Chapter on Brahman, it has
been stated that the first characteristic of Brahman is that He is the
highest Reality (P. 12), Now, the term “highest,” beiug superlative, is
necessarily a relative oue, implying, as it does, some other realities that
ate less high, or lower., So, from this single term, we come to know that
according to the Monotlteistic Schools of the Vedanta, there are other
‘realities’ besides Brahman, viz Cit and Acit : Jiva and Jagat. Thus, here,
three realities have to be admitted, vix. Brahman, Cit and Acit : Idvara,
Jiva and Jagat. Hence, if iu this way, the Doctrine of a plurality of realities
is accepted, -then that seemns to iwply a kind of Pluralism, with all its
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inherent defects and iuner contradictions. But, surely, the Vedanta, in
all its forms, is a Doctrine of Unity, and not of Multiplicity Therefore,
the question is as to how to reconcile the oneness of Brahman with the
reality of Jiva-Jagat.

(iit Three kinds of Bhedas. -

Now, when we speak of more than one reality, that means that there
is a difference or ‘Bheda’ between the sane. For, if we speak of two
realities A and B, A must be different from B, otherwise, why couut them
astwo 7 Of course, Differences themselves may be of different kinds,
Accordingly, in Indian Philosophy, three kinds of ‘Bhedas’ or ‘Differences’
have beeu spoken of :—'Sajitiya’, ‘Vijatiya’ and ‘Svagata’. ‘Sajatiya-Bheda’
means the difference hetween two (or more) objects of the same class, for
example, that between one tree and another. ‘Vijatiya-Bheda' means the
difference between two {or more) objects of two (or more} different classes,
as for example, that hetween a tree and a stone. ‘Svagata-Blieda’ means the
difference between two {or more) parts of the same wheole, as for example,
that between one leaf and axother, between a leaf and a flower, and so
on, of the very same tree. Evidently, herethe difference between one
leaf and another of the same tree, may, also be called ‘Sajatiya-Bheda’ in
one sense ; while that between a Jeaf and a flower of the same tree, may be
called ‘Vijatiya-Bheda,” in that seuse. But, to preveut this kind of
confusion, ‘Sajatiya’ and “Vijatiya’ ‘Bhedas’ are taken here to be referring
to differences hetween things, taken as wholes; while ‘Svagata-Bheda’,
between parts of those wholes.

Thus, here, it is evident that the first two kinds of ‘Bheda’, viz.
‘Sajatiya’ and ‘Vijatiya', really imply separate realities, like trees, stores,
and the like. But a question may legitimately be asked here as to how
‘Svagata-Bheda’, too, can imply the same, for, how can mere ‘parts’ be
taken to be 'realities’ themseives ? If the whole be real, then necessarily,
its parts, too, must be so; but, simply for that reasoz, a part canpot be
taken to be a ‘reality’ by itself

This, of course,is wholly correct. For, it goes without saying that
the ‘reality’ by itself is only the whole, as the whole only is an ‘object’ or
a ‘thing.’” Still, the mutoal differences amongst the ‘parts’ of one ‘whole’ is
also an undeniable fact, as, real *wholes’ are ‘organic wholes’, or wholes of
mutually different, yet intrinsically united, parts, Thus, an ‘organic
whole’ is essentially ‘a unity-in-difference’, ncitler a mere unity nor a
bare dilference, but a wonderful combination of hoth *Unity’ and
‘Difference.” [t is in such a combination, alone, in such a unity amongst
differences only, that lies the very essence of an “Organic Whole”. Iu fact,
if all the parts were identical with one another, then, there would have
been really no question of a “whole” at all; for then, there would have been
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only a “one”, and not a “whole”. “Whole”, really is a relative term, implying
essentially, its “parts” ; and "parts”, in the plural, imply essentially their
mutual differetices. That is why, “Brahman™ of the Advaita School is
not really a “Whole” or a “Unity”, but only a “One"—although to
distinguish It from “Brahman”, of the Monotheistic Schools, It is often
called an “Abstract Whole”. Thus, it is absolutely essential for the
Mouotheistic Schools to admit “Svagata-Bhedas” of Brahman. (See below
under the Section on *Relation between Brahman, Jiva and Jagat”),

In fact, by this conception of an “Organic or a Concrete Whole”, the
Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta try to reconcile the oneness of
Brahman with the multiplicity of Realities. Thus, according to them,
Reality is, indeed, uot one ; yet, at the same time, Brahman is One Reality.
This apparently self-contradictory conception is, according to them, quite
possible on the abave grounds, that is, if Brahman be taken tobean
“Qrganic Whole,"”

Thus, according to Srikantha, as well, Brahman's essential nature is
that He is One, ' Ekamevadvitiyam” ( Chindogya Upanigad 6. 2.1, ). All
other charactegistics of Brahman follow necessarily from this first and
fundamental characteristic of “Oneness.” For, if Brahman be not Ore,
what else can He be as ‘Brahman’' ¥ FEwvidently, if there be some other
Realities to destroy Iis ‘oneness’, then He can no longer be All-pervasive,
All-powerful, All-kniowing, and the rest. Hence it does not require much
argumentation, as pointed out above, that Brahman has no ‘Sajatiya and
Vijitiya Bheda’, or no reality outside Him, on a par with Him. Further,
His ‘Svagata Bhedas’ too, do not destroy His ‘Oneness’; and to make this
doubly clear, the second term “Advitiya” has been purposely attached to
the first term ““Eka” in the above celebrated Chandogya Upanisad text.
{ Chand. 6. 2, 1.),

(34)(ij Brahman as Unique {Advitiya)

The question may, legitimately, be asked as to why both the terms
"Eka"' and “Advitiya” have been thought mnecessary here. This
seems to be nothing but a kind of useless repetition, for, “Eka” or “One”
and “Advitiya” or “Without a second” are only positive and negative ways,
respecctively, of indicating the very same fact. But how can we, really,
conceive of Scriptures as indulging in anything superflons ? However,
leaving that aside, we can, on the grounds of reason, no less, show that the
term “Advitiya”, too, is essentially needed here, over and above the term
“Eka.”

(1) First, according to all logical canous, a conclusion arrived at on
positive grounds is confirmed and, thereby, very much strengthened on
negative grounds, Mill's celebrated Inductive Methods, viz. Method of
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Agreement, Method of Difference, and Joint Method of Agreement and
Difference amply illustrate this. These Methods are as follows :—
Method of Agreement :—

ABC abec
ADE ade
AFG afg ete. etc.

A is the cause of a.
Here, the conclugion is arrived at on the grounds of a large number of
positive instances only. So, it is rather precarious.
Method of Difference :—
ABC abe
BC be
A is the cause of a,
Here, the conclusion is arrived on the grounds of one positive and one
negative instaices,

Joint Method of Agreement and Difference :—

ABC abece

ADE ade

AFG afg etc, etc.
Again :—

BCD bed

EFG efg

HI J hij etc. ete.

.+ A is the cause of a.
Here, the counclusion is arrived at on the grounds of a large number of
positive aud negative instances.

In Indian Logic, siwmilarly, we bave the same kinds of Method.
For example, in the Nyiya System, we have the Methods of “Anvaya” or
Agreement in Presence ; **Vyatireka” or Agreement in Absence, and’
“Vyabhicaragraha’ or Absence of Contradictory Instances.

Thus :—

Whenever A is present, a is present.

{Anvaya)
Wheunever A is abseut, a is absent
{Vyatirekaha)
No instance is found of A being present, yet a being absent,
and
No instance is found of A being absent yet a being piesent.
{(Vyabhicaragraha)

A is the cause of a.

Now, all tze above cases clearly show the great logical value of
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negative instances in confirming the results arrived at on the grounds of
positive instances.

The same is the case here, too. Here, the first positive term “EKa”
or “One” is beautifully confirmed by the second negative term *Advitiya”
or “Without a Second”, and so, this is by, uo meaus, useless.

(2 Secondly, however, the term ‘‘Advitiya” lasa deeper siguid-
cance, as, it 1ot only confirins the fact of Brahman’s Oneness, but over and
above, itself Drings to light an additional characteristic of Brahman, viz
His Uniqueness. Tlus, Brahman isnot only “One’”, but also “Unique”,
—this is the real implication here.

But a question still remains. Are these two really different,
necessitating such a different mention, for, if Brabman be “One”, is He
not, at the same time, “Unique” ?

Not necessarily,—replies a Mono. lieistic Vedantist. For, the term
“Omne” is an absolute one, while the termi “Unique”, relative ; and it is this
latter implication that is specially needed here. Why ? Simply because of
the above fundamental Monotheistic conception of Brahman ag an ““Organie
Whole”. Accerding to this conception, as we have seen, (P. 37) Brahman
is not the omly Reality, as His parts Jiva and Jagat are also equally
real, So, the question naturally arises as to the exact position of Brahman,
the Real, in relation to other reals, like Jiva and Jagat. ‘The term “One”
does not involve this question, as, by itself, it simply means that Brahman
is One Reality, without necessarily raising the further question regarding
His position in a Hierarchy of Reals. But the term *“Advitiva”
specially does so. Hence, this secoud term, too, is essentially necessary.

Thus, what does this term “Advitiya” really imply # It implies
that in the Hierarchy of Reals, Brahman has an absolutely Unique
position, as, amongst all the Reals, He alone is the “"Whole”, and none
else. In fact, all other “Reals” are ouly “parts”, and “parts” of the “Whole”,
Phat is why, naturally, “the Whole” or Bralman is a Unique Reality.

A question, again may be asked here asto why, them, the Advaita
Vedanta Schools, too, base their Absolute Monism on the very same
celebrated Chandogya Upanisad Text Chznd. Up. 6.2.1.0? Why do they,
also, require the second term “Advitiya” here ?

I'he reply is that they do so to show that Brahman is the Sole Reality
and there is no other reality besides Him. Here also, the first term “One"
by itself, being absolute in nature, does not involve any reference to any
thing else. But, the question always remains for all, Monists or Mono-
theists, as to whether there is any other reality besides Brahman; and if
so, what is the position of Brahman®in relation to the same. That is why,
both the Monists and the Monotheists have to face the very same problem
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in the beginuing, although, as well-known, their solutions of the same are
quite different, Thus, according to the Monistic Schools of the Vedanta,
Brahman is “Advitiya” or Uuique, because He is the Sole Reality, Jiva-
Jagat being “Mithya” or False. But according to the Monotheistic Schools,
Brahman is “Advitiya” or Unigue because He is the only “Whole"”
amongst other realities, like—]Jiva-Jagat. In this way, the stress on
“Advitiyatva” or Uniqueness of Brahman, over and above His “Ekatva” or
Oneness, is needed equally by all Schicols of the Vedanta.

With refereuce to the Monotheistic Doctrine of the Uniqueness of
Brahman, 2 further question still remains, viz. In what way is He Unigue
—qualitatively, or quantitatively, or both gunalitatively and quantitatively ?

Evideutly, tliere caunot be any qualitative uniqueness, Lere, on the
part of Brabman; as, according to the Monotheistic Doctrine of
“Paripdmavada” or Real ‘Transformation (See below Chap. 1IT under the
Section on “Brahman as the Material Canse or [Paripamavada”.
Also the Section on ‘“Fhe Refatation of the First Objection against
Bralima-Karanavada” ) Braliman is Himself transformed into the forms of
Jiva-Jagat, so that Jiva-Jagat themselves are, too, Brahman in essence or
nature. ‘That is why, the Chandogya Upanisad has declared gloriously :—

vgy afed am 7 ( grIndaafe 3-8 )

Thus, qualitatively, Brahman, Jiva and Jagat are of the sauie nature.

But quantitatively, there is, indeed a vast difference, like that between
a whole and its parts. Thus, guantitatively Brahman is “Bhiima,” or
Vast ; Jiva, “Anu’ or infinitesimal, being ouly one part amongstan infinite
number of parts; Brahman is Omuip:tent; Jiva, not so, falling short of
that ouly by one power, viz. that of Creation-Maintenaunce-Destruction
(Systi-Sthiti-Pralaya). (See P. 43) In this way, though qualitatively
identical with Bralman, both Jiva and Jagat, yet retain their own
‘individuality’ under all circumstances whatsoever (P, 36); and in that
sense, are only quantitatively different from Brahwnan, :See below Chap. VI
under the Section on ‘““I'he Relation between Brahman, Jiva and Jagat.")

Iu this way, Brahmau of the Monotheistic Schools of Vedanta is
quantitatively Unique, i.e. a Whole, immanent in its parts, yet
transcending these infinitely (See P. 30-31 below. Also Chap. I1I the Section
on “The Refutation of the Fifth Objection against Brahma-Karana-vada” ).
Thus, so far as He is immanent in His parts, He is qualitatively the same
as the parts; but in so far as He is transcendent over the parts, He is
quantitatively different from and more than the same.

In this way, such an Unigueness of Brahmau, makes for the supreme
glory and grandeur of Brahman and Jiva-Jagat, at the same time. The
glory and grandeur of Brahman lie in this, that, though not the only

6
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reality, He is, yet, the Highest and the Vastest Reality. If there be only
one Realily, then, surely, the Supreme glory and grandeur of that sole,
one Reality is easily established, But if there be many realities, qualita-
tively of the very same nature, then, naturally it is far nore difficult to
prove the Supreme glory and grandeur of oue only, amongst the rest.
That is why, this conception of Brahman's quantitative uniqueness,
specially makes for His Supreme glory aud grandeur.

In the very samme manner, this conception of Brahman’s quantitative
nuiqueness also makes for the supreme glory and grandeur of Jiva-Jagat,
o less. For, is it not an absolutely grand and glorious thiug that
quantitatively infinitely small Jive is yet qualitatively the same as
Brahman ?

Here, finally, a word of warning i needed. The relalion between
Brahmau, on the one hand, and Jiva-Jag: ., on the other, has been described
above as that between an Organic Whole and its parts. But really
speaking, Brahman can have no parts, like a phys’cal object ; and is not a
divisible entity at all. The fact is that all these empirical terins are
absolutely inadequate for describing the real nature of Brahman, yet we
have to have recourse to these, there being no other alternative here. So,
what is meant here is simply this: In Brahman, the All-pervasive Being,
there is an infinite number of realities, each retaining its own indivi-
duality eternally, as His Guna-Sakti, attributes and powers. (See below
Chap. I1I the Section on “I'he Refutation of the Second Objection against
Brahma-Karapavada™ ).

Incidentally, this fundamental Vedanta Conception of Brahman's
Uniqueness also shows that the distinction between the Monistic and the
Monotheistic Schools of the Vedaula is, after all, only a quantitative,
and not at all a qualitative one. For, according to both, Brahan
and Jiva-Jagat are qualitatively the same, i.e. all are Brahman. But, while
according to the Monistic Schools, they are also quantatively the same,
according to the Monotheistic Scliools, they are quantitatively different.
Thus, secording to the Monistic Scliools, as Bralunan and Jiva-Jagat are
qualitatively as well as quantitatively the same, there is really, only Que
Reality, viz. Brabhman and there does not, as a matter of fact, arise any
question of a relation between Brahman and any thing else. According to
the Monotheistic Schools, Jiva-Jagat are quantitatively different from
Brahman, as such, always retain their individuality or separate existeuce
from Brahman. In this way, as the fundamental *“Brahmatva” or
“Brahman-llood” of all is equally admitted by all the Schools of the
Vedanta, these are, surely, qualitatively the same, i.e. the very same kind
of Doctrine of Brahman or “Brahma-Vada.” It is quantitatively only that
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we count ‘one’ in the former, ‘three” in the latter. Does that, really, imply
a very great difference 7

(i1) The Concept of lndividuality.

A further question still remains, 1t has been said above (P. 36, 41, that
Brahman, on the oune band, and Jiva-Jagat, on the other, are only
quantitatively different, and not aualitatively, still they are different and
still Jiva-Jagat retain fully their own respective indiviualities {P. 38). But
is that ever possible ¢ For, if, Jiva-Jagat be not qualitatively different from
Brahman, i.e, not different from Brahman by nature, how can they be
called separate individual realities? Evidently, ‘individuality’ implies
unigueness in nature and qualities ; and mere quantitative “more-ness” or
“lesg-ness”, “greatness’’ or “smallness,” “highness” or ‘lowness” caunnot
really constitute such an Uniqueness. For example, is one drop of sea-
water really and actually different from the sea, really and actually a
separate individual entity, really and actually a2 unique reality ?

A Monotheistic Vedantist would reply by simply pointing out that
differetices in attributes and powers do coustitute a real kind of differenics,
and if that be so, the differing things are each a separate individual
entity, a unique reality. A drop of sea-water is, indeed, a separate entity,
a unique reality in the sense that, what it is, no one, nothing else is in
exactly the saine way.

This, in fact, is, the inexplicable mystery, as well as the infinite
glory of an ‘Individual'—What it is, it is, it is alone, and no onue,
nothing else i5 exactly that. Take two grains of salt, two particles of
dust, two drops of water, two blades of grass, two petals of flower, two
leaves of a tree, or any such pair. Iu each case, each one of the pair is an
‘individual' entity, a unique reality, a separate existence, although
apparently indistinguishable from the other.

In exactly the same sense is Brahman an Individual, Jiva an
Individual, Jagat an Individual. Such is the great and grand Conception
of Individuality of the Monotheistic Schools. ( See Chap. VI under the
Section on ““The Relation between Brahman, Jiva and Jagat.’') Whether
logically acceptable or not, whether philosophically justifiable or not,
it has, indeed, a sublime majesty of its own that has never failed to
capture the imagination of seers, saiuts and sages, all throughont the
ages. Though iufinitely small in quantity, the Jiva, vet dares to call
itself a separate individual, a unique reality besides Bralman, the
Alinighty, All-Majestic, All-Glorious, All-PPowerful, All-Pervasive
Being—on a par with Hiw, as regards sature or essence, and claiming
equality with Him in every respect, except two—one in size, the
other in power, Brahman being Bhiima or All-Pervasive, Jiva, Anu or
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atomic in size; Brahman being Onmipotent, Jiva, lacking only the
powers of creation maintenafce and destruction ( Sygti-Sthiti-Pralaya )
(See P. 41) Herein lies, fundamentally, the beauty of this Monotheistic
Conception of Individuality.

However, drawing this long discussion to a close, we might point
out at the end that the Vedanta Concepts of Oneness and Uniqueness of
Brahinan,—f{rom whatever standpoint these might be considered, Monistic
or Monotheistic,—are indeed, unparalleted in the world for their sublimity
of vision, profundity of understanding and magnanimity of outlook.
These, at the same time, strike a death-blow to the absclutely wiong,
vet still today dogmatically clung, belief that Monotheistu and Monism
were unknown to India and later on imnorted to it from over the
deserts and across the seas.

IV Bratman and Sakti

(1) Para-Prakrti as Siva's £ ara-Sakti.

Brahman, as we have seen, is Ananta-Sakti, possessed of Iufinite
Powers (P. 19). But when there are more than one, when there are
many, there is naturally a question of the ‘best’ amongst the many.
Here also, the same question caun be raised: What is the Para-Sakti
the Supreme Power of Brahman ?

According to Stikantha, this Supreme Power or Para-Sakti, is Para-
Prakrti. 'This 1is, of course, not the Acit or the physical power of
Brahman, tresponsible for the physical world, which is also called
“Prakrti”. Hence, to distinguish the Supreme Power from this physical
Prakrti, the term “Para-Prakyti” has been used here. ‘This Para-Prakrti
is above the universe of souls and matter, and its Maha-Vibhati”, or
Great Glory and Grandeur ; of the form of Supreme Knowledge and Bliss ;
above all limits of space, time and the like ; and natural. In fact, thig
Para-Prakrti constitutes the very essence as well as attributes, Svariipa
and Gupa, of the Supreme Brahimau or Para-B:ahman. Hence, without
this Para-Prakrti the above states: Eight Holy Names (P.16) and
Six Holy Attributes { . 17 ) are mot at all possible on the part of
Brahman. Thus, Para-Brahman without His Para-Sakti is absolutely
powerless. In the colloquial language—Siva without Sakti is Sava or
a corpse. In fact, Siva is what He is, does what He does, through Sakti
aloue. Such is the glorious conception of Sakti in Srikagtha-Vedanta.
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Hence, Srikantha beautifully explains the nature of Para-Prakrti
thus :—

6 wgar 1 feeaRfere-grafve-afe amm et
gea-Agfgfeed  AgEREFAT- AT -y afEgg-ge, Elte
o@-fe: ET: fEeE #eT 9 saew daf | agsafaE
AR GiRa-aAn e E- A B T - A - g -
ﬂ%gmrﬁ%garﬁaﬁ gamed 9 # @At fEw wEeE-Ra-agsenfi-
RAICATAMRTETE 9 7 {9 |~ (=)

Such is the Glory of Para-Praksti Para-Prakrti is identical with
Para-Brahman, and makes His very existence possible and fruitful.
Thus, the essential characteristic of Brahman is that He is Ommniscient,
Omuipotent, Cause of all, Controller of all, an Object to b worshipped
by all, the Favourer of all, the Cause of Moksa, Omnipresent, and the
like. Aud His essential Names, manifesting His Nature and Attributes
are Siva, Mahedvara, Mahadeva, Rudra and the like. All these Divine
Characteristics and all these Divine Names depend wholly on the Para-
Prakrti and cannot belong to Para-Brahman without Para-Prakrti,
as stated above.

Such is the Sublime Conception of Para-Sakti, in Strikantha-Vedanta.

(2) Cidambaram or Cit akti as i'ara-Sakti.

The question here naturally arisesas to what really is this Para-
Prakrti ¥ Here Srikantha, according to his sectarian leaning, identifies
the Para-Sakti with Cidambaram or the Ether iuside the Heart-lotus.
This Conception of Cidambaram is a central one in the Saiva System
of Srikagtha, and has been repeatedly emphasised by him in his Bhagya.
This is also called “Daharakasam®, the Small Ether, and that Srikaptha
was specially attached to the Dahara-Vidya has already been stated,
(P.10)

Compare the following :—
“fafam-ngue-ate- gy Fager-safraraar  songfosw  9@®-
ez fagatgsad | @eEs mE WER-TOT | SRR
fagrsme ‘adifiy g ar gnfA T ARy sgaee @ik sffae
AW, | NAH WOEEFATNRIA Fgraeagie=as | @
qATE QTN T WA | AT B AT T 9
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AMEE T AT WARY | wErArAg 5 fapmeasfeead | =
QMBI ATNET  RAENTE  RAEagaal anew-fraafil
fagm 17 (2-2-1)

In the Scriptures, Brahman is described as “Akada-darira”,
“Satyatma”, “Pragarama”, “Mana Ananda” and like (lait. 1. 6 ). (See P, 27)
In explaining this, Srikantha here develops his fundamental conception
of Cidambaram,

First, Brahman is called “Akada-sarira”, or One who has the
Ether for His Body. Here, ““Ak#sa” means “Cidambaram” or “Para-
Prakrti”. The Sivarka-Mapi-Dipika explains the term “Cidambaram”,
thus—

‘oS -aRaTr qTRTaer Preglwiagramsad w5 |

1'hus ‘Cidambaram’ is vothing but the *Cit-Sakti of the Supreme
Lozd,

“Fagiin: TCATEET FINTSAIIR 5T PN FUR[EA HAW, A g SO
sl Sfaarg: | afaariag —ew-gfataty
( frars-wfo-fifasr ¢ 232 )

This Cit-Sakti is not a mere instrument of Brahman in His act
of creation, just as an axe is the instrument for cutting woods. But it is
also His material for creation.

In other words, Brahman creates the world out of Himself,—thus
being its Material Cause (Upadana-Karanz)—by means of Himself, {hus
being its Instrumental Cause also { Nimitta-Karana ) (See below Chap, III
the Section on “Brahman as Material and Efficient Causes” ). But as
stated above, Para-Piaksti is identical with Para-Brahman. 8o, Para-
Prakyti is both the Material and Instrumental Causes of the world. Ang,
Para-Prakgti is nothing but Cidambaram, and Cidambaram is nothing,
but Cit-Sakti. Accordingly, the Cit-Sakti of Brahman isboth the Material
and Instrumental Causes of the world. So, it is ueither Cit alone,
manifested in the Jivas, nor Acit alone manifested in material objects ;
but a combination of both, constituting the very Nature of Brabman.
That is why, in the above passage in Srikantha-Bhasya, “Parama-Prakrti-
riipa Parama-Sakti, called Cidammbaram” is described as an Infiuite Ocean,
on which numerous worlds appear and disappear like bubbles.

This Cidambara is Sat or Existence in essence,
“gia wid  agaRAgnAeArnfeIas g aisghgar dg
Fegfrgam ( frars-wf i @@ 123)
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In the world, everything is found to ‘exist’, when we perceive
them thus: “This is this, this is that’ etc, Now, this common quality of
Existence is nothing but the Existence of the Cit-Sakti, shining in all.

Again, the Cit-Sakti is Ananda or Bliss in esscuce.

Thus, the Cit-Sakti is Sat, Citand Ananda in esSence, like Brahman.
" {Sec P. 21,

It is, thus, the Praga, the basis and the support of all.
HOLATHIRTET TT-NH S-S TF- YA HIE-FET asaisray )’
(-g-23)
The Supreme Fther or Para-Prakrti is the Canse of all.

As in the case of Brahman, so in the case of the Para-Sakti, too,—
wlhich is Para-Prakrti or the Cidambaram, identical with Him—it is,
Ananda or Bliss tat coustitutes the core. Heuce, Srikal.ﬂ,ha refers to
the blissfulness of Para-Sakti often, thus ;

‘TR AE-H-EE: ST TCHAIFIREST TORRE: AR g |7
(t-2-2g)
Para-Sakti, Para-Prakrti or Parakasa is of the same nature as

Brahmau, Hence, Para-Sakti has been referred to as “Ananda-Maya” in
the Scriptures.

That the Para-Sakti is Daliarakasam is also repeatedly mentioned'
by the Dahara-Piijaka Srikaptha :—
“oRATET T TR (4343 )
“HRATEERT T qEUSNSTRANHATGIUE e " ( -3-23 )
‘s IEURL: TWEC 17 ( 3aY)
TR TEUHR-TATGE A TAEAC SUET, 5 g JEUFEN WA -IHR-
EA-UMTAE A A FT-Af:, eI SRyrTEaAfa T 7
(t3-18)
The Supreme Lord is the Daharakéasam, as it aloue possesses all the
qualities of Brahman, like ‘freedom from sins, ete. So, the Lord is not

jnside the Daharakasam, but is Himself Dabarakasam which is but
Cidambaram.

(3) U: aor Maya as Fara-Sakti.

We have seen that, Para-Sakti is Para-Prakrti, Para-Prakrti is
Cidambaram or Cit-Sakti, Cidambaram is Daharakadam. Now, we reach
the consuuimation of this Coucept of Sakti iu that Supreme Concept of
Uma, as Para-Sakti of Para-Brahman, as Para-Prakiti, as Cit Sakti, as
Cidambaram, as Daharakasam.
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As shown above, this Para-Praketi Umd or Maya is the very essence
of Para-Brahman and identical with Hiru., Without Her, He is absolutely
powerless ; without Him, She, too, is equally powerless. Thus, thereis a
close relationship of reciprocity between the two, Creation is possible
ouly through the co opetation of both, and not otherwise. Referrmg to
this fundamental Cosmological Theory of his Vedanta-System, Srikagtha
says : -

“HrArr aFF-IEGE aLARIEE AREATA- - HATUR | 991 IFAr -
TR §HAT REAALT §41 7 A7 wErar sngnafe ey
f g aenmE Al FN-AEEaTIE A GREUT SRa-SaTEaa-Sgi

qedsfrsT WA 0 ( 4-y-R9)

Maya is Prakgti, or the root Material Cause of all, and Brahman
possesses Mayd as His Sakti, Gupa, Sarira ete. From Maya alone the world
canrot result, nor from Bralunau alone, but from Brahman, the Mayina,
together with His Power of Maya. Just as nails, hair ete. caunnot spring
from the body alone or from the soul alone, but from the body together
with the soul, so is the case here. { Sec below Chap. 111 under the Section

n “Refutation of the First Objection against Brahma-Karapa-Vada®),

So, when we conceive of Brahman, we have to conceive of Him not
alone, but together with Maya or Uma. That is why, Srikantha repeatedly
refers to Brahman as “Umapati”, “Umanatha” and the like, thus :—

‘g fafam-gaa-ree  faags-duaearaage Adhra-agea-
TARTET SHIY: TR fga-reaaeg iy fAsfuas 1” (e-t-’y)

Para-Braliman, the Lord of Uma, is the Lord of the whole universe,
free from all blemislies due to faults and worldly desires.

“qriigaced smaEE gEt-grRdE-aemfaan e afasa )’ ((3-e8 )
Paramesdvara, the Companion of Uma, is to be worshipped iuside the
Small Heait-Lotus.
“F; TG ETEd G TR AL-aArd o Aw gEt-gndsn-aaat-
EfBEEaITAET -wgTraAta T fagg 1" ( t-3-RR)

The Supreme Light, Supreme Brahman, accompanied by Um4, is to
be worshipped inside the Small Ether in the Heart-Lotus.

- ERAFFEIA-TARE FEITE eET SREFK a%d-dan
fagfa-g9% SR aZAEFHAT SIEITITERE wEEh el (3R

T'he direct vision of the Supreme Brahinan, variegated with the
Parama Sakti Uma, leads to His attainment.
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“GUE-RRAY; TIAF Jua: 90y AEETRT qW-OEn A afkaer
fifsen TREEET YA qarEfeE 9 fad )7 ew¢)

The Supreme Lord, who is the Witness of all, Omniscient, Beyond

darkuess, ‘T'ranscendent over thie world, is said to be the Source of all and

the Material Cause of all, as accompanied by aud endowed with
Parama-Sakti Uma.

“OTERET | TUA-SU-ST R IA-RAEaN | NEIFRE  ae g’
qU gaafs m” ( 3-3-t] )

Here, by a clever device, “Uma” has been shown to be the same as
the famous “Prapava” or Om, with a slight variation in its order. Thus
Pranava or Om means A+ U + Ma, In the case of ‘Uma’, however, we have
U+Ma+A.

sqERrE Al Gafwaed fAfAsR Rt o sw gatadut fefe |
(%-2t)

The Changeless Supreme Bralimau, variegated by U3, is the
Highest of all.

Para-Sakti Uma is, indeed, identical with Para-Brahmau. Yet it
is repeatedly said that Para-Brahman is “Sabalita-Rapa” or “Sabalikyta”
or made variegated in colour by Uma. 7This is meant for showing that
Brahman is not Nirvisesa or devoid of all differences, whatsoever, as held
by the Advaita School. Brahman has no Sajatiya-Bheda or difference
from some one or some thing helonging to the same class; and “Vijatiya-
Bheda” or difference from some one or semething belonging to another
class, Yet He has Svagata-Blieda or internal differences (See P. 37). His
attributes and powers constitute His Svagata-Bheda. From this standpeint,
Uta being Brahman's power, constitutes His Svagata-Bheda. That is why,
it has been said in Saivagama, or Saiva Holy Works, that the Lord is
Black and T'wany because of Umz, His Supreme Power (Para-Prkrti)
In this way, His Para-Sakti Uma lends Variety, Colour, Beauty, Glory
and Grandeur to Siva’s Form, and is the very Core of His Being, the
very Essence of His Nature, the very Basis of His Existence.

Such is the strangely wouderful Conception of Siva-Sakti in Saiva
Philosophy. Salkti is identical with Siva, vet different from Him ; Sakti
is Siva’s part, yet necessary to complete and froetify Him ; Sakti is wholly
dependent on Siva as His Powsr and Attribute, yet Siva is wholly
dependent on Her for being what He is and doing what He does. Such a
Superb Paradox is, indeed, unique in the History of Philosophical
Speculation. But is it really an Inexplicable Mystery, a matter of Pure
Mysticism, beyond the range of all reasoning and comprehension ?

7
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(4) Real Implications of the Concept of Siva-Sakti.

But we make bold to assert that really there is no Paradox, no
Mystery, no Mysticism in any Concept of Indian Philosophy. It is, of
course, asserted by all Indian Sage-Philosophers with very appropriate
modesty that—

“sfn: &g 3 Tan T A IRT A —

“The ideas that are beyond ordinary thought should not be made
subjects of argutnentation.”

Still, while admitting that deep, profound phiiosophical ideas cannot
be proved by ordinary means of proof or sources of knowledge, they never
say that these are to be accepted merely on trust, as matters of blind faith
and unquestioning acceptauce. For, there are such things as higher
means of Proof, higher sources of Knowledge or higher kinds of
Perception and Inference which lead to a full comprebension here. And,
our revered Indian sages have given clear evidences for such higher
categories of knowledge in their inspired utterances and writings all
throughout,

So, the Paradox of this fundamental concept of Siva-Sakti has been
beautifully resolved by them. This, las been doue by the celebrated
Indian Doctrines of Prema, Maya and Lila.

(i) The Concept of Prema

The absolutely unguenchable thirst of Indiaa Philosophers for
Unity and Universality bas led them inevitably to the basic Concept
of the One—One Supreme Self : Paramatman, One Supreme God : Para-
mesdvara, One Supreme Absolute s Para-Brahman. ‘This Supreme Self,
Supreme God, Supreme Absolute is Eternal and Unchanging, Full and
Perfect, eternally and fully Consummated, eternally and fully Satisfied,
eternally and fully Pure. So, He has no need for anything,—kuowledge,
happiness, perfection, purity, fuluess. Hence, He has also no
need for any activity at all, Thus, we have the conception of a Static
Deity, or Reality, who, from all eternity simply *Is"—One and Alone.
without a second, withont any companion, without any communion
with auy one, without any activity or transformation of any kind
whatsoever., From the strictly Philosophical standpoint, such a Great
and Grand conception has, indeed, a majestic beauty of its own, that has
never failed to capture the imagination of Great Minds. Hence, in the
History of Philosoplty, we meet with many an attempt to reach such a
Oune and Universal Being, and rest there,

But the Jure of the perceptible world, with all its beauty and
ugliness, pleasures and pains, virtues aud vices, is, indeed, very great.
After all, the philosopher himself springs from the soil of the earth, and
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the earth cannot be ignored. It has to be faced, it has to be tackled, it
has to be explained. Hence, even striect Monists, like Saml—:ara, have to
bring in Mayi to explain the phenomeual and ultimately false world.

But to the Monotheists, this idea of an eternally static or inactive,
eternally alone, eternally satisfied Absolute has no charm. The idea of a
Personal God is a rich, warm, sweet one, where all the elements of a
humanly imaginable perfect personality are taken to reach their highest
perfection in one Graund, Full, Perfect Whole. Whether this procedure
is epistemmologically correct or not, mataphysically real or not, ethieally
useful or not—is not the point at issue here. 'The point is that the
inner impluse, the eternal cravings of man for communion with
God are not satisfied unless and until the Being towards whom
these are inevitably directed is realised as a Personal Being,
whom he can revere and love and who also can love him and feel for him.
Unless we can believe this ficmly, there cannot be any Religion for us
at all.

Thus, Religion essentially means a Personal Conception of God. And,
such a Personal Conception cannot, evidently, be the Conception of a
Cold, Neutral, Deity, devoid of all feelings. Hence, we tonceive of God
as essentially a Loving God {Prema-maya). But Love (Prema or Priti)
is a relative term—it essentially means a relation between one who
loves and one who is loved. However, God being Omnipresent, there
cannot be any one outside Him to love ; so He lcves Himself, loves the
Jivas that are within Himself, Here, the Jivas are only His parts, and
if Hislove be exhausted in the Jivas ouly, theu it will remain only partial.
Undoubtedly, according to those Monotheistic Schools that believe
in a God of Love, God’s fullest love is given unstintingly to His each
and every devotee, who iz His Other Self. Still here, His fullest love
is given, after all, to a mibuetest (Anu) Jiva—and this conception
fails to satisfy the eternal cravings of the Jiva itself for the fullest
manifestation of God's love. That manifestation can only be in His
Own Self, and for that, a duality, so to speak, between God and His Own
Self has to be conceived of, llere God loves His Own Self, the loving
nature of God finds the fullest consummation of His fullest love in His
own fullest Self. It is this Self that is Uma, Siva’s Para-Sakti.

(i) The Concept of Maya

Thus, Uma is the very Self {Svariipa) of God, so identical with Him,
yet for making the concept of Love plansible, is taken also to be different
from Bim. In this way, Uma makes Siva's Love possible, and thereby
other attributes and functions, on His part. She is also taken to be the
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Attribute (Gupa) and Power (Sakti) of the Lord, For, Nature (Svariipa),
Attribute (Guga) and Power (Sakti) are uothing separate—Nature is
manifested in Attributes and Powers, Attributes and Powers make up
Nature. No doubt, Attributes and Powers are parts of Nature and are
Svagata-bhedas of the Whole. So Uma las been purposely called an
Attribute and a Power of Siva, to show Her identify-in-difference also
from Him. This Attribute, this Power is not a partial one, as in other
cases, but it is a Supreme Attribute (Para-Gupa;, a Supreme Power
(Para-Sakti), identical with Him.

In this way, Uma is the Svartipa of Siva, so identical with Him ;
Para-Guga and Para-Sakti of Siva, so identical, yet different from Him.
She is one with Him, yet completes Him ; depends ou Him, yet makes Him
possible (See above P. 51'. Because of all these apparently paradoxical
relationships between the two, Uma is called Maya, a Mystic and a Magic
something ; not ouly that, a wonderful aud an enchanting something. She
is, of course, Suddha-Maya, as distinguished from Asudha-Mayaor Prakrti
(Sa. 4-4-22 SM,D. 2-2-36). The conception of Oue, Full, Static God is
quite clear to the discerning mind. But the conception of One, apparently
becoming Dnal, vet remaining One in Essence, is not so clear, That is
why, thisis a conception of Maya. This conception lias never failed
to capture the imagination and enthral the hearts of the Monotheistic
thinkers of Madhurya-Bhakti School, or, the School according to which
the relation between God and Souls is a sweet, intimate, Personal one.
For, what sweeter vision can there be than that of Siva, playing lovingly
with Himself, making Himself dependent on Himself, bifurcating
Himself, again, drawing that part to Himself in one Great and Grand
Cirele ? Like a Mayavin, Magician, the Lord plays with His own Maya,
manifesting His loviug, playful, joyous Nature to the fullest in that way.

(i) The Concept of Lila

Thus, this Concept of Maya makes inevitably for that of Lila. The
God of Religion is a loving, playful, joyous God, playing with Himself,
with His Jivas, His parts ; and also with His Entire Self or Sakti. The
whole relation between Siva and Sakti is, thus, nothing but ose of Lila, or
Supreme Divine Sport ou the part of God. Not out of any necessity,
but, on the contray, because He lias no needs to get rid of, no ends to
attain, no desires to fulfill—the Lord engages Himself in this ethereal
sport with Himself in love and joy, bliss and beauty, fulness and
perfection, Through this Divine process of Dividing and Uniting,
Giving away and Tsking Back, Enjoying and being Enjoyed, the
Hver-Complete God completes Himself anew, so to speak, and
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manifests His combined, complete Nature or Bliss in the form of the
Universe. That is why, the creation of the world has been deseribed
as a mere “Lila” or Sport and Frolic on His part. (See below Chap. 111
the Section on “Refutation of the Sixth Objection agaiust Brahma-
Karana-Vada").

Thus, the Concept of Siva-Sakti, iz nothing paradoxical or self-
contradictory. Metaphysically, as pointed out above, an absolutely
Abstract Absolute cannot create, canuot manifest liself,~ only a Concrete
God can do so, and Sakti supplies this concreteness to the Creator Gnd.
Theologically, also, such an Abstract Absolute is totally unrsatisfactory,
and Sakti supplies life, beauty aud bliss to the God of love and prayer. In
this way, the Concept of Sakti is logically necessary to Monotheistic
Schools, This Sakti is Maya—the most hidden, most suysterious, most
wonderful aspect of God; Sakti is Uma (to Saivas), or Radha (to
Vaisnavas)—the most beautiful, most blissful, most enchanting aspect of
CGod, 'Thus, God is One and Indivisible, no doubt, yet He is Richest in
contents, and has, accordingly, numerous aspects. The combination of all
thege aspects is Para-Sakli Uma or Radha, as the case may be.

As a matter of fact, a Concrete, Full, Rich, Warm, Dynamic
Personality is best expressed through the relation between two. So, even
the great and age-old Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, which propounds a most
sublime form of Monism, asserts unequivocally :—

“g & 99 W qENIRTR 9 T, | fivaeee )
( TEARTEHRATE 1% 3 )

“He did not feel pleasure. Hence, none can feel pleasure alone, He
desired for a second.”

This desire for a second is not a sign of any want, defect or imper-
fection on the part of God—it is but essential to His fundamenial sweet,
loving, playful Nature, finding expression within Himself in a sweet,
loving frolic with Himself, as both the One and the Other, as both the
Lover and the Beloved, as both the Player and the Object of Play, as both
the Enjoyer and the Object to be enjoyed. [ See below Chap. III (IT 6 ii)
under the Section on: "Refutation of the Sixth Objection against
Brahma-Karana-vada.”] From the standpoint of God, this is the logical
justification and philosophical necessity for Para-Sakti. For, God cannot,
evidently, be taken to be Lila-Maya, Ananda-Maya, Prema-Maya, Full of
Frolic, Bliss and I.ove, unless He thus sports with, enjoys and loves
Himself in the form of ‘Another.’

From the standpoint of Men, as already stated, the Concept of Sakti
is necessary both from the philosophical and religious points of view.

Thus, from all points of view, this Supreme and Sublime Concept of
Siva-Sakti is an eminently reasonable oue.
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(5) Real Implications of Sakti as Cidambaram or Daharakassm

As we bhave seen, Para-Sakti is identified in Srikantha's System as
the “Cidambaram” or “Daharakadam”. As a matter of fact, Paramesvara
Himself is identical with the same. So, naturally a question may be raised
as to why the Bhiima Mahan, the Great and the High Lord or His Para-
Sakti, identical with Him, has been ideutified with tomething so
infinitely small as the “Cidambaram” or the "Daharakasam”. ‘This tneans
the Akasa or the Ether inside the heart-lotus of the Jiva who is Ayu or
atomic iu size Hence the Ether within the atomic heart-lotus must
itself be still smailer. So, how can the All-pervasive Lord aund His
Para-Sakti be identical with this Smallest Ether within the heart ?

First, this identification of the Supreme God with this “Small
Ether” has a deep meaning, both from the plilosophical and religious
standpoints. Philosophically, the Jiva is Anu, or atomic or infinitely
small, no doubt. But still it is similar to Brahman, the Vibhu, the
Infinitely Vast. Hence, although Anw, it has within itself the Vibhu
Paramesvara.

The heart of the Jiva is conceived to be like a Lotus (Hradaya-
Pundarika), with its thousand petals spread on thousand sides. Many
are the mystic interpretations given by different thinkers of this
Heart-Lotus and its Petals. But leaving all these aside and considering
the matter from a simple, direct, non-technical standpeint, it might
very well be said that this beautiful conception of the Heart-Lotus with
its spreading petals, implies the gradual spreading, core by core, of the
inner essence, the inlierent glory and the infinite grandeur of human
nature.

i}y The Concept of Panca-Kosa

According to the celebrated "Doctrine of Five-fold Sheaths”
{Pafica-Koga), as propounded in the Taittiriya Upanisad (Tait. 2.), the Jiva
consiste of five sheaths (Kosa), viz. Auna(Food or Body nourished by Food),
Praga (Vital-breath), Manas (Mind), Vijnana Philosophical Knowledge)
and Ananda (Bliss)., But its real and final nature is Ananda or Bliss. So
the outer sheaths are to be gradually pealed off till the innermost Core is
reached. That is why, in the Tattiriya Upanisad, we have higher and
higher conceptious of the Self as Anna, Pranga, Manas, Vijfitna aud Ananda.
In this way, mere Physical Personality (Annamaya Atman), is elevated to
a Living Parsonality (Pranamaya Atman), that toa Rational Personality
{Manomaya Atmaun}, that to a Discerning Personality (Vijfidnmaya Atman),
and that, finally, to a Blissful Personality (Anandamaya Atinan).

Thus, the Jiva at first realises itself to be a Physical Being or
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identifies its own Self, Atman, with the Anna, or Food or the Physical
Body, sustained by Food ; then it realises itself to be a Living Being,
an Animal, distinct from inanimate, material, objects and ideuntifies its own
Self, Atman with Praga, or the Vital-breath, the animating Principle of
Physical Life or Life in the Physical world ; then it realises itself to be a
Thinking Being, a Rational Animal, distinct from all other animals, and
identifies its own Self with Manas, or Mind, the iustrument of empirical
knowledge ; then it realises itself to be a Discerning Being, a knower,
distinct from all other rational animals, and identifies its own Self with
Vijtana or Philosophical Knowledge, the real nieans to Salvation (Moksa) ;
theu it realisss itseli to be a Blissful Being, distiznict from all other
knowers, and identifies itself with Ananda, or Bliss, the estence of the
Self, as it really is.

In this way, the more does the Jiva realise its true nature, the mote
does the petals of its Heart-Lotus expand, and the more dees Ananda
manifest jtself as permeating its innermost being and filling its life with
peace and bliss.

Now, the Cidambaram or the Dahardkdsa is the vast expansion
within this quantitatively small, yel qualitatively great Heart-Lotus.
When the Jiva comes to realise itself as Ananda, its Heart-Lotus is
fragrant with that Ananda, with all the petals expanded fully in Ananda.

Then, the Ether within the Heart-Lotus too, is Ananda, through and
through. In fact, in that state, the innertnost core of the Heart-Lotus is
manifested as Ananda in essence and hence the Ether within it is also so.
In that state, this Ether is nothing but the Ananda-maya God, and
the Kvandamoyl Sakti, Thus, from the metaphysical standpoint, the
identification of the Cidambaram or the Dalarakasam with God and Sakti
is quite justifiable. It simply shows that the very essence, core or nature
of Jiva is identical with that of Brahman, For, the Cidambaram or the
Daharakasam represents the innermost being, the real essence, the basic core
of the Jiva ; and in this regard, here, the Jiva is absolutely identical with
Brahman, According to Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta, Jiva and
Brahman are identical in essence, but different in qualities and powers,
so that the Jiva is neither absolutely identical, nor absolutely different
from Brahman, but similar to Him, being both identical with and different
from Him. (See below Chap. VI under the Section on: ““The Relation
between Brahman, Jiva and Jagat™) The Doctrine of Cidambaram or
Daharakasam represents this identity of esseunce between Jiva and Brahman
in a beautiful, enchanting manner. This is the metaphysical justification
of the identity of the Cidambaram or Daharakasam with the Para-Sakti,
for the matter of that, with Paramesvara Himself, as found in the system
of SrIkautha.
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From the standpoint of Religion, no less, the above Doctrine is quite
justifiable, From this standpoint, different kinds of Worship or
Meditation have beeu enjoiued in the Scriptures. But amongst all these,
naturally, that on God as the Innermost Self, as identical with the self of
the worshipper, is by far the best. And, Dahara-Vidya or the Meditation
of God inside the Daharakadam represents this Supreme Identity., That is
why, it has been taken to be the best form of Meditation by Srikantha.
{See P, 10}.

Thus, it may be safely concluded that the Supreme and Sublime
Doctrine of Cidambaram or Dalardkiasam is nothing absurd or impossible
from any standpoint whatsoever.

V Activities of Bratman

The Panca-krtya or the Five-fold Activities of Brahinan have been
referred to above, (See P 2.). The main of these is the first one, viz
Creation, the rest following from it.

(a) Brahman 2s Cre:tor, Sustriner and Destroyer of the Universs

Oue of the fundamental Problems of Philosophy is that of Creation.
In fact, all philosophical strivings arise from the basic cosmological
guestion : “What exactly is the self, the ‘1. What exactly is the world,
the ‘Not-1'; How did they come and where will they go ?” Hence, in
any System of Philosophy, these questions have to be tackled first.

Hence, in the Brahma-Sftras also, after the preliminary Siitra
“Athato Brahma-Jijnasa” “Then, therefore, there is a desire to Lknow
Brahmat” {Br-Sii. I. 1. 1.%, the second one, begiuning the topic, is
“Tanmadasyz Yatah”, “From whom arise the origination and the rest
of the world” (Br. 8. 1. 1. 2.). Thus, the primary, fundamental mark
of Brahman has been taken to be Creatorship aud the rest of the Universe.
(See P. 20. Also P. 35).

But the gquestion may be asked: Why should Brahman alone be
takeu to be the Single and Supreme Cause of the entire Universe of souls
aud matter 7 For, there are many other possible alternatives, such as,
material atoms {(Paramapu) of the Nyaya-Vaidegika Systems, Frakrti
(Primary Material Cause) of the Samkhya-Yoga Systems, the Jiva
(Individeal Soul’, Hiranyagatbha (Collection of Individual Souls),
Vispu or some other Deity, aud so on. In commen with all other
Monotheistic Schools of the Vedaunta. Srikantha, too, holds that none
of the above can evar bz taken to be the cause of the world, For example,
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the material atoms, being unconscious and non-intelligent, can never
fashion this vast and variegated universe, showing clear signs of
intelligence, The Paramanu-Karana-Vada or Atomic Theory of the
Nyaya-Vaidesika System has been criticised by Srikantha in the Tarka-
Pada, the Section comcerned with the criticism of rival theories (Br. Si.
© 2,2, 10 =18}, The unconscious Prakrti or Pradhina of the Samkhya-Yoga
Systems, too, has to be rejected on the same grounds. This Pradhana-
Karaga-Vada or Doctrine of the Causality of Pradhana, too, has been
repeatedly criticised by Srikantha all throughout, aud also separately in the
above Tarka-Pada (Br. S4. 2.2. 1-9). (See below under the Section on:
“Refutation of Rival Theories”.) T'o hold that the Jiva is the creator of the
Universe is simply absurd. (e, g. Br.$Su 1.1, 16). Equally absurd isto
hold that Hirnyagarbha, the aggregate of the Jivas ( Jiva-Samasti-rapa ),
{e. g Br. Sit. I. 1, 17—20} can be the cause of the Universe. All these, the
Jiva, Hirapyagarbha, Visnu and the like are themselves created by
Brahman, So, how can they be taken to be the First Cause ? Now, all
these really do not require much argumeutation, and the only conclusion
that can be accepted is that :—

“Srm-anE-dar-ragnal fafag-aramRe ras s ags-
WWEAT asa-sTrsAfgETat vafa 1 (e-1-2)
$iva, Mahadeva, the Great God alome, can be the Cause of the

creation, maintenance and destruction of the Universe. [ See below
Chap. I1I the Section on : “Braliman as Creator”, ]

(2) Brahman as Material and Efficient Causes.

Now, a cause may be of two kinds, material cause or Upadana~
Kdrana and instrumental or efficient cause, or Nimitta-Karapa, We may
here take an ordinary example. A potter takes a lump of clay, and then
by means of certain instruments, like wheels, rods etc., produces a
clay-jar etc. Here, this lump of clay is the material cause; while the
potter himself, with his instruments and the like, is the efficient cause,
The material cause is actually transforined into the form of the effect;
and for that reason, ordinarily by the term “Cause,” the material cause
js understood. But the efficient canse, though not actually transformed
into the form of the effect, is yet necessary for the final production of the
effect. In the example cited above, the lump of clay cannot by itself
become the clay-jar etc.—for that, the thought, desire, energy etc, of the
potter and his actual work, as well as the power of wheels ete. are also
equally necessary. ‘Thus, for the production of the effect, the co-operation
or combination of the material cause and the efficient cause is essential,

In the world, it is found that the material and efficient camnses ére
B
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mutually different. In the above example, the efficient cause, viz. po.ter
with his instruments, is quite different from the material cause, viz. the
lump of clay. The efficient cause here is an intelligent agent who knows
how to handle and make use of certain special kinds of instruments ete.
for getting a particular kind of object ; while the material cause is a
physical object outside him. So, when we say that Brabman is the Canse
of the world, the question naturally arises as to whether He is only the
Material Cause, or only the Efficient Cause, ot both,

First, it is absurd to hold that Brahman is only the material cause.
For, then, who is there to fashion Brahman into the form of the universe ?
So, what efficient eause, capable of haundling such a supremely vast Being
as Brahman as material, can there ever be outside Brahman ? Secondly,
for the same reason, Brahman cannot be only the Efficient Cause, for, there
cannot be any material object outside the Omnipresent Brahman. There
are Schools, of course, which bave propounded this strange theory. But
these inevitably make Brahman limited, i.e non-omnipresent and
non-ominipotent,

Accordingly, the only possible conclusion here is that Brahman is
both the Material and Efficient Causes of the Universe. Hence, He is
called repeatedly “Ubhaya-Karapa” : Twofold Cause, by Srikaptha in his
Bhasya. Compare the following amongst others :—

T AET: AR TG FRAA-GRA | TR TGATE, 7] = 7
(-tR)
The Great aud Glorious Brahman alone can possibly be both the

Material and Efficient Causes of the Universe. It {s because He holds
such a power that He is called Brahman
“3f: AT TR FremmAaTE ey RRirraRiTs
. a .
o EEI BN ewEfATTa-anraa At e
fffadia-ca ofegrged oo ieSremn’ faafeguivad
fhaael o FwA A ((2-1R)

In this passage, all the main characteristics of Brahman have been
clearly set forth. Thus, He is possesse! of the Six Holy Attributes,
mentioned above (P. 17); is both the Ma'erial and Efficient Causes of
the world, es*ablished by all the Scriptures ; possesses the Universe, His
own manifestation, as His body and attiibute, and thus, is One only,
without a second, of the form of Existence, Cousciousness and Bliss,

the Cause of the breaking asunder of the noose of wundane existence, and
different from the Cit and the Acit.

gy EIEI-BANTA-FTRT FEgATeRGE ARG W 7 ()
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The question may be asked as to how it is possible for the same
Brahman to be hoth the Material and Efficient Causes at one and the
same time? The clear Scriptural proof of this is the following.
celebrated passage from the Tattiriya Upanigad.

‘A Qe | qe 9 gganesaa g 1”7 (et )
“He Himself transformed His own Self, Hence He is called a Well-Doer.”

Here, when it is said : “He Himself”, that implies that He is the
Efficient Cause; and when it is said : “His own Self”, that implies that
He is the Material Cause,

In fact, as pointed out above, Brahman being All-pervasive, there
can be nothing outside Him that can be the material cause or the efficient
cause here. So, Brahman alone has to be hboth. Here, Srikantha
propounds the common, Morotheistic Doctrize of Paripama. “Parinama”
means “actual trausformation™. Here, the material cause is actually
transformed into the form of the effect. E. G, the Inmp of clay is
actually transformed into the form of a clay-jar etc. This Parinpima-Vada
follows from Sat-Kafya-Vada, or the Doctrine that the cause contains the
effect from the wvery begiuning in a potential form, and is, then,
transformed into the effect through the instrumentality of the efficient
canse. E. G. milk is transformed into butter, through the precess of
charning,

In the very same manner, Brahman is actually transformed into
the form of the Universe of souls and matter, and so far He is the
Material Cause. But, He Himself effects this transformation, and so
far He is the Efficient Cause,

(3) &rahman as the Material Cause of the World or Parina.cava’a

Now, let us consider, first, as to how Brahman can be taken to be
the Material Cause of the world,

(i} First Obj ction against Parinama-Vada

Two very legitimate objections may be raised here. These have
been met by Srikaptha ingeniously in Sfitra-Bhasya L 4. 27, for example,

The first objection may be set forth as follows :—
TR PITEIE- 29599 - 59 TH-A18 et a6k fua-ana-de-ae-
HE Fradw- TR0 frgu-frafag-das: sowdia: s g
(t4-3v)
That is, the cause and the effect must be similsr in nature, for,
it is the cause itself that is trausformed inte the form of the effect.
Thus, a lump of clay is transformed into the form of a clay-jar ; a lump
of gold is transformed into a gold ornament, and so on. But, alump
of clay cannot become transformed intoa gold ornament; or a lump of
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gold cannol become transformed into a clay-jar. But, here Brahman is
absolutely pure, faultless and an ocean of limitless, auspicions attributes ;
while the Universe is an abode of ignorance, impurity, and all bad
qualities. Hence, how can Brahman be transformed into the form of the
world ? So, at best, Brahman can be ‘aken to be only the Nimitta-
Katapa or Efficient Cause of the Universe, and never its Material Cause.
{Sece below Chap. 1I1 the Section on: “First Objection against Brahma-
Karana-Vada".)

(i) Second Objection against Parinama-Vada

The second objection is as follows :—
o
‘g1 HRU-FArEREN & oftonr: gEerafiea et i
gR | w9 ATEASTOA SR R A (LgR)

That is, “Parinpama” or transformation means changes on the part of
the object transformed. That is, it means that the object transformed
gives up its former form aud assumes a new one. But how cansucha
change of form be ever possible on the part of an Immutable, Ever-Pure
Being ? For, all changes mean either changes for the better, or changes
for the worse, Now, no change for the better is possible on the part of a
Being who is the Best Being from the very beginning, from all eternity.
And, it goes without saying that no change for the worse is possible on
His part. So how can such an Ever-Perfect Being ever change or be
transformed into the form of the universe ?

(iii) Refatation of the Objections against Parinama-Vada

Srikagtha replies to both the objections in Satra-Bhagya 1-4-27
thus :—

Duting Pralaya or Dissolution, there is no manifested universe, no
distinctions of Cit and Acit, souls and matter, no names and forms ; but
there is only Brahman, One only without a second. Then, the Cit and the
Acit which are Saktis or Powers of Brahman, remain merged in Him, in a
potential, unmanifested form. This is the Causal State of Brahman, and is
called “Darkness.” Then, there issues forth from Him, the Light of
Suprenie ntelligence or Parma Prajta or Jnana-Sakti, due to which
He desires: “May I be mauy, may I procreate”. (Tait.2-6). That, is,
Brahiman with unseparated, subtle Cit and Acit as His Body, desires to
have the separated. gross Acit and Cit as His Body. Or, in other words,
He desires to manifest out of Himself the Cit and the Acit in the form of
the universe of souls and matter. Then He separates, so to speak, the Cit
and Acit out of Himself, and then, again, enters into the same, This is
the Effected State of Brahman
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This account closely follows that given in the celebrated Tattiriya
Upanisad :—

“QsEATa| Wg @ SRR W TNKER | @ e | -
g | afg few | A @yl WUGNRARR  wEguEE ) w9 SeEE,
feafeee ) faafaae o P | GENrEsT |
womaTd| R few | s gafEER | (AR E )

“He desired: ‘May I be many, may I procreate. Ie meditated.
After meditation, He created all these—whatever there is. Having created
these, He entercd into these. Having enteved into these, He became
the actual and the other, the expressible and the inexpressible, the based
and the non-based, the conscious aud the unconscious, the real and the
false —whatever there is. Hence, He is called “Satya”, the Real”.

In the same manner. Srikantha also says that Creation implies that
Brahman alone is the Cause, Brahman alone is the Effect. That is,
Brahman with the Cit and the Acit unmauifest is the Cause; Brahman
with the Cit and Acit manifest is the Effect. So, he concludes in the

above Stitra-Bhasya.
“HTER-INEI YET TSR qeee  wieE-gaaiie, e
e S
RO FEuE w19a | ( 183e)
Just as the same person has different states like childhood, youth and
the rest, so Brahman, too, has the Causal State, as well as the E ffected

State.
The real implications of this Monotheistic Parinama-Vada will be

discussed below. | Section {10) on “Further Reflections” etc. ]
(4) 1wofuld State of Brahman : « ausal of and Effected
Srikaptha repeatediy refers to this twofold state of Brahman, His
Causal State and His Effectes State, thus, for example :—
“gym-aqeA-fafaa s sraie e FRWG @ SH-FRGEET
o P o fd 0 (eey)
The Supreme Lord alone is the Cause as well as the Effect as

possessing, respectively, subtle and gress Cit and Acit Saktis as His
Body, 8o He is called the “Existent.”

“FTE-FTCQIAATRY TR SRR )7 ( -33R)
Brahman is to be worshipped in boch His Causal and Effected States.
‘ga: wufan’ fagfagfife: G SR 5@ 9 sagaen-Raiki )
(¥-39)
Hence, it stands to reason, that the Supreme Lord, with Cit and
Acit as His Attributes, is both the Cause and the Effect.
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‘The real implications of this Monotheistic Doctrine of Brahman’s
twofold state : Causal and Effected, will be discussed later on. [ Section
(10) on “Further Reflections” ete. ]

{8) Procesres of Crea'ion and Dissolution

In Siitra-Bhagya 1. 2. 9., also Srikantha refers to the above processes
of Creation and Dissolution, in greater details.

(i} State of Dissolution

‘Thus, here he says :—

During the pericd of Pralaya o1 Dissolution, Brahman draws back
into Himself the manifested universe of souls and natter. Naturally,
then there are no distinctions of names and forms, days and nights,
summers aud winters and the rest. Hence, such a state is called
“Darkness,” or a state when every thing remains merged in the Lord ;
only He, in His eternal light, remains as the eternal substratum of all.
This state is calied “Darkness”, because :(—

"It Agaravay fedy fes-ecr-edeadiat fam seEe-
gy i, #o-fRfRa-EE-s e foae aren-sTenf gifm gaa
. o

e | e, fre-ane- - Aie-arn g yEad agaer an sgeaa 7
(R-2-%)
This state of Darkness does not, of course, affect the Self-Manifest
Lord, the Witness of every thing. It only implies want of knowledge
on the part of Jiva, there beiug no world of objects to perceive, as well
as, no organs e¢tc, throngh which to perceive. There cannot also be,
then, any perception on its part, of Brahman as well, who is no doubt,
present then as Seif-manifest, yet cannot be perceived by the Jiva, devoid
of all organs of knowledge. Hence such a state of absence of knowledge,

a state of profound sleep or stupour is called *Darkness”.

At this stage, the Lord remains as the Absolute or “Kevala”,
because ;—

“H-ES-Frarg-a R i fifgaa R S8 gear ~
(t2%)
When Brahman is called the *“Absolute’” or “Kevala”, it does not
imply that He is a “Nirvidesa” or distinction-less Being, in the
Advaita Sense of the term., But it simply means that He possesses Cit
and Acit in a subtle form, without any distinctions of names and forms as
in the case of their gross forms.
T'his is the state of Pralaya or Dissolution.
(ii) State of Croation
Now, the state of Sygti or Creation,
At this stage, the Lord manifests out of Himself the subtle Cit and
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Acit endowed with names and forms, as before, and thereby creates the
universe anew according to the past Karmas of the Jivas [ See below
uader the Section ou “Refutaticn of the First Objection agaiust the
Law of Karma’ {4), included under “Refutation of the Seveuth Objection
against Brahma-Karapa-Vada”.] Here, He does not take any external
material for creation—that being impossible—as a potter takes a lump
of clay from outside, to create eclay-jar., But, His own Subtle Self
or Maya is transformed into the form of the universe,

“aEAgETETRAE qFd | B fmraalify Sa-see, a9 g
frrat gamE  S-OOCINEAT FARGSIRIT €A, au A SREE,
QuRfag wragasRr, AAfRENE [RETsHIEARS:, ' F 0w, &
WENTITAELA-GIA-ATAIET: THET 07 @IIUTFARGITIE 17 { 1=’ )

The Supreme Lotrd is the Upadana-Karana, of the form of the
Maya-Puruga, (Acit-Cit) which is nothing but the subtle form of the
Supreme Lord Himself. (Para-Prakrti)

So far Brabman is the Upaddna-Karapa or Material Cause of the
universe. (P. 46)

(6) Brahman as the Efficient Cause

Now, let us consider as to how Brahman is the Efficient Cause of
Universe, (P. 46,

First, He desires to be many, desires to manifest out of Himself
the Unmanifest Universe of souls and matter, as stated in Seripture:
“He desired : ‘May 1 be many’ ” (Tait. 2- 6.}, This He does through His
“Maya-laksnana Iecha-rapa Sakti”, through His lecha-Sakti, of the
form of Maya, or Power of Desiring. ‘““I'hen He meditated” (Tait, 2. 8),
Theun, He ponders over the new bodies etc to be created according to the
past Karmas of Jivas, This He does through “Tapas-riipika Jifiana-Sakti
or Power of Kuowledge. "He created all this’" (Tait. 2. 6, Then, He
manifests out of Himself the new universe. ‘This He does through His
“Samkalpita-Sakala-Karaya-Vidagdha Kriya-Sakti,” through His Kriya
Sakti or Power of Doing. “Having created this, He euters into it” {T'ait 2-6)
That is, He enters into the whole universe as well as into Brahmaj,
Visypu, and Rudra, who are directly responsible for Creation, Maintenance,
and Destruction,

Thus, Srikantha concludes with a note of simple faith :—
“aiyE TIOS: aveT faer afgn 7 @A 17 (%)

Who can grasp the glory of such a Omnipotent, Omniscient Siva ?
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{7) Narayana and Hiranyagarbha

In some passages, Nardyana and Hiranyagarbha have been teferred
to as creators, But really speaking, Brahman alone can be the Creator,
Sustainer and Destroyer of the entire Universe of souls and matter,

In fact, Narayana is the UpﬁdﬁumSakti of Brahman and, as such,
dependent on Brzhman (Br. Sfi. 1.2 3;4. 3. 15 Yet as, Saktiman
and Sakti are identical, and as iu this case there is uo distinction
between the Efficient and Material Causes, so Brahman, the Saktiman
and the Efficient Cause, and Visau, the Sakti and the Material Cause

are identical.
ot fre-fraarearTa- e R ey \ET-A Al 1
(-3tR)
As the Upadana Sakti or Upadana-Riipa of Brahman, Vigna, too, is
“Niratisaya-Anauda-Svabhava® or infinite bliss in essence. (Br, 5 1.3.12 )

Hiranyagarbha, on the other hand, is “Jiva-Samagti” or collection
of all individnal souls. ( Br-Stt 1. 3. 12, etc. ), or “Sakala-Karya-Samasti-
Riipa”, collection of all effects. ( Br. Sii. 4. 3. 14.). Narayapa or Visgu

is the Upadana of Hiranyagarbha and se higher than he.

“qET-FH-aARETE fETmEl, S0 AAGEENRREr,, aash 7

* - a L] ': » Q L] * [}
firaren’ fafive’ freary’ o 7 AR TRO(e® freagn e emsrfal 1
(¥-3-t¥)
Thus, Brahman or Siva, together with His Para-Sakti Uma,
{ P. 47 ) first assunics the form of Narayapa, as the Upadana-Karans
then from Narayana, the first effect Hirapyagarbha is produced ; from

that, the rest of the world. In this sense, at best, Hiranyagarbha can be
said to be the cause of intermediate eFects. or, here too, the Lord is the

teal Creator ( Br Sii. 1, 1.19. ).

Thus, Stikantha concludes :—

gt wAAm fie-dd a-afeaifafe awmemgE efkaen

RA-TER-ETT AR FaRT T-RAI-AN AT e HE - W H-a A
AT R -G S -N95NaT | Wgeiar qefmed’  fafasr
frenaa’ o A adtv el 1 (8318 )

Brahman aloune is Omniscient and, as such, free from all defects of
speech and mind, He alone has filled up the entire Universe by the
rays of His own powers. He alone has a variegated form through His

Para-8akti Um#a (P.47 , who is His inner distinction, who is the
Para-Prakrti, who is the Parama-Akasa, one mass of supreme bliss
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and’ consciousuness, who-is the entire Universe, consisting of effects, led
by Hiargyagarbha, created by Narayana, His Upadana form,

In this way, Braliman and Brahman alone is the Creator, both the
Material and. Efficient Causes of the entire Universe ;-and nome else,

(8) Brahman is not only the fficient Cause.

There are some Schools of Philosophy (e, g Nyfiya-Vaigesika')
that hold that Brahman is only the Efficient Cause of the world aud
not also its Material Cause. But the general Vedanta View is that He is
both the Material aud Efficient Causes. So, Srikantha, too, takes
special pains to refute the view thiat Brahmau is only the Efficient, and
not also the Material Cause. E.g. in “Prakrti Adhikarana” or Section
Concerning the Material Cause ( S6. 1. 4. 23~1. 4, 28.) he establishes
that Brahman is the Material Caunse, thus: -

(i) Objectioas against the Doctrine that Brahman is the Material Cause

It tay be thought here that Brahman is only the Efficient, and
not also the Material Cause, for the following two reasons :—

First, so far as our experience goes, we always find that the Material
and the Efficient Causes are mutually different. E. g. the potter, the
efficient cause, is different from the lump of clay, the material cause ;
the weaver, the efficient cause, is different fromn the threads, the material
causes and so on. So, in the case of Brahmau, too, this is the case,
and we canuot, all on a sudden, imagine a case where the two are
identieal,

Secondly, as a matter of fact, such an imagining is also absolutely
useless. As in other cases, effects are easily produced by an efficient cause
with the help of a material cause outside it, so why not here ¢

(ii) Refutation of the Doctrine that Brahmen is not the ¥ aterisl Cause

This view, Srikaptha controverts on the following grounds :—
{a} On Scriptural Grounds

First, it has been definitely asserted in Scrip.ures, that through the
knowledge of the material cause, all the effects produced out of it,
can be known. { Chand. 6 1.4.). THere, three examples have been given :
viz. of a lump of clay, a lump of gold, and a lump of jron. When
these are known respectively, ail the objects made of clay, gold aud iron
are known respectively So, according to this view, to know Brahman is
to know the world. But unless Brahman be the material cause of the
world, this is not possible, for, to know an efficient cause is never to
koow the effects. '

Secondly, Brahman Himself desires to be many, to procreate

9
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{Tait. 2.6.). This definitely proves that He is both the Efficient and
Material Causes.

Thirdly, Brahman is both of the form of the Universe {Jagadakara)
and Lord of the Universe (Jagat-Pati). “The first proves that He is the
Material Cause, the second that He is the Efficient Cause.

Fourthly, He is actually trausformed into the form of the Universe
of sculs and matter, and this may bc proved both on the grounds of
Scripture aund reason. [ For the real meaning of “T'ransformation’ see
below Pp. 7t f].

Fifthly, He alone is called the “Source” of all beings in Scriptures.
That means that He is the sole Material Cause.

So, Srikantha coucludes—

‘gl fafre’ o mea 17 (9-Re )
The Supreme Brahman is both the Material and Efficient Causes.
(iii) On Grounds of Reason

This may be proved, as a matter of fact, not only ou Scriptural
grounds, as pointed out here by Srikantha, but alse on grounds of reason,
0o less, though not mentioned by hinn

For, as pointed out above, there being nothing outside the
Omnipresent Braliman, how can there be any material cause outside Him ?
Further, Brahmaun is the only Beiug which contains the elements of both
Cit and Acit, which are transformed into the forms of individual souls
and material objects [ For the real neaning of “I'ranusformation’ see below
Pp. 71 ff }. Otherwise, we have to conceive of two separate material
causes one for the individual souls, aud one for the material objects. But
if there be two such absolutely indepeudent, uncounected and mutually
opposed material causes, these are sure to come into couflict with each
othet, making the smooth running of the Universe, which is a Cosmos
and not 4 Chaos, tinpossible.

If it be said that the Omnipotent Lord is there to briug both
into harmony with each other for the production of ome, whole
integrated Universe,-the reply is that in that case, no less, the
relation amongst the different elements will be artificial and external.
Also, if Brahman be only the Efficient Cause, He cannot be the
Inner Controller, for the matter of that, any kind of Controller of the
Universe of Souls and Matter, produced out of two material causes,
outside Him (in whatever way that be possible). For, ouce the clay-
jats ete. have been produced, what control can the potter have over the
same ¢ In fact, not only the Omuipresence, but all other special
qualities of Brahman will become impossible on His part, if there be
such an external world of souls and matter, produced out of external
material causes,
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(iii} Refutation of the Saiva View that Brahman is
not the Material Cause

In this connection, Srikantha takes special pains also to refute the
views of those Saiva Schools, which hold that Siva is only the Efficient
Cause of the world and not its Material Cause, in “Pasupata Adbikarana”
or Section called “Pasupata” { Br. Sfi. 2. 235—388). He refers to the
Schools, thns —

"oy AR A f-fagagaa-FeTEeny aqrmiRRaat AT
gRfaatas: Faa-ffree agfa ) a5 = afa 6881 (33w)

Although in the Scriptures, the Supreme Lord is definitely stated

to be both the Material and Efficient Causes of the world, yet some

Schcols of the Tantrikas, having failed to grasp properly the real meaning
of the same, have declared Him to be the Efficient Cause merely.

Here, evidently he means those Saiva Schools which take Siva to
be only the Material Cause.

This Srikantha says is opposed both to Scripture and Reason.

T'he opposing party may say here :~-By using wheels, rods ete., a
potter, who is not the Material Cause, becomes a ‘'Karta”, an Agent or
an Efficient Cause, In the same manner, the Liord is only the Efficient
Cause, while Maya { Prakyti} is the Material Cause, and Sakti is the
instrument {like wheels, rols etc. ). Otherwise, if the Iord be the
Material Cause as well, He will become inevitably subject to changes
etc.

To this, Srikantha replies as follows :—

The Lord kas no physical body, but an efficient cause has a physical
body. So, the illustration of the potter is not tothe point. For, the
potter can control tbe lump of clay through his physical orgaus ete. But
how can God, devoid of physical organs, control Prakyti, the primary
material canse ¢ If it be said that God does not control Prakrti, then
that will practically amount to the acceptance of the Samkhya view.

If it be said that, it is by no means essential that a controller should
possess a body—for, the soul, though not possessing a body, yet controls
the sense.organs—the reply is that, in that case, the Lord would become
subject to the states and processes of Pradhina, the material cause ; for
the soul, while coatrolling the seuse-orgaus, is subject to their states and
processes.

If it be said that, just as the potter controls the Inmp of clay,
different from and outside him, so is the case with the Lord, no less—the
reply is that, in that case, He becomes limited, non-omniscient ete.
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That is, as poiated out above, the very concept of a Pradhana or
Primal Matter; outside Brahman, involves self-contradiction ( P. 66)
Hence, Stikantha concludes :

“gaur 7 Faaied fafireftaes ogA: ” (/-2-35)
Qur conclusion is that the Lord is not only the Efficient Cause,
but also the Material Cause.

(9) Real Implications of the Cosmic Parinama-Vada

Above {P. 59~ 61), two main objections have been raised against
the ParinAma-Vada or the Doctrine that Bralunan as the Material Cause
is actually transformed into the formm of the universe of souls and matter.
It has also been shown as to how Srikantha tackles the problem. The real
implication of the famous Monotheistic Vedanta Doctrine of Parinama,
iz as follow : —

(i) Parinama-Vada or the Doctrine of Actual Transformation

“Parindma’’ means ‘actual transformation’. This is ordinarily taken
to be opposed to “Vivarta”, mearing “‘apparent transformation’,
“Parinama-{fada" is the doctrine of the Monotheistic Schools of the
Vedanta, while “Vivarta-Vada’ is that of the Monistic Schools of the
Vedanta., According to the first view, the cause is actually transformed
into the form of the effect, as a lump of clay into a clay-jar. Here, the
cauge and the efect are equally real. Aczcording to the second view, the
cause appears to be transformed into the form of the effect, but is not
actually so, as, duriug the rope-snmake illusion, the rope appears to be g
snake, but is never actually the snake for a single moment. Here the
so~called cause, {it is not atall a cause, as it does not actually produce
any thing or an effect at all) alone is real, not the effect. ‘

(i) FatKarya-Vada or the Dactrine of th. Prior Existence
of the Effect in the Cause

Now, both the above Doctrines are forms of the famous Indian
Doctrine of Causation, viz, Sat-Karya-Vada, according to which, as
against the rival Doctrine of Asat-Karya-Vada, the effect is potentially
contained in the cause from the very beginning, Here, we are directly
interested in the ParipAma-Vada, According to this Doctrine, the
cause first, potentially contains the effect in it as its Sakti, in an
unmanifest way, Then, through the instrumentality of the efficient
cause, that potential, latent, unmanifest effect is made actnal, patent
and manifest. Thus, milk contains butter in it in a potential
form ; later on, through the further process of charning, that
potential -butter is manifested in an actual way. Then we say that
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milk has actually become transformed into the form of the butter. So, here
creation does not mean a new beginning, an actual new production, but
only the manifestation of what was already present in an wumanifest
form,

(iiit Difficulties of Parinama-Vada

Now, how this Parinama-Vada may be applied in the ecase of
Brahman, the Cause, and the Universe, the effect, has been explained
above (P. 59). The question here is as to whether this Cosmic Parinama-
Vada is logically justifiable, or not. The two main difficulties in this
connection have beeu referred to above, {( P, 53). But really, these can
easily be got rid of, if the real implications of this Cosmic Parinama-
Vada be properly understood.

(iv) Solution of the First Difficulty : The Universe is not
Impure and Non- sentient

As has been stated above (P. 59), here, Brahman Himself is the
Cause and Himself is the Effect. So, here there is no question of
the transformation of the Ever-Pure Brahman into the form of a
different something, viz. the impure world. The objection was
raised as to how a luinp of gold cau become transformed iuto a
clay-jar (P.59). For, the effect being nothing buta transformation
of the cause, must be of the same nature as the cause. So, how can
an impure and imperfect world, the effect, arire from Pure and
Perfect God, the Cause ?

But this doubt or objection is based on a mis-conception. For,
here, the effect, itsell, the world itself is nothing but Brahman
Himself, Nay, it is even sweeter, more beautiful, more blissful than
that—it is Ananda-ropigi Uma Herself, embodying all the beauty
and bliss, glory and graudeur of Brahman |Br. Si. Bhagya 4-3 14)
{P. 52) So who dares say t“at the world is in esseunce impure and
imperfect ? Of course, from the merely worldiy point of view, it appears
to be 50 ; but really, it is Brahman and His Para-Sakti in essence. From
this real point of view alone, can the celebrated Scriptural statement :
“From Bliss, verily, all these beings arise ; in Bliss, when born, are they
‘sustained. to Bliss do they retuin” {T'ait 3-6) be taken t2 be true. So, the
world is not a new effect from God, so that the question might arise as to
how God can produce a new effect that is totally different from Himself.
(See under the Section on “Refutation of the First and Third Objections
against Brahma-Karaya-Vada).

It has beeu said above that Prahman hclds all defects in Him,
yet Himself remains Pure{ P, 18); again, that Brahman remains Pure,
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though Immanent in the impure Jiva-Jagat (P, 31—382). Now, all these
statements are true only from the ‘empirical’, and not from the
‘transcendental’ standpoint /P, 72, See below the Section on “Concluding
Remarks : Lila and Karma —‘empiricat’ standpoint is not false, as held
by the Adwvaitins, but only incomplete, being a standpoint of Jivas.
But from the tranzcendental standpoiut or standpoint of Brahman—
the Universe, as shown above, is neither defective, nor impure. (P, 69}

{v) Solution of the Second Difficulty : Brahman has
Transformation, but ne Change

From this standpoint, the second objection, too, aganist this Cozmic
Parinama-Vada can be easily refuted. It is the question as to how
Brahman, the Immutable, the Ever-Perfect, Ever -Satisfied, Ever-Full
Being can ever be subject to changes as the above “Parigama-Vada®
essentially implies, But here, too, it may be pointed out, as before, that
here there is no change of one thing to a new, different some thing; but
the same Brahman is transformed into Himself, So, it canuct involve any
change on His part. 1f one changes into himself, that is not really any
‘change’, for the self or the essence remains just the same always. One may
manifest one’'s powers o- keep these unmanifest, but that does not mean
any change in one's own nature or essence, A mechanic may weild or
maunifest his power and produce a particular kind of machine ; or way not
actually do so. But that never means that lhis whole nature changes. In
this case, the material cause of the machine liss outside the mechanic,
the efficient cause, and the effect produced, ioo, is a thing totaily outside
the agent. Still, it does not invoive any change on his part. But, in
the case of Brahman's Causality, the Malerial Cause is Brahman Him#elf,
the effect produced is Brahman Himselt, not outside( which is impossible,
He being omnipresent ), but inside Himself,

Thus within His Universal Bosom, Brahman engages Himself
in this Cosmic Play with Himself, with His Para-Sakti (P.52)
{See also the Section on “Refutation of the Sixth Objection against
Brahma-Karaya-Vada ). So, what question can there of mutability
o the part of Bralian? When manhood is unmanifest, a person
is a child ; when it is manifest, he is a youth, but he does not change
to becomme two different persons for this reasom. {P. 61) In the same
manner, Brahmau with unmanifest Cit and Acit is the Cause; with
manifest Cit and Acit is the effect—the very same Braliman remaining
one and the same all throughout.

The real implications of this will be discussed below. [ Pp., 71 {{ ]

Other objections in this conunection, will be dealt with below. ( See
under the Section: “Refutation of Objections against Brahma-Karana-
Vada).
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{(10) Further Reflections on the ‘Parinamitva’ and ‘Nirvikaratva’
of Brahman.

As pointed ont above (P, 80, one of the ntost formidable difficulties
that Monotheistic Systewns of the Vedanta have to face is regatding the
Doctrine—essential to their theoty that the Universe is real aud an effect
of Brahmau—that Brahman, as the Cause, is actually, and not only
apparently, transformed into the form of the Universe of soulsand matter,
yet Himself remains untransformed or unuchanged. Thus, Brahman is
‘Paripami’ or transformable, yet ‘Nirvikara' or unchangeable.

(i} The Problem of Reconciling Transformation' with
‘Unchangeableness’.

Now, Transformation ot Paribdma, and ‘Change’ or 'Vikara' ate
practically synenyms. Or, rather, ‘Paripgima’ is a kind of ‘Vikara’, and as
such ‘Parinama’ essentially involves changes Xor example, when a lump
of clay, the cause, is transformed into the form of a clay-jar, an effect, then
the lump of clay esseutially and unavoidably changes. That is, for
example, it gives up its former, original black celour, round form and
zoft state, and becomes red in colour, obleng iu shape and hard, due to
being burnt in the furnace and the like. Further, its function: also change,
As a mere lump, it cannot fuuction as a waler-jug ; but as a jar it cau.

Of course, here the Advaitaor Monistic Schools of the Vedanta would
say that such changes of colour, shape, state, function and so ou do not
at all constitute real chauges—as here the substance ‘clay’ does not change.
It is the samte clay that is present in the lump or the cause; it is the same
clay that is present in the jar or the effect—so, what cbange is there?
Hence, the so-called changes of colour, form, state, function and the like
are not real changes at all,

These are mere matters of words, as stated by Scriptures them-
selves 1 —

“qrapen FEd A’ gfeeds s
( gremnafaeg &% )

“¥The effects are mere names, due to words—the clay alone is real.”

This, in fact, is Vivarta-Vada or Doctrine of Apparent or Illusory
transformation of the Advaita Vedanta Scheols, The Advaita-Vadis, in
fact, have no difficulty in this connection, as according to them, there is
really no problem of creation at all, Brahman being no Creatoer at all, So,
here thete is no guestion as to how Brahman can be ‘Paripami’ and
‘Nigvikara": subject to trausformation, yet unchangeable, at the same time,
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But aceording to the Monotheistic Schools, as we Have seen, creation
is a real, a very real act on the part of Brahman (Pp. 20, 56). So, the
Monotheistic Vedautists lave to solve here the apparemtly insoluble
problem as to how Brahman can be ‘Parinimi’, yet ‘Nirvikara ;—subject
to transformation, yet unchangeable, at one and the same time,

(iiy Worldly Analogies for the Same,
Very ingenious, indeed, are the analogies given by Scriptures :—
“qimiAify; g98 TR 9
aq1 gieamigy: anmEfa )
aqT |T: GRIM, IO
YT WA e 1
( greERafang -t )

Hete three analogies have been given :—
(i} Anmalogy of a spider, A spider weaves, the web out of itself—
the web being its effect—yet itself remains unchanged.
(ii) The earth produces herbs out of itself, yet itself remains
unchanged.

{iii} A living person produces hair and naiis out of himself, yet

himself remains unchapged.

Iy all these cases, we find that the caus2 in guestion produces an
effect, vet itself remains unchanged and untransformed. And it is
asserted by the Monotheistie Vedantists that all these Scriptural instances
clearly and definitely prove the possibility of “Paripama’ or transformation
without ‘Vikara' or chauge on the part of the ‘Paripdmi’ or the cause.

The analogy given by Srikantha is, as stated (P. 61, 67), of = person,
in whom ‘manhood’ is inherent from the very beginuing, but when heisa
child, it remaing unmanifest or potential in him ; again, when he grows
to be a youth, it is manifested fully in him ; yet he does not chatge, but
remains the very same person, all throughout,

Int the very same manner, it is held by the Monotheistic Vedantists,
that Brahman is transformed into the Universe of souls and matter, yet
-Himself remains nuchanged. In the very same mauner, Brahman has jiva-

Jagat in Him in an unmanifest, potential form, during Pralaya or
Dissolution ; again, manifests the same in an actual form during Systi or
(Creation. Yet He remains the very same Brahman all throughout.

{#ii) Transcendental and Empiricel Standpoints.

Now, all the above analogies are quite plausible from the Empitical
gtandpoin.t i.e. from the standpoint of the world. But these do not fit
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in, really, in the case of Brahman from the Transcendental
standpoint,

Why, and what, exactly, is the distinction, in the Monotheistic
Systems of the Vedanta, between the ‘Empirical’ and the “T'ranscendental’ ?
(See thie Section on “Creation from Two Standpoints’, included under the
Section on “Refutation ef the Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karaga-
Vada”) 'The ewmpirical standpoint is the standpoint from the side of the
effect : the universe of sonls and inatter, The transcendental standpoint is
the staudpoint from the side of the cause: Brahman. ‘The empirical
standpoint is not lotally false, as held by the Advaita Scheol, but only
partial or incomplete. (See uuder the Section on “Concluding Rewarks :
Lilavada and Karmavada” under the general heading “Refutation of the
Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karana-vada”.)

Now, from thie empirical standpoint, the above examples may serve
their purpose. For, from this standpoint, the main question isasto
whether the same Brahman is always there or not, under all
circumstances, during Creation as well Dissolution, and not as to whether,
Brahman is subject to any chauge of states, or not.

From this standpoint, alone has Brahman been said to have
transformation ( Pp. 29, 30, 32 ) and manifestation ( P. 18, 36 ) above.

In fact, if you come to think of i, all the above examples do indicate
changes of forms and functions, though unot of the essence. Thus, a
spider before weaving out threads aud after it, must, of necessity, be of two
forms, though itself, untransformed and unchanged. In the same manner,
the sprouting out of the herbs does effect a change in the broad bosom of
Mother Earth. Jn the very sanie manuer, the sprang up hairs and nails,
undoubtedly, change the form of that person to that extent— for, who can
fail to note the distinction between a head full of lowing curly locks, and
a bald head —taough thiz cannot chauge his nature ¥

(iv) Differences of Forms and Functions Constitute Real
Differences.

And, here, the sanie gquestion again arises : Are distinctions of forms
and functions real distinctions9 As we have seen (P. 71, according to
the Advaita or Monistic Schocls, the answer is in the negative; while
according to the Monotheistic Schools, it is in the affirmative. In fact,
according to the Monotheistic Schools, Brahman, on the one hand, and
Jiva-Jagat, on the other, differ only in forms and functious, and not in
essence—yet they are finally different so far. (See below the Section on
*The Relation between Brahman, Jiva and Jagat.” Also the Section on the
“Concept of Individuality” P. 43.)

10
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Hence, it is that in the above analogies there being distinctions
of forms and functions, there are real distiuctions between the prior
and the later states. Thus, the spider changes its form and function,
though not nature, when it weaves a web out of itself. The earth
also, does so when its herbs spring forth on it. A persou also does so,
when his hair aud nails issue forth in him. Again, there is, undoubtedly,
a difference, as regards forms and functions, between the prior hairless
and ‘nail-less’ form of the individual, and the later form, full of hair
and pails. F.ually, who can deny that the five year old Rama is vastly
different in forms and functions, from the twenty-five year old Rama?

Thus, in all the above examples, we find that the object in question
changes its forms and fuuctions, though not nature or essence,

Now, on the ground of the above analogies, we have to say that
Brahman in His Casual State, is different from Brabman in His Effected
State.

(v} ‘State’ lmplies ‘Change’

In fact, the very term ‘State’ ordinarily implies a kind of difference,
a kind of change from previous existence. For example, we speak of
‘unripe’ state and ‘ripe’ state in the case of a fruit, This implies that the
fruit changes from being unripe Lo being ripe. Here, although the fruit
is the same, yet the change from unripeness toripeness is a real change on
its part according to the interpretation of the Monotheistic Vedantists
themselves. Again, we speak of a man being in a ‘healthy’ state and in an
‘unhealthy’ state ; in an ‘angry’ state, in a state of ‘fear’ and s> on. Here
the physical states of ‘health’, ‘disease’ and the rest, as well as the mental
states of ‘anger’, ‘fear’ and the rest all egually imply physical or mental
changes on the part of the persun coucerned, although, naturaliy, he
himself remains the same person a’l thronghout- the same Rama being
now healthy, now unhealthy, now angry, new afraid and so on.  ‘Thus,
it does not require much argumentation to prove that the very conception
of a ‘state’ is a conception of ‘change.’

Now, we have spoken of Brahman as haviug two ‘states’. Thus,
first in His Causal State, He contracts His Cit and Acit Saktis within
Himself, and Cit and Acit, then, remain in Him as His potential,
unmanifest Saktis or Cunas. This is called the ‘Usmanifest State’ of
Brahman, Then, secondly, in His Effected State, He expands His Cit
and Acit Saktis out of Himself ; and Cit and Acit, then, are manifested
as Jivas and Jagat. This is called the ‘Manifest State’ of Erahman.

{(vi) Brahman can have 'States’ only Empirically.
But all these are, and can be, true only from the empirical standpoint,
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from the standpoint of the Jivas, from a partial or incoemplete standpoint.
Thus, if we, as imperfect Jivas, try to conceive of God as a Creator, we
naturally do so on the basis of Analogy. And, ou this very common basis,
we conceive of Himm as shown above, as contracting and expanding His
Gunas and Saktis, non-manifesting and manifesting the same, non-
transforming and transforming Himself into the forin of the Universe of
Souls and Matter and soon, In this way, we apply all these empirical
terms to Him in our honest and lovin: efforts to grasp Him from our
standpoint, .

And, the Monotheistic Schools of the Vedauta have given due
importance and value to sich honest and loving attempts on onr part fo
conceive of God as our Creator. That is why, in ail the Monotheistic
Schools of the Vedanta, the two states of Brahman, His Cansal and
Unmanifest, and His Effected or Manifest States are repeatedly spoken of
(P. 61..

ivii) Brahman can have no States Transcendentally.

However, can we really take the Monotheistic Vedantists to be so
short-sighted, so lacking ia comprehension, so worldly-minded as hot to
realise that Brahman cannot, from the transcendental stand-point, have
any ‘states” or ‘changes’ at all ? Do they not themselves insist on Brahman
being absolutely ‘Nirvikira' or ‘Unchangeable’t So, how can such
a Brahman be now unwanirest and now manifest; now contracted,
now expanded ; uwow latent, now patent ; now potential, now actual, now
destroying, now creating 7

Here the Monotheistic Vidantists have to say either that these states
of manifestation and non-manifestation are not states of change ; or, that
these states of manifestation and non-manifestation are states of change.
But if they accept the first alternative, then, their own fundamental
Doctrine—that Brahiman and Jiva-Jagat, like any ceuse and effect, are
identical in essence, yet different in forms, qualities, powers and functions
will fall to the ground. Thus, as shown above (P, 73), it is absolutely essential
for the Mouotheistic Vedantists to hold that the differenice in forms,
qualities, powers and functions do constitute a real kind cf difference.
Gtherwise, their ‘Theories wiil be just the same as the Advaita Theories
—for according to both the Monistic {Advaita) and Monotheistic Schoals,
Brahman and Jiva-Jagat are identical in Svarfipa or essence; though
different in forms, qualities, powers, and functions. But while the
Mosistic Schools hold that diffetences in forms, qualities, powers and
functions are only apparent, and, by no means, teal kinds of differences, so
that there is really no difference or ‘Bheda’ at all between Brabman and
Jiva-Jagat ; the Monotheistic Schools hold that these do constitute real
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kinds of differences, so that there is a real kind of difference or ‘Bhedn’,
vo less, between Brahman and Jiva-Jagat (P.43) In this way, the
Monotheistic Vedantists cannot accept the first of the above two
slternatives that differences of states, are not real differences or states of
change.

In the same manner, they cannot, also, accept the secoud of the
two alternatives, mentiched above,—for, if they accept the states of
manifestation and non-manifestation as states cf chauge, they cannot,
according, to their own Theories of the ‘Nirvikaratva’ of Brahman, take
these to be helonging to Brahman actually, or, from the transcendental
standpoint.

In fact, as shown above ( P.75) and also as referred to below,
Brahman cannot have any change of states atall. {See below under
the Section on “Paradox of ‘Fully’ and ‘Wholly’,” included under
the General Section on "Refutation of the Fifth Objection against
Brahma-Kirana-Vada® ; also the Sections on “How can a Whole play
with its Parts i” and “How can Lila be reconciled with Jiva-Karmas ?”
included uuder the General Section on: “Refutation of the Sixth
Objection against Brahma-Kiraga-Vada”,)

(viiii Brahman's Activity or Lila

Even if He be taken to be an Active Being or ‘Sakriya’ (Pp. 2, 56),
His Activity cannot involve any change on Xis part, So, He can have only
that kind of Activity which involves no change on His part at all. And,
there is only one such kind of Activity, which, as distinct ffom all other
kinds of Activity, does not spring from a motive or feeling of want, does
not aim at au end or unattained object, does uot involve any means or
efforts to do something, does ot imply any change or passing from the
state of non-having to that of having, and so ou. And, this one, unique,
wonderful kind of Activity is ‘Lila’. That is why, all the Schools of the
Vedantists—also the Monistic or Advaita Schools from the ‘Vyavaharika'
or empirical standpoint—take the Creative Act of Brabman as a Divine
Sport or ‘Lil2’, ( P. 52-53. See below under the Section on "Refutation
of the Sixth Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada ")

This Divine Lila bas no ‘beginniug’, no ‘end’, no ‘now’, no ‘then’,
no 'this’, no ‘that’; no change of stales, no cflorts, no activities of any
kind whatscever. So, why call it an ‘Activity’ at all— it is ‘Essence’, it is
‘Existence’, it is ‘Eternity’, that simply “’s”, and never ‘Becomes.’ { See
below the Section on “Real Implicatiors of the Doctrine that Brahman is
!Nirvikara or without changes, yet trazsformed into the form of the
World”, under the Section on “The Refutation of the Seventh Objection
against Brahma-Karana-Vada.” )
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Thus, from the transcendental standpoint, from the standpoint of
Brahman Himself, from a full or complete standpoint—Creation and
Dissolution on the part of Brahman de not involve any distinction
between the prior Causal or Unmanifest State and the later Effected or

Manifest State at all.

(h) Brahman is absolutely Unchangeable.

The question may legitimately be asked here asto why, then, do
Monotheistic Vedantists not say that straight, instead of repeatediy
harping on the Causal and Effected States of Brahman. The answer is
that, as pointed out above( P.73), this they do so from the standpoint
of the Jivas themselves. Otherwise, why should they emphasise repeatedly
the ‘Nirvikaratva’ of Brahman ? Otherwise, why should they repeatedly
refer to the Authority of Scripturest (P.65) This very requisition
of the Scriptutal Authority shows that they were fully couscious that
the ‘Parinamitva’ of Brahman cannot really be rationally reconciled with
His ‘Nirvikaratva'— one has to be given up. Which one ? Evidently the
'Parinamitva’ of Brahman. However much one may argue, one can
never really prove that Brahman is transformed into the form of the
world, yet remains untransformed; Brabman is changed as having
Causal and Effected States, yet remains unchanged. If we do not take
Brahman to be ‘Acintya’ or beyond all thinking and comptehension,
as actually done by the ‘Acintya-Bhedabheda-Vada;if we hope to
have an inkling iuto the real nature of Brahman, 'Acintya’ or
jucomprehensible to us, but not, surely to Saints and Seers; if we firmly
believe that, there being an uunderlying harmony between ourselves and
Brabman, Brahman is amenable to higler comprehension or Upalabdhi,
the end of all cur ‘Sadhanas’ or Spiritual strivings—then. we have no
other alternative but to hold that Brahman’s Act of Creation can never
entail Him to any change of states, like unmanifest and manifest,
potential and actual, contracted and expanded.

(vii' Real Nature of Brahman's Activities.

On the one hand, the Concept of Activity is rather inconsistent with
that of an Eternal, Unchangeable Being or Reality, like Brahman, For,
‘Activity” implies means and ends, efforts and changes, quite impossible
on the part of an Uuchangeable, Ever-satisfied, Ever-full Being. ( For
fuller details, see under the Section on “The Refutation of the Sixth
Objection against Brahma-Karapa-Vada” ).  On the other band, however,
one of the main differences between the Monistic and Monotheistic Schools
of the Vedanta is with regard to the question az to whether Brahinan
is ‘Nigkriya’ or without activities, or ‘Sakriya’ or essentially Active,
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(a Two Main Activities of Brahman : Crealion and Emancipation.

As we have seen ( P. 20 ), according to the Monotheistic Schools,
the two main Activities of Brahman are ‘Srsti® and ‘Mukti': Creation
and Emancipation. It is asserted here, that ‘Systi’ is due to the
past Sakama-Karmas of the ‘Bubhuksn-Jivas themselves while
‘Mukti’ is due to the pastand present ‘Sadhapas’ of the Mumuksu
Jivas (P. 25). But in that case, both Creation and Emancipation
become ‘purposive’ activities, That is, them, we have to say that
Brahman creates the universe for enabling the Jivas to undergo the
results of their past ‘Sakama-Karmas, so that they may finally attain
Emancipation. { See below under the Section on *“The Refutation of
the Seveuth Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada.” )

(b) The Unique Nature of Divine Activity

But really speaking, God’s activities cannot be purposive. For,
‘purpose’ implies a desire for the attainment of something not yetattained;
aud that, evidently, is impossib’e in the case of an Ever-Satisfied, Ever-
Perfect, Ever-Full being like Brahman. So, it caunot be said that
Brahman créates ‘for the sake’ of something or some one else ; just as it
canuot be said that He creates ‘for the sake’ of His own Self. ‘That is
why, it has been said above that God’s Activity is a ‘Lila’ or a ‘Sport’,
the only kind of non-purposive activity, which is not a mere mechanical
ona.

Now, what exactiy is the nature of such a Divine Activity ? It is
evilently not a result of any reflection or exertion on His part, like
jumping or rununing, on ours. It, thus, has no separate desire behind it,
no separate effort accompanying it. That is why, it has beeu said above to
be Nature itself (P.76). Take the act of ‘shining’ by the sun. It
is not preceded by thoughts, not sncceeded by efforts, but is the very
nature of the sun. ‘This will be discussed in details under the Section on
Lilavada ( See under the Section on “The Refutation of the Sixth
Objection against Brahma-Karana-vada”),

But the poiut to note liere specially is the following : —

It has been said abovc that whatever be ocur imperfect reading of the
sitvation from our or the empirical stand-peint of the situation, Brahman
cannot, from His own, or transcendental stand-point be really transformed
into the form of the Universe of Souls and Matter .P, 75.. Now, the
question here is : Does that really mcan that thereis no real transformation
at 4ll, no real activity at all, on the part of Brahman, and the Advaita
or Monistic Vedanta Doctrine of Vivarta or Illusory Transformation
is the only correct one, instead of the Monotheistic Vedanta Doctrine
of Parinadma or Actual Transformation ¢
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‘g) The Monistic and Monotheistic Schools Differ Quantitatively

Surely not. As pointed out above, the whole distinction between
the Monistic and Monotheistic Schools is really a quantitative one (P. 42,
That is, the whole distinction between the two Schools is that according
to the Momistic Schools, Brahman is an Abstract Being with no internal
distinetions or ‘Svagata-Bhedas’ of Gunas and Saktis: Attributes and
Powers ; white accotding to the Monotheistic Schools, Bralman is a
Concrete Being, an Organic Whole with Jiva-Jagat as His Guya-Saktis or
interral differences or ‘Svagata-Bhedas' ( P. 37 . Thus, according to the
Monotheistic view, Jiva-Jagat are eternally real iu DBrahman and as
Brahman ; yet because of retaining their respective ‘individuvalities’, are
not totally identical with Bralimaus, as lield by the Monotheistic Schools
—but also different, In this way, Jiva-Jagat arc real, as real as Brahman,
yet separate realities /see below under the Section on “The Relation
between Brahman, Jiva and Jagat™”y.

So far well aud goad. But still, then, the ¢riginal question remains
unanswered : s ‘Transformation or Paripdma’ or ‘Creation’ or Systi” real
on the part of Brahman ? If not, how can He be 'Paripami’ and ‘Jagat-
Srasty and Mukti-Datr and ‘Sakriya’—snbject to transformation, the Sole
Creator and Emancipator of the Universe of Souls aud Matter, and capable
of activities as held by the Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta ?

{d) The Concept of ‘Divine Transformation.’

Now, let us first take ‘Parigama’ or the guestion of “I'ransformation’,
Evidently, from the transcendental stand point or from the standpoint
_of Brahman Himself, there is no question of any new trans’ormation, for
two reasons. Firstly, there is no question of ‘time’ in the case of Brahnian;
so that there canuot be any new transformation into a new thing on the
part of Brahmau, like, the new traunsformation of a lump of clay istoa
new clay-jar, zere and mnow. Secondly, Brahwman is in Jiva-Jagat, His
‘Svagata-Bhedas’ eternally, ju:t as He is; Jiva-Jagat are in Brahman
eternally, just as they are; so that Brahman cannot be transformed into
Jiva-Jagat anew and assume a new form, like a lump of clay, transformed
into a clay-jar anew and assumiug a new form thereby.

So, what does "transformation’ mean here really 7 It ineans that
Brahman is eternally present in Jiva-Jagat, as a substanoe is eternally
present iu its qualities and powers, a whole in its parts, a cause in its
effects. Yet Jiva-Iagat, Cit-Acit are only two amongst His numerous
‘Svagata-Bheda’s and are, thus, quantitativeiy different from Brahman
{ Pp. 36,41). Brahman is, thus, “fully” present in each of His infinite
number of ‘Svagata-Bhedas’—but not “wholly” exbausted in any owe of
these. ( See below under the Section “Real Implications of the Doctrine
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that Brahman is' Nirvikdra or without changes, yet transformed into the
form of the Universe”, uuder the Section on “Refutation of the Fifth
Objection against Brahma-Kirana-Vida).

To show this clearly, it has been said that these ‘Svagata-Bhedas’
or Gupas and Saktis are different ‘transformations’ or ‘manifestations’ or
‘agpects’, or ‘effects’, or ‘parts’ of Brahman, AIJl these terms are meant
for showing that all these "Svagata.Bhedas’ of Brahman, including Jiva-
Jagat are individually and mutually differeut from one auother 7/ P. 431,
though all are equally ‘Svagata-Bhedas’ of Brahman, and as sich, Brahman
Himself qualitatively. Otherwise, it might have been thougbt that all being
equally ‘Svagata Bliedas’, are absolutely identical. Just as the different
transformations or manifestations of a lump of clay, viz. a clay-jar,a clay-
glass, a clay. plate and so on are wutually different, thougl all are clay in
essence — here the terms ‘transformation and mwanifestation’ bear ordinary
meanings of actual change of states—so the different transformations and
manifestations of Brahman, viz. Jiva, Jagat and so on, are mutually
different, though all are Brahman in essence—here, the terms
‘transformation and manifestation’ do not bear ordinary meanings of
actual change of states at all,

In this way, the Monotheistic Vedanta Doctrine of ‘Paripama’
has a real value and validity from the dualistic-nondualistic standpoint
of Mouotheistic Vedanta,

{e} The Concept of Divine Activity

But, then, what meaniug cau ‘Creation’ and ‘Destruction’ have here ?
For, if Jive-Jagat be eternally in Brahman as His ‘Svagata-Bhedas’
or Gupas and Saktis, they cannobl be created or destroyed. Also, if
Bralunan has no change of states, no expansion or mauifestation and
contraction or n011-ma111festatmu, then Creation and Dissolution cannot
be taken to be expansion or manifestation of His Gunas and Saktis ;
and contraction or non-manifestation of the same. So, what exactly are
‘Srsti-Pralaya’, ‘Creation-Dissolution’ according to the Monotheistic
Schools ?

In the same mauner, how can Brahman be conceived to be creating
Jiva according to their past Sakima-Karinas; again, emancipating them
according to their ‘Sadhanas’ or spiritual efforts ¢ The Jivas, being in
Brahman caunot be veiled by Ajnina or Ignorance. So, how is ‘Bandha’
or Boudage at all possible in their cases ¢

These are nothing but Sport of LilA on the part of God as
explained above ( Pp. 52-53). Ldiiavada will also be explained and in
details below { See the Section on “The Refutation of the Sixth objection
against Brahma-Karapa-Vada”),
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Now, what is this Divine Sport ? It is an expression of Prema and
Ananda: Love and Bliss. So, it is a kind of loving, blissfu! Play (Pp.
50.52 ). But whatis a Play ? It is something opposed to the stern
realities and the stark facts of life. In love and bliss, it soars high up the
hard crust of the earth, and makes up a dream-world of its own. That is
why, make-belief coustitntes the very Core of a ‘Play.” But such & make-
belief does not make the Play false by auy meaus—that being its very
nature. E. . when a boy plays witl soldiers, when a girl plays with
dolls, when a growu-up plays chess—all such plavs involve make-belief.
Even games like foot-ball and the like, involve make-belief in the sense
that the players are in a special world of their own, for the time being,
above their every-day, ordinary humdruwm existence. Otherwise, there is
no play at all.

So, the Divine Play also involves niake-helief, in a thousand times
sweeter, more wonderful, more euchanting way. Here, God plays with
His own Self—with His ‘Svagata-Bhedas’, with His entire Self or Uma
( P.47 ). So, here, He separates, as if, certain Jivas from Fimself ; again,
unites them with Himself. These ‘separating’ and ‘uniting’, are, of
course, not actual acts on His part. For, how can He actually separate the
Jivas, ever-united with Him ? How can He actuvally re-unite the Jivas,
never separated from Him even momeuntarily ? Hence, here, He lovingly
and joyfully plays hide ard seek, so to speak, with Himself— as if
separating the Jivas from Himself, as if re-uniting them with Himself
(P. 52,. In the ordinary philosophical language, this is called ‘Creation’,
this is called ‘Dissolution’ ; this is called ‘Bondge’, this is called ‘Salvation’.
All these are make-belief plays on Brahman’s part, and such a make-
belief, as pointed out above, being the very essence of a play, such plays
on the part of Brahmau are real, very real, constituting, as they do, the
very nature of Brahman Himself.

In this way, really, from the transcendental standpoint, Jiva-Jagat
are never created, never destroyed, never manifested, never unmanifested;
never bound, never freed - they being always there, always in Brahman,
as His ‘Svagata-Bhedas’. Still, Brahman is always playing with Himself,
playing with His Para-Sakti Uma, playing with His Svagata-Bhedas’,
playing with the Jivas ( Pp. 52: 53 ). But what does He play, how does
He play? He plays here the sweetest of all plays —He plays bide-and
seek, with Himself — this is the ‘what’ of His Play. He seeminugly separates
and re-unites Himself with Himself—ihis is the ‘bow’ of His Play. In-
this way, although here there are mo actual separation and re-union,
creation and dissolution, bondage and emancipation—yet all these
seemingly happen in the process of His Play, aud, though ‘sceming’, are,

11
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as such, real, as real as the Play itself, constituting, asthey do, the Play
itself,

That is why, let us repeat, ‘Divine Play’ is the only possible
explanation as to how an Unchangeable Being can be Creator and
Emancipator, or responsible for ‘Systi and Mukti’, generally supposed to
be the two fundamental activities of Brahman,

(f) ‘Sukriyatva’ of Brahman, or the Doctrine that Brahman
is an Active Agent.

It has been said above that the acts of creating and destroying,
binding and emancipating on the part of Brahman are not acts in the
ordinary senses of the terms, being ouly a ‘Lila’ or a Sport on His part
(P. 81 It has also been said that even this Sport or Play is not an
activity in the ordibary seuse of the term, but Nature itself (P. 76}
So, the question, naturally arises: How, then, can Brahman be called
'Sakriya' or an Active Agent ? This ‘Sakriyatva’ of Brahman is another
fundamental point of distiuction between the Monistic and Monotheistic
Sichools of the Vedanta.

As pointed out above (P. 76), if any activity be at all possible on the
part of Brahman, it is ‘Lila and ouly ‘Lila’—‘Play,’ and’ only ‘Play.’ But
the question here is: If this ‘Lila’ or ‘Play’ be the very Natureof
Brahman, then why call it ‘Activity’ atall ?

This is necessary, from the Monotheistic standpoint. For, according
to this standpoint, Creation and Dissolution are real, and not illusory,
as held by the Monistic Schools. Now, Creation requires a Creator,
and Creator is, ordinarily, conceived to be an active agent. Hence, to
show that Creation is real, it has to be shown that this Creator, too, is so.
So, if it be said that Brahman is ‘Niskriva' or without activities,
it might be thought that He is not a Creator and so Creation {s not
a fact. Heuce it is insisted on here that Brahman is an active Creator ;
or, from the transceudental standpoint, He isa Player, and Creation is
His Play.

Now, this Play is, of course, His Nature itself. But it might, as
well, be called His Activity, to make it clear that He is the Actual
Creator of the Universe of Souls and Matter. For example, is ‘'shining’
the nature or an activity of the sun ? Is ‘blowing’ the nature or an activity
of the wind ? Is ‘flowing’ the nature or an activity ofa river? Is
‘blooming’ the nature or an activity of a flower ! ( See under the Section
on the “Refutation of the Sixth Obection agaivst Brahma-Karaya-Vada®,
and “The Nature of Niskama-Karmas” under the Section on “Refutation
of the Seventhk Objection against Brahma-Karapa-Vada” )
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As a matter of fact, in all such cases, there does not seem to be any
difference between ‘Nature’ and ‘Activity’. 8Still, it cannot be denied that
here there does exist a reference to an activity of some kind, as distinct
from other cases. For example, when Brahman is called, Saccidananda,
{ P 21), or 'Ekamevadvitiya” (Pp. 30—38), these characteristics of being
‘Existence, Consciounsuess and Bliss’, 'One only, without a second,” have
no reference to any activity of any kind whatsoever. But when Brahman
is called "Sragtr-Patr-Hartr-Moksadaty”— Creator-Maintainer-Destroyer-
Emancipator—these characteristics do have a reference to activities of
some kind. Thus, as distinct from the first kind of ‘Static Characteristics’,
the second kind of ‘Dynamic’ Characteristics’, may be termed as
‘Activities.’

In this sense, alone, is Brahman ‘Sakriya’: but not in the sense of,
doing something anew, a:sumiug a mnew state, changing or being
transformed into something else, creating a new effect, aiming at an
unattained end, resorting to selected means, and exerting Himself.,

Thus, the Vedantic Brahman is simply ‘Being’ and never
‘Becoming,” If this be properly understood, then it does not matter at
all as to what particular characteristics we want Him to possessor
what particular functions we want Him to perform. It does not also
matter at all as to how, finally, we conceive of Him-in a Monistic or in
a Monotheistic Way— for, as both the Schools equally agree as regards
the above fundamental characteristic of Brahman, their differences are
not 50 irresolvable, as ordinarily thought.

VI Bratman’s Body

{1) Non-physical Bodies and Worlds.

The concept of Body is ordinarily associated with a lower, physical
stage of existence ; and the state of Moksa is taken to be a bodiless one,
when the Atman, freed from the shackles of a physical body and a
physical world, is manifested fully in its real nature or essence. Butin
Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta, a distinction is drawn between
physical and non-physical bodies. It is wrong to hold, it is pointed ont
here, that bodies and worlds are necessarily vhysical. Of course, during
the stage of Bondage, the soul, due to its past Sakama-Karmas or selfish
works, comes to be associated, so to speak, with a physical body and be
born in a physical world. But there are such things as bodies of the freed
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souls, and the world of Brahman which they attain. These cannot,
evidently, be physical, So, non-physical bodies and worlds have to be
admitted,

Hence, Brahman, too, is cofceived as possessing a divine, non-
physical Body and residing in a divine, non-physical World,

{) Objection against the Doctrine of Divine Body : Anthropomorphism

The question may be asked, here, asto the legitimacy and desirability
of this conception of & nou-physical body. It may be thought that this
coneeption is much too Anthropomorphic, and unwarrantably makes the
states of Bondage and Release similatin nature, differing ouly in quantity,
and uot in quality. But really speaking, it may be legitimately thought,
that Atman or the Self is without any body and without any connection
with the physical world. Seo, why should a Body and a World be suddenly
tagged on even to the Supreme Self, who is described in the Scriptures
as one infinite mass of knowledge, totally nou-physical, non-gross, non-
limited ?

(if) Refutation of the Charge of Anthropororphism

In reply, it may be pointed out that the concept of Anthromorphism
is the common concept of not cnly Religion, but also more ot less of all
human studies. For, human studies are necessarily studies through human
minds, the results of which are expressed iu humau terms. So, how can
we ever go beyond human conception and human concepts ¢ In the case
of Religion, specially, that being mainly an emotional study, our hearts
have to be satisfied. That is why, a sublime kind of Anthropomorphism
is essential to it. The God of Religion is conceived as a God of Infinite,
Beauty, Grace, Charm, Serenity, Sublimity- But all these we cannot
think of without the idea of Personality, nay, Anthropomorphism.
We cannot ordinarily conceive of God from the strictly Monothe'stic
standpoint without, at the same time, thinking of Him e.g. as a
Golden Person, Vast and and High, infinitely Bright, shining like a
thousand suns, spreading arouud Infinite Beauty, Bliss aud Glory.
Hence, it is but natural for the devotees to ascribe an absolutely non-
physical body to the Lord. Also, though God is really Omunipresent,
yet for the reasons stated above, He is conceived to be residing in
Brahma-loka, the World of Brahman, Thus, the ascription of a Body
and a Residence to the Supreme Lord from the human standpoint seems
necessary for the clearest conception and fullest satisfaction of the
worshippers. Just as we cannot conceive of a Loving, Amorous, Playful,
Blissful God as all alone, but has to think also of His Qompanion
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{ See above P.47), so als> we cannot conceive of 2 Beautiful, Bright,
God as without a Body and an Abode.

(i) Theism Itself is Anthropomorphic

The charge of Aunthropomorphism is a common charge against
Theistic Systems, In fact, in one sense, Theism itself is anthropomorphic
through and through, as when we ascribe all good qualities, powers and
activities to God, these are “good” according to our human standards only.
So, as pointed out above, we have tried to catch God, so to speak, in the
small net of our human ideas and human woirds, with what success and
what truth, God omly knows. This has led some pessimists to
assert that our Theology is wholly a subjective creation, a mere figment
of iinagination, with no objective truth or basis behind. Hence, they
assert, as God has created man in His own image, so man, too, has
taken revenge on God by creating God in his own image.

(iv) Indian View : Objective Anthropomorpbhism or that
of the Wise-and the Pure.

, But Indian Theologists are never so pessimistic. To them, Religion
is not subjective, but fully objective. The fact that all knowledge is
knowledge through human ideas and all expressions of the same are
expressions through human words—has nothing to do here, Por, to
think of that is to make all knowledge eternally doomed to sheer
subjectivism ; as, then, no real, absolute knowledge will be at all possible
and even all scientific knowledge will be merely subjective. So, Indian
Philosophers boldly ho!d that human necessity and Divine Necessity
exactly tally with each other. That is, if from the human standpoint,
it is necessary for us to endow God with certain characteristics, from the
Divine staudpoint, God is actually endowed with the very same
characteristics. Why ? For, has not God created man in His own image ¢
That is why, when man, too, in his turn, creates God in his own image,
that is not a groundless, empty, subjective image, but nothing but the
objective Image of G:d Himself.

Of course, it goes without saying that this human conception
must be “human” in the truest sense of the term ; that is, the
conception of one wlhose mind is pure, intellect sharp, emotion deep,
insight profound ; in a word, the conception of a Sadhaka, of a Rsi,
of a Dragta, of a Seer, of a Saint, of a Sage. That is wly, in Bharatiya-
Sadhana, Citta-Suddhi or purification of the mind has been given so
much importance as the very first step in the Great Spiritual Sojourn
without which there cannot any light of Knowledge or Devotion at
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all in the mind of the Mumuksu, or the aspirer after Salvation., Just as
the real beauty and glory of the sun cannot be duly reflected ona dirty
mirror, so the real nature of Brahmau, too, cannot be truly reflected on
an impure mind. But what is known by real Sadhakas by their pure
minds and sincere hearts does, indeed, represent the obiective nature of
Brahman, at least partially, at least negatively, indicating what He is
not, if not fully, what He is,

v} Necessity for such a Concept of Divine Body

Heunce, according to the Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta, the
ascription of a Body and an Abode to Brahman is not only a subjective
necessity from the luman standpoint, but also an objective necessity
from the Divine one. That is, it is not ounly necessary from the
standpoint of Religion, as shown above, but also true from the standpoint
of Metapbysics. Metaphysically, the conception of a Theistic God
is that of a Concrete Being, an Organic Whole of an infinite number of
attributes, and powers. All these naturally require a Substratum, and
that is the Body of God. In this case, of course, the Self and the Body
are identical ; yet Body has to be separately taken for showing His
Concrete Nature, viz. that within His own Self, He bhas internal
differences or Svagata-Bhedas, which, without jeopardising His unity and
universality, yet prove that He is not an Abstract Whole, ( Nirvisesa )
but a Concrete Whole ( Savisesa ), with the fullest and richest content of
numerous Gupas, Saktis, Améas : Attributes, Powers, Parts.

The conception of the Abode of Brahman: Brahma-loka, also,
implies the same thing. Ordinarily, an abode is wider than and outside
the person residing in it. But evidently this is impossible in the case of
Brahman, for, there cannot be any thing wider than and outside the
Omnipresent Brahman. So, here too, the Brahma-loka is identical
with Brahman Himself. Still for the reasouns stated just above, Brahman
has to be taken as residing in a place befitting His Nature.

in fact, all the theistic conceptions tbat seem rather strange,
self-contradictory or authropomorphic, viz, the conception of ‘Para-Sakti
( P.44), of Body and Abode and the like, are necessary to the very
theistic concepti:n of God as a Concrete Whole, a Being that is
Full aud Perfect, Coherent and Harmonious, not by denying differences,
but by transmuting the same,

(2) Divine Body.
The possession of a body ordinarily implies the experiencing of

pleasures and pains on the part of the soul comnected with it. So, the
doubt may be raised here as to whether the Body of Brabman or Siva also
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involves such a “Bhoga’ or experiencing of pleasures and pains on the
part of Brahmau, no less.

Of what kind is the Body of Siva ? What is the form of Siva, the
Supreme Brahman? According to lis sectarian view, Srikantha
propounds Brahman or Siva to be of a supremely auspicious form, with
three eyes ( Trilocana’', black and twany ( Kyspa Pifigala}, and the

like. (P, 29)

(i Divine Body involves no Bhogn

But such a Body or a Form does not involve any “Bhoga” on His
part. For, “Bhoga” is the result of Sakama-Karmas or selfish acts done
with a desire for the results thereof. According to ths fundamental
Law of Karma, such Karmas have Karma-Phalas or approoriate results,
which lead inevitably to Karma-Phala-Bhoga or which have to be
experienced. But where there is no Sakama-Karma, there is naturally
0o Bhoga. Here, evidently, there cannot be auy Sakama-Karma in the
case of Brahman ; so, here the Body of Brahman is something that is
not due to Karmas, as in the case of the Jivas or individual souls who
are born anew each time, according to their past Sakama-Karmas,
But He vcoluntarily assumes such a Body, and so, His case is quite
different. {See below under the Section: “Refutation of the Seventh
Objection against Brahma-Karapa-Vada”).

‘FasE  SenFdsE-agu adedeyE,. Oena-ge-gEig-aanT-
aifefify 59 7, 3T gEGEANETN  AT-adD sgewfE
fig dxiean yeour e, 0 wA-gEEE | (%)

i} Objection against the Doctrine of Divine Body
Here an objection may be raised as follows :—

“Qeen-gdiaisy 3g: AErfamfye Ry g eganRaRs | s
wedsi A% qEFa f T 7 (L LRY)

It may be objected that even if the Lord assumes a Body voluntarily,
yet He caunot escape the comsequences of possessing a body. E. G,

whether one touches fire voluntarily or non-voluntarily, one cannot
escape from burning.

{i'i* Refutation

As usual, Srikaptha refutes this objection on grounds of both
Authority and Reason, thus :—

“TiR-derIEEEinT 7 dandeete ) AR TR g
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First, Scripture declares that the Lord possesses a body, yet is
never subject to any faults, Secondly, the reason is that the possession
of a body s'mply caunnot by itself lead to the experiencing of pleasures
and pains. E.G. a piece of paper comes into contact with fire, and the
fire at ouce burns it; but if water comes into comtact with fire, the
fire cannot burn it. So, the mere coming inte contact with fire cannot
by itself lead to burning, which, really, depends on the nature of the object
concernsd. So, lhere also Jiva possesses a body, Brahmnan also does so,
yet as Jiva and Brahman are different, and the Jiva alone as subject to
Bhoga, not Brahman,

As a matter of fact, the Body of Brahiman is also quite different from

that of the Jiva.
“gg  earEAIfT q1gA Ay e daft @egraakett da-
ageaiy whmes faufy fenfas AT ) =@ TR REEw

sHargERens aegdul e Qunafa: 7 (-3 )

The Body of God is unoun-material, free from sius, old age, death,
sorrows and the like, assumed voluntarily, sportive and auspiciousin
form and etermal. These marks are not found in the body of the

J;Vaa
This Srikantha exphasises again and again in his Bbasya :—
“Frrameary oo adT A et sewEl T qe-s-
Tu-gIeRTEmREEReE e ff swgaawaga:  sffEr
AR aguaidtealt  of  seNgaarRE  So-dman e taenes
ARATE TEwW Ta-GEed fagrAREs ARl T o 17 (233%)

The body of the Jiva is subject to sins, old age, death, hunger, thirst,
and lacks the power of fulflling desires and transiate resolves into action.
But Brahwman, though possessed of a body, is yet eternally and absolutely
free from all sins, old age, sorrows, hunger, thirst, and possesses the
powers of fulfilling all desires and tramslating all resolves into action,
{ Chand. 8. 1. 5. ) and is also Supreme Consciousness and Bliss in form.

In this way, the Body of the Lord is Sat, Cit, Ananda— Supteme
Existence, Conscionsness and Bliss in essence ; purely non-physical, and
totally devoid of all mundane states and chayacteristics, In fact, it is the
very self of Braliman, as pointed out above, and thus, possessesall His
Supteme Clory and Graudeur. Finally, it is His Para-Sakti Um3, the
emblem of Infinite Beauty, Bliss, Brightuess (P. 47},
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(3) Brahman's assumption of Forms for the sake of Devotees

Besides His own Eternal Form, Brahmau, for favouring His
devotees, also assumes various Forms on various occasions, The following

may be cited as a few examples :-—

QAN GAnam MEAEGAfE W Suedift agE am 9
wATC gEnE: SOl SawREEE ffwawe (el & euraEa afig-
ATewAtEafd 1”7 (-2’ )

In Chandogya Upanisad (1. 6.), there is a Mantra regatding ‘‘a
Golden Person inside the sun” Now, according to the Vedantists, this
Golden Person is none but Brahman Himself.

But, here an objection may be raised as to how an Unlimited Being,
like Brahman can reside inside a limited object like the sup. To
this, Srikantha replies by saying that although the Supreme Lord is
the Substratum of all and Jmmanent in all, yet He can reside very
well ingide the disc of the sun, for, He assumes such 2 forin for favouring

His devotees.
“sftfegwenfy  SREENFINEEETEE AT,  AFETHIEr-
gaEA-mEE: ) Agsarnt ERT MEAAAn agaftsR ®Y 9@ 9w

Frefius: afggift agaraafagd 7 (43’

In Kathopanisad { 4. 12—13 ), there is a reference to the “Angustha-
Mztra-Purusa’, or a Persou of the size of a tlmnh. This, too, i3 taken by
tlhe Vedantists to staud for uone else but the Lord., Now, herc, too, a
question naturally arises as to how thie Vast and the Great God can ever be
of the size of a thumb merely. Aud, the solution offered, too, is just the
saine, viz, that the Supremely Merciful Lord resides inside the hearts of
men, and lience bas to assume a very small form for pleasing His
devotees and enabling them to worship Him in a couvenient, easy way.

(i) Reciprocity of God and Man : The Concept of Grace

Tn Monotheistic Doctrines, this Concept of Grace does, indeed,
cccupy a central position. According to this theory, just as the devotee is
incomplete without God, so God, too, is incomplete without the devotees.
As the devotees call God to them, so God, too, calls the devotces
incessantly to Him. 8o, for pleasing and lhelping Ilis devotees, the
All-Merciful God lovingly assunies various forms to suit their tastes and
capacities. ‘These Forms, arising out of the [ufinite Ocean of bliss and
beauty, may come and go, but arc net, for that reason, emply bubbles,
transitory and elusive. Ou the contrary, they represent the cream of
God’s Essence of Love and Mercy. ILove seeks to please others; Mercy,

19
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save others. These pleasing and saving are, as pointed out above (P. 23,
essential characteristics of Brabman, whose very nature, as a Concrete
Whole, is to be conneeted by an unbreakable bond of sweet intimacy and
loving communion with another,—for, a Theistic God cannot be conceived
to be Alone, in His lonely Majesty, Sublime Self-completeness and Cold
Indifference. Hence the assumption of such Forms for pleasing and
saving His devotee—His other self—is quite justifiable from the theistic
standpoint,

VI Seurces of the Knowledge of Brahman

{1) Three Sources of Knowledge

Ordinarily, both in Eastern and Western Systems of Philosophy,
three sources of valid Lnowledge have been recognised, viz, Perception,
Inference and Authority.

Perception is regarded as Immediate Knowledge, or knowledge
that we gain immediately or directly t*rough our sense-organs or
mind. Accordingly, there are two kinds of Perception: External
and Internal. External Perception is Perception, by our seuse-organs,
of the attributes and the like, of external objects. Thus, there are,
five kinds ¢f External Perception through the five kinds of sense-organs,
viz., Visual, Auditory, Tactual, Olfactory and Gustatory, through
the eye, the ear, the skin, the nose and the tongue respectively.
These reveal the characteristics of the objects, viz. colour, sound, touch,
smell and taste, respectively. Again, there is a kind of Internal Perception
by the mind, called Introspection in Western Psychology, revealing the
mental states and processes of thinking, feeling and willing.

Inference is Mediate Knowledge where we take a leap from the
known to the unknown, from premises to conciusions. E. G, from the
known fact of smoke, we infer akout the unknown fact of fire.

Authority or Testimory is knowledge through reliable works or
persons, aud so, this, too is Mediate Knowledge.

Now, whenever there is a gquestion of valid knowledge, there is
naturally a questiop of the sources of the same. So, in the case of this

fundamental knowledge of Brahman, the question is: How can we come
to know of Brahman ? Can He be known through the above three

ordinary sources of Knowledge? Or, are there some special means of
knowing Him ? The Vedanta View is that Bralman can be known
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through Seriptures or Sastras and all the Vedantists take special pains to
establish this point in details,

{2) Scripture as the Means of Knowing Brahman

In the third Satra of the First Chapter, Brabman has been described
as “Sastra-Yoni"—“Sastra-Youitvat® ( Br. Sa. 1-1-3). This means that
Scripture is the “Source” of Brahman, or the only means of knowing
Brahmar, amougst the above tliree ordinary ones,

(i} Perception, not a Means of Knowing Brahman

Thus, first, it needs no proof that Brahman is totally beyond the
range of ordinary sense-perception.

“FErERd AT ety e 1 9 delt fef e
Y
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As usual, here, too, Srikantha mainly refers to Seriptural proof, by
quoting a text from the Upanisads. But, Reason also shows that from
the very nature of the case, Braliman can never be an objeet of ordinary
sense-perception. For, it, first, requires seuse-object-contact which is
impossible here. Secondly, the perceivable object islimited in nature,
which Brahman is definitely not.

Gi) Inference, not a Means of Knowing Brahman

However, it is quite easy to prove that Brahman is not an object
of ordinary sense-perception, about which there can be aud has been
really no controversy at all. But, attempts bave been mmade at all times
and in all Systems of Philosophy to prove God’s existence by means of
Inference. Specially, it is very difficult not to succumb to the temptation
of having recourse to the commeon, easy Casual Argument, which strives
to prove God, the Cause, from the world, the effect, on the basis of the
universal and necessary Law of Cansation thus:—

All effects are due to causes, like the pots etc., due to Lhe potter etc.

The world is an effect.

Therefore, the world is due to a Cause, (viz God),

But the whole arguinent has been rejected by Srikagtha in toto
(Bhasya 1.1.3. ). He points out that the very principle of this argument
is wholly inapplicable to the case of Brahman. For, the fundamental
principle of Inference is Aualogy, thus:—

All men are mortal, like Shyam, Hari ¢tc,

Ram is a man.

.. Ram is mortal.
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Here, the argument is based on a Double Aunalogy. First, the Minor Term
“Ram” indicates a person who is analogous to other similar persons or
“men”, indicated by the Middle term, the examples being Shyam, Hari ete.
That is why, it may be argued safely that what is ttne in the case of
all other men {viz mortality!, is equally true in the case of Ram, no less.
Secondly, the Major Term ‘“‘mortal” indicates that Ram’s mortality is
analogous to the mortality possessed by all other men, viz. Shyam, Hari
ete. Thus, as a matter of fact, the whole argument {mplies that Ram, who
is similar to other men like Shyam, Hari etc , possesses mortality, which is
similar to the mortality possessed by all other men, viz. Shyam, Hari etc.

Now, let us try to apply the same principle of Double Analogy to the
case of God.

Here, first, when it is said iy the Minor Premise that—“the world
is an efiect”, the sense in which it is an effect is quite different from
that in which a pot is an effect, as stated in the Udaharapa or example,
For, pots ete, are effects within the world, and what is within and what
contains that as its infinitesimal part, canuot evidently be similar, o, if
the world be an effect, it is, indeed, 2 unique kind of effect, one and only.
For, 110 other effect is so vast and variegated, so complex and unintelligible,
as the world, The world and the pot might differ qnantitatively ouly, and
not qualitatively., Vet they do differ so vastly that any similarity between
the two, for all practical purposes, is ruled out. For example, a drop of
sea-water and the sea may be quantitatively the same, yet the sea is
unfathomable, not the drop ; the drop can be easily wiped out, uot the sea.
So, who would, from the practical, empirical stand-point, dare to call
the two similar 7

Secondly, the Major Term “Cause” also is quite different in the case
of God aud in those of others, such as, potters ete. Here, in fact, God and
other wordiy causes differ uot only quantitatively, but also qualitatively,
from the practical, empirical, standpoint. So, what similarity can there
be hetween the same 7

Thus, by Inference here, we cau only arrive at the conclusion that
a limited effect, viz, the world, similar to a pot, is produced by a limited
cause, similar to z potter. But this is not the conclusion that we want
here. 1 that were so, then we would have to say that the effect viz, the
wotld, on its part, is easily breakable like a pot ete, and the cause viz. God,
ou His, is subject to all the faults and failiz gs of a human person, suject
inevitably to the fruits or consequences of actions or Karma-Phalas. Also,
as the polter etc are only efficient canses, while thelump of clay ete. are
culy material causes, so ou the grounds of Udaharana here, we can never
by Inference arrive at a world-cause, wao is simultaneously both the
material ‘and the efficient causes of the universe. (See, 1. 1. 3.)
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In this way, Inference, which is an important sotirce of knrowledge
in other cases, is absolutely, from its very nature, unsuitable in the case
of Brahman, As Brahman is entirely unique and has nothing similar
to Him in the world from the ewpirical point of view, so Empirical
Inference which, as pointed out above, is based on Aualogy, is totally
impassible in His case,

(3) Scriptures prove Brahman alone.

Accordingly, the couclusion is that Brahman cannot be known either
through Perception or through Iuferemce, but ounly through Scriptural
Authority., Hence, Srikantha concludes i

“oR AqFaOTEEEE aaETUE Aw @ fagmy (1)

Hence, Bralmau can be known and proved only through the
Vedanta-Sastras.

But if it be said that Brahman can be knowu and proved only
thirough the Scriptures, then the question naturally arises as to whether
all the different Scriptures prove Brahman alone, and none but Brahnian.
If they deal with something else, some other topic, then, of course, we
have to face the unpleasant situation that Brahman cannot be known
at all by us. Hence all the Vedantists have devoted the whole of their
energies in proving tbat all the Scriptures unanimously prove Brahman
alone. In fact, a large part of the Brahma-Sfitras discusses different
Scriptural texts, referring apparently to cbjects other than Brahman,
and tries to show that all these really refer to Bralinan alone. A few
examples are given below, just to demonstrate the mode of argument
here.

(1) In the Tattiriya Upanisad (2.85.), there is a reference to
“Ananda-maya’ or the Seif consisting of Bliss. The question naturally
is: Who is this “Ananda-Maya”—]Jiva or Brahman ? Here it is shown
that He is Brahman, and none but Brahman (See. 1.1,13—%0)

() In Chandogya Upanisad (1.6.6—7!, there is a reference toa
“Hiragmaya Puruga” or a Golden Person iunside the sun. Here, also
it is proved that He is not the Sun-god, but Brahman, (Si. 1.1.21—22,)

3) In the Chandogya Upanigad (1.8.1), there is a reference to
“ALkasa” or Ether. Here it is proved that the Ether is not the elemental
ether, but Bralinan (Sa. 1,1, 23—24)

(4 In Chandogya Upanisad (1.11.5%, there is a reference to
“Prana” or Vital-breath. Here it is proved that this is not ordinary
vital-breath, but Brahman (Si. 1.1. 23—24)

{5) Inthe Chandogya Upanisad (3. 13.7.), there is a reference to
“Ivoti” or Light. Here itis proved that this is not the fire within the
belly, but Brahmaun. (Sa 1, 1, 25—28)
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(6) In the Kausitaki Upanigad, (3. 2.°, Indra refers to “Prana’ or
the Vital-breath, as identical with himself. Here, it is proved that, this is
neither Indrs, nor the ordimary Vital-breath, but Brahman. (S6. 1. 1.
29 -39

() In the Chandogya Upanigad (3. 14. 2.), there is a reference to
*“Manomaya", one who consists of the mizd, and so on. Here, it is
proved that this is not tlie individual soul, but Brahman. (54. 1.2.1- 2,

(8) Tn the Mahanardyana Upanigad (11. 3}, there is a reference to
“Narayapa”, Here it is proved that this is not the god Narayaga, but
Brahman. (Sii. 1. 2. 3—8)

(8) In the Katha Upanisad, {2.25.) there is a reference to “One to
whom Brihmanas and Ksatr.yas are food”. Here, it is proved that this
Eater is uot some one else, but Brahman. (54, 1, 2. 9—10)

(10} In the Katha Upanisad, (3. 1), there is a reference to “Guhim
Pravigtau' or two entered in a cave. Here, it i3 proved that these are not
Buddhi and the individual soul, but the individual soul and Brahman
(S 1, 2, 11—12v

{11) Iu the Chandogya Upanigsad (4. 15. 1), there is a reference to
the “Person inside the eye.,” Here, it is proved that this is neither the
individual soul mnor the person reflected on the eye, but Brahman
(Sn. 1. 2. 13-17).

(12) In the Mahanirayaga Upanigad (16. 3), there is a reference to
a "'Angugtha-matra-Puruga’, or a Person of the size ofa thumb only.
Here, it is proved that this is not the Vital-breath, but Brahman
(Sa. 1, 2. 18.)

(13) In the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (3.7, 3.}, there is a reference
to the “Antaryamin™ or Inner Controlier. Here it is proved that this is
neither the individual soul nor the Virat, Purusa, nor Pradhana, but
Brahman (S4. 1. 2. 19-21).

(13} In Mundaka Upanigad (1.1.5), there is a reference to the
“Akgara”, the Imperishable. Here, it is proved that this is neither
Pradhiua nor the individual soul, but Brahman. (5G. 1.2, 22--24),

{141 Inthe Chandogya Upanisad {( 5. 18, 1.}, there is a reference to
“Vaisvanara”. Here, it is proved that this is neither the gastric fire nor
the elemental fire, nor the Fire-god, but Brahman. { 34. 1. 2. 25—33.)

{15) In the Muydaka Upanisad (2. 2. 5.), there is a reference to
“the Support of the Heaven and the earth”. Here, it is proved that this
is not the air, but Brahman, (84, 1,3.1—6 )

{(16) In the Chandogya Upanisad { 7, 23, 1. ), there is a reference to
the “Bhiiman”, the Plenty, Here, it is proved that this is not the
vital-breath, but Brahman. (S6. 1.3,7.—8.)
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(17) 1n the Brhadarayyaka Upanisad. ( 3. 8. 8. ), there is a reference
to the “Aksara”, the Imperishable. Here, it is proved that this is neither
Prayava nor the individual soul, but Brahman. { Sa. 1.3. 9—I1).

(18) In the Prasna Upanigad. {5.5.), there is a reference to a
“Person lyimg iu the city”. Here, it is proved that this is neither
Hiranyagarbha, nor Nmayana, but Brahman. (5. 1.8.12)

(19) In the Chandogya Upanisad, {8. 1.1}, there is a reference
to “Daharakada” or the Small Ether. Here, it is proved that this is
neither the elemental ether, nor the individual soul, but DBrahman.
( Sa. 1.3.13—22).

(20) In the Katha Upanisad. (4.12.) there is a reference to
“Angustha-Matra-Purusa” or a Person of the size of a thumb only. Here
it is proved that this is not the individual soul, but Brahman. (St.
1.8.23-24).

{21) In the Katha Upanisad { 6 2.), there is a reference to ‘'the
trembling of the whole world”, Here, it is proved that the cause of
this trembling is not the thunderbolt, but Brahman, (Sa. 1. 3. 40).

{(22) In the Chandogya Upanisad ( 8.12.3,), there is a reference
to “Para-Jyoti” or the Highest Light. Here, itis proved that thisis
not Nariyapa, but Brahman. (Sii. 1.3.41.)

(28) In the Chandogya Upanisad (8, 14.1.), there is a reference
to “Akasa” or the Ether. lere, it is proved that this is neither the
sky, nor the individual soul, but Brahman. (5Si. 1. 3. 42—44)

(24) In the Kausitaki-Upanisad (Chap. 4.), there is a reference to
the “Object to be known”. Here, it is proved that this is not the
individual soul, but Brahman. { S@. 1. 4. 16~18)

25) In the Brhadaragyaka Upanisad ( 2, 4. 5., there is a reference
to the “Atman”, the soul. Here, it is proved that this is not the
individual soul, but Brabman. (Sa. 1, 4.19—22).

(26; In the Tattiriya Upanisad (2.1, 1.), there is a reference to
“Atman”, the soul, as the originator of everything. Here it is proved
that this, Brahman, and none else, and Braliman is both the material
aund the efficient causes. { S, 1.4.23--28)

(27, Inthe Satarudriys, there is a reference to “Anger’™ as belong-
ing to Rudra. Here, it is proved that this Anger is none else but
Brahman, (S54.1.4.29.)

In this way, practically the whole of the First Chapter has been
devoted to proving that the different Upanisadic Texts all refer to
Brahman and Brahman alone. The following are the only exceptions :—

(1) Si. 1. 1. 5—12—Here, it is proved that the Samkhya Pradhana
is not the cause of the world.
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(2) Sd. 1.8 25.—32. Here, it is proved that the gods are

entitled to worship Brahman.
(3) 8. 1.3 33—39. Here it is proved that the Siidras are not

entitled to the study the Vedas.

(4) Sfi. 1.4.1,—=7. Here it is proved that the term “Avyakta’, as
found in the Katha Upanisads ( 8, 11, ), is not the Samkhya Pradhana, but
the body.

(5) Sfi. 1. 4.8—10, Here, it is proved that the term “Aja”, as
found in the Svetagvatara Upanisad ( 4. 5. ), does not mean the Samkhya
Praksti, but Para-Prakrti.

(6) Si. 1.4, 11—15. Heie it is proved that the term "“Pafica-
Pafica-Jana”, as found in the Brhadaranyaka Upauisad (4.4.10°, does
not mean the twenty-five Samkhya principles, but five ‘Patica-Jana’, a
special kind of beings.

Such a detailed discussion of the different Secriptural texts in the
very First Chapter of the Brahma-Siitras has been undertaken with the
sole purpose of confirming the Fourth Sutra i~

“Tattu Samanvayat®, (St 1.1.4.)

“All the Scriptural texts are in concordance with regard to that, viz
Brahman",

Thus, all the numerous Seriptural texts unanimously prove one and
the same being, viz Brahman, and none else but Brahman—this is the
unanimous view of all the Schools of the Vedanta.

(4) Scriptures are not concerned with Karmas.

Besides proving that all the Scriptural texts, though apparenily
dealing with a variety of topics, like the ether, the vital-breath, the fire
etc,, really unanimously refer to Brahman, and Brahman alone, all
the Vedantists also try to prove that the Scriptures all deal with Brahman,
and not with Karmas. This is discussed at length in the last of the
famous “Catus-siitri” or the first four of the Bralma-Siitras. This has
been quoted above.

If it be said that the Scriptures are concerned with Brahian, that
means that they are concerned with an object which is already there and
which it is not necessary for auy one to produce by means of action or
Karmas. Thus, the Scriptures have nothing to do with Xarmas.

(i} First Objection and Refutalion

Here, a three-fold objection may be raised :
Pirst, it may objected that—as we know from our own, direct ex-
periences words all refer to actions. E. G., we bave such sentences
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as :—"Bring a cow” “Tie a cow”, and all these call forth actious on our
part. Hence, all words stand for and denote certain Karmas or actions.

To this, Srikantha replias as follows :—

First, words do mnot, by any means, refer to Karmas or actions
always. Just as there are Injunctive sentences of the fotm : “Bting a cow”,
*Tie & cow” etc., so there are numerous Indicative sentences, also, like
“A son has been born to you®, “This rose is red”, and so on,

Further, what is more important, even in the case of an Injunctive
sentence, the idea that one gets f{roin it, is about an object, and not
about an action. ‘T'hus, in the above Injunctive sentence : “Bring a cow,”
the person enjoined, first, gets an idea regarding an object, viz, a cow ;
then, he has an idea regardiug an action with reference to it, viz, bringircyg ;
and then, alone, can he act with regard to it, viz. bring it. In this way, every
action is preceded by two kinds of knowledge—one about the object with
regard to which the action is done, and one about the action which is
done. 1In fact, knowledge always precedes action. So, it is totally wrong
to hold that words denote only action, and never objects,

(ii) Second Objection and Refutation

Secondly, it may be objected that, as Brahman can very well be
proved by Inference, Scriptures are not at all necessary here. TFor,
Scriptures enable us to know what canaot be otherwise known,

To this Srikaptha replies by pointing out that Brabman can never
be proved by Inference. ‘This has been stated above. ( See Pp, 9iff),

(ii) Third Objection and Refutation

Thirdly, it may be objected that, as all the Vedanta texts are
concerned ouly with injunctions regarding the worship of Brahman,
these cannot, again, be taken to be concerned with Brahinan as well.
For, the same text cannot have two different kinds of meaning.

To this Srikantha replies as follows :—

If we cousider the meaning of the Vedania texts carefully, we find
that all of them do refer to Brahman., In fact, there are certain definite
marks through which we can correctly interpret or understand the real
meaning of a text. These are the seven marks of an intelligible text, viz.
Beginning, End, Repetition, Novelty, Result, Explanation, Fitness

{ Upakrama, Upasamhbara, Abhyasa, Apirvata, Phala, Arthavada,
Upapatti. cf, Sri, Bh.1, 1. 4,)

All these marks are found in the case of Scriptural texts proving
Brabhman, ‘Thus all the Vedauta-texts begin with Brahman and end with
Brahman ; repeatedly refer to Bralinan ; prove Brahman as a novel object
which cannot be proved by other sources of knowledge ; result in the
knowledge of Brahman alone; explain the nature and attributes of

13
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Brahman ; and all together establish Brahman in a way absolutely free
from inconsistency. Thus, there can be no doubt that the Vedanta-texts

do establish Brahman.
' 8o, Srikatitha concludes :—

‘gufift fogre | dqrar AT -
qﬁaﬁl TINIT
"o BETa-ATREE R ;A (e
“gefory AR AIATAATTEsT SRR 17 (208 )
From all the marks, stated above, it is clear that the Vedanta-
T'exts all prove Brahman, and do not deal with Karmas.

(5) Two-fold Purport of Scriptures or Vedanta-Texts,

But here one thing has to be noted carefully, viz, that the Vedanta-
Texts are concerned not omly with Brahman, but also with Injunctions
( Vidhis ) regarding the knowledge and meditation of Brahman.

_(i) Vedanta-Texts are both Indigative and Injunctive

It may be asked here as to how the very same Vedanta-texts can
mean two things—viz. Brahman Himself, as well as Injunctions regarding
His knowledge and meditation.

The reply is that, after all, Indicative Vedanta-Texts, concerned
with Brahwan Himself, and Injunctive Vedinta-Texts, concerned with
Injunctions about the knowledge and meditation of Brahman refer to
the same topic, viz., Brahman and none else but Braliman. So, of
course, one and the same text is not concerned with Brahman and
Injunctions, regarding His knowledge and meditation—some, the
Indicative ones, refer to Brahman ; others, the Injunctive ones, refer to
Injunctions regarding Him. But still, it can be safely said that all the
Scriptures deal with Brahman and Brahman alone,

(i) Injunctive Vedanta Texts are distinct from
Purva-Mimamsa Injunctions.

The fact that the Scriptures contain Injunctions do not, by any
means, prove that they are concerned with Karmas, like the Parva-
Mimamsa. For, Pirva-Mimfmsa«Injunctions are those concerning Sakama-
Karmas, like, Sacrifices, rites and rituals and the rest, and produce
worldly or Heavenly results, leading constantly to births and re-births
or transmigratory existence. Thus, from their very nature, such
ordinary Injunctions refer to mnon.eternal objects or results. But
Vedanta-Injunctions regarding the Lknowledge and meditation of
Brahman, are, by nature, entirely different, as Brahman is not something
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non-eternal (See below), and as the results of the knowledge and meditation
enjoined are not Samesara, but Moksa, not transmigratery existence, but
Salvation. Thus, the Vedanta-Texts are not concerned with ordinary
injunctions regarding Sakama-Karmas, but only with those regarding
the knowledge and meditation of Brahman.

(iii) Four Kinds of Injunctions in the case of Vedanta-Texts.

There are, in fact, four kinds of Injtinction (Vidhi), viz., Utpatti-
Vidhi, Vinivoga-Vidbi, Adhikara-Vidhi and Prayoga-Vidhi. All these
are possible in the case of Vedauta-texts.

Thus, first, we have Utpatti-Vidhi, e, g., in the text : “O 1 the
Self should be seen”. (Brh. 2.4 5). ‘This kind of Injunction is one
regarding the means to the main act enjoined. So, the above Ved#ntic
Injunction means that the Self is to be seen by means of the Vedantas,
or through a study of the Vedantas.

Secondly, we have Viniyoga-Vidhi, e. g., in the text 3 “Therefore,
having this knowledge, having become calm, subdued, quiet, enduring
and collected, one should see the Self in the Self itself (Brh. 4. 4. 23).
This kind of Injunction is one regarding the auxiliary means to the act
enjoined. Here, Calinness, etc, have been, enjoined as auxiliary means
to 'Seeing’, the maiu act enjoined.

Thirdly, we have Adhikara-Vidhi, e.g., in the text: “Knowing the
Lord, one becomes free {rom all bonds” (Svet. 1. 8, This kind of Injunction
is one regarding the Adbikarin to the kuowledge of Brahman, or it
indicates one who is entitled to ktow Brahman, Here, it is said that one
desirous of knowing Brahman is entitled to the study of the Vedanta,

Fourthly, we have Prayoga-Vidhi, e. g., in the text: “One who
deserves salvation from bondage and is endowed with the qualities of
‘Calmness’, ete,, should strive to attain the knowledge of Brahman)”
This Lkind of Vidhi is one regarding the main act enjoined. Here, the
main act enjoined in ‘knowing Brahman’,

Thus, says Srikaptha, all the four kinds of Vidhi or Injunction are
found in the Vedanta texts regarding the knowledge and worship of
Brahman, (Sri. Bh. Br, Sa 1. 1. 4.)

(iv) Objection and Refutation.

A natural objection may be raised here, viz., that a Vidhi or an
Injunction refers to a future action, and an action refers to something to be
preduced, transformed, attained, reformed : Thus, Utpatti (erigination),
Vikara (transformation), Prapti (attainment) and Sampskara (reformation)
—these are the four results of action. And, in every case, the object
concerned is non-eternal, So, action, from its very nature, is possible
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with regard to non-eternal objects only. But how can Brahman be ever
conceived to be mon-eternal ? Hence, there cannot be any action with
regard to Brahman, and that is why, no injunction is possible with regard
to Him,

T'o this Srikantha replies as follows :—

It goes without saying that Brahman is not non.eternal and
30 is not an object of Injunction and Action. But here the injunction is
regarding knowledge of Brahman and not Brahman Himself, There ig
no harm in saying that kunowledge of Brahman is something to be
produced. For, a man may not care about, knowing Brabman at first,
i. e.,, may not be aware of his own ecternal Self, Aund this Injunction
regarding knowledge and meditation of Brahman is meant for'
inspiring him to know and meditate on Brahman. Even in the case of
those who, as serious students of Philoscphy, by themselves, without any
injunctions, strive to know Brahman, such Injunctions are meant for
preventing them from attempting to know Brahman through any other
means,—like Inference and the like,-other than Secriptures. Thus, such
Injunctions regarding the knowledge and meditation of Brahman are, of
course, necessary. And, as, here, the Injunctions are all psychological
ones, referring to the knowledge and meditation of the Jiva, and mnot
metaphysical ones referring to the existence or otherwise of Brahman,
there is no question at all that such Injunctions, will make Brahman a
created object or non-eternal in any way.

According to Srikagtha, such Injunctions regarding the knowledge
and meditation of Brahman are necessary over and above the indicative
Vedanta-texts regarding Brahman and His sttributes like ; “Brahman is
Truth, Knowledge, Infinite” (Tait. 2. 1.), For, such texts give us only
an indirect second-hand knowledge regarding Brahman. This is only the
stage of "Sravax;la" or indirect, mediate learning on grounds of Authority
only. But for direct realisatiom, and intuition of Brahman, further
injunctions regarding “Nididbyasana™ or meditation are necessary. Hence,
the Vedanta-Injunctions, undoubtedly, serve a very useful purpose,

So, Srikantha concludes :—
‘G dad AU Agran 8§ g ‘e O B ZEew’ sy 9% AT
fafqn sifa wast 1” (t-1-y)
“WAETATE- R -G A 3TFRRREIEATITRRA A 17
(2-1%)
The Vedantas or Scriptures deal not only with Brahman, but equally

with Injunctions regarding the Jnina and Uplsanid, Knowledge and
Meditation of Brahman,
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(6} All Words [ enote BErahman-

i) All Scriptural and Non-Scriptural Words Designate Brahman

It has been shown above that all the Scriptural-Texts refer to
Brahman and Brahman alone, Or, in other words, all the Scriptural
words unanimously denote Brahman, and vone else but Brahman. Asaza
matter of fact, however, all words, whatsoever, Scriptural or non-
Scriptural, denote Brahman alone. For, as showa above { P, 30 ), Brahman
is immanent in the world, as its material cause, just as a lump of clay is
immanent in all the effects, like clay-jar, clay-plate, etc,, as their material
catnses, Hence, all the objects in the world are Brabman in essence,
just as clay-jar, clay plate aud the like are all clay in essence. That is,
the name: °‘Brahman’ may the equally applied to all objects of the world,
just as the name ‘clay’ is equally applicable to all clay-jars, clay-plates, etc.
In this way, all words denoting different objects of the world also
denote Brahman, their Soul, Substance, Material Cause, (P.57 ).

“qur 7 wa-Paafa-aaw-nde-fifte’ aw wa-9g-areadq |” (132 )
The whole world, consisting of souls ard matter, constitute the
Body of Brahman., Heuce, all words denote Brahman,

“qur B ek @ae  fafgaamaifeEr st
g <
QITAT FI-qreg-area: weheat: fow o fmad ©” (eyRR)
Thus, all the Scriptures unanimously prove that the Supreme Lord
is uone else but Siva, who has entered into all the sentient beings and

non-sentient objects as their Soul ; who has, thus, the whole universe as
His Body ; and who is, accordingly’, denoted by all words.

“qYraT TG-A F ST AERG A W . fF g gew o
oo - TR FRGAY ATH-TO-AATTI ATHE AEEISSAT: AA-AEER e
WATIT  NOEENEE  OEREeEE AITAE . gedd  JMSEA sy
adogefage  AwOiz-re-aad gEgl oo AT, THR- TR
ez TeuERER AT gedad It (-3-te)

(it All Scriptural and Non-Scriptural Words Designate
Brahman in a Literal Way,

I'he problem is discussed here in this way 3—

1t has been shown above ( Pp. 27—29), that all the Scriptural
words like ‘Akasa” and the like really’ denote Brahman. Now, the
question may be asked as to whether other ordinary words, too, denoting
different sentient beings aund non-sentient objects denote Brahman
as well, in a primary and literal sense. It may be thought here that,
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according to general usage, a word standing for one particular object,
cannot, at the same time, stand for another different object ina primary
and literal sense ; but only, at best, in a secondary and metaphorical or
figurative sense. Thus, when it is said: “The sun is the sacrificial
stake”, the word “sun” canz denote a sacrificial stake only secondarily
and figuratively, and never directly and literally. So, if it be zaid that
the words denoting worldly objects also denote Brahman, just as the
Scriptural words like ‘Akasa’, etc., do, then, that ig possible only indirectly
and figuratively.

To this, Srikantha replies by pointing out that, just as in the case
of the Scriptural words, so equally in that of non-Scriptural ones,
Brahman alone is directly and literally denoted. The reason for thisis
that Brahman alone has entered into all as their Souls aud Essences.
Just as the soul entered into the body of a Brahmiun, is called ‘a Brahmin’,
so exactly is the case bere. Thus, Brahman alone is primarily, directly
and literally denoted by all words whatsoever, Scriptural or non-Seriptural

All the Monotheiitic Vedantists tske special pains to show that
Brahman is directly demoted by ali words whatsoever, for this simple
reason that according to them [ except the Dualist Madhva ), Brahman
being the One, Supreme, Material Cause, ( P. 57 ), all souls and material
objects are identical with Him in essence, though different from Him in
forms, attributes and functions. Although such Schools admit of both
difference and non-difference between. Brahman, on the one hand, and
Jiva-Jagat, on the other, yet the great importance of identity of essence
has been always specially emphasised by them all.

{7) The Place of Reasoning in the Vedanta.
(iy The Vedanta is not Dogmatic.

As in the Vedanta, Brahman is said to be entirely “Sastra-Yoni” or
knowable through the Scriptures alone, so the charge of Dogmatism
may eazily be brought against it, for the matter of that, against all the
Systems of Indian Philosophy, more or less. But alittle reflection will
show that this charge of Dogmatism or blind, wuvncritical faith in
Scriptures, is wholly unjustifiable. { See be'ow under “Refutation of the
First Objection against Brahman Karaga-Vada ).

The Vedas, i.e., the Jnana-Kinda or the Upanigads form the very
ground of the Vedauta. But, for that reason, it is wrong to characterise
the Vedanta Philosopby as wholly Dogmatic. For, what is found ina
germinpal form in the Upanisads, is developed in the form of a big tree in
the Vedanta Systems. Thus, in the Upanisads, we find soul-stirring,
inspired Mantras which indicate, of course, heights of philosophical
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perfection and contaim within themselves supreme and sublime thoughts,
representing the highest kind of philosophical imsight. But stiil, in
such inspired products, we cannot expect detailed logical proofs or
philosophical argumentations in support of the theories stated. Hence,
in the Upanigads, there are mere statements of facts, but not proofs of
the same on logical and philosophical grounds., It was left tothe
Vedauta Systems of Philosophy to supply the proofs on grounds of reason
and build up a logically consistent system on the basis of the Mantras of
the Upanigads.

Thus, the Vedanta System of thought is really based on solid
grounds of Reazson, In the System of Vedanta Philosophy, of course, there
nre profuse quotations from the Vedas and the Upanigads, and in some, also
from Smrtis, Puragas aud other celebrated works, Instances are also not
lacking where in support of a particular contention, Scriptural texts have
been quoted.  Still, in all the Systems of the Vedanta, there are numerous
independent arguments by means of which the Upanisadic Doctrines have
been fully expounded and supported, and rival Doctrines disposed of. AIl
these are, indeed, of & high order and definitely prove the great critical
capacities of the Vedanta-thinkers,

(ii) Sravana-Manana-Nididhyasana.

It may be thought here that as all these reasonings and argumentations
ate within the scope of the Scriptures only, these cagnot, by any means,
prove the capacity for independent thinking and critical reflection of the
Vedanta Philosophers But the reply to it is that the acceptance of
Seriptural Authority constitutes only the first stage in the Philosephical
Method of India, ‘This first stage is called “Sravana” or Hearing. As
the name implies, thisis the stage of Authority. the stage of learning from
others, and accepting uncritically, for the time being, what we known from
the Scriptures or from our Gurus, Spiritual Preceptors. If this were the
end, then surely, the charge of Dogmatisin conld have been brought easily,
But this is not the end, only the beginning.

The second stage is called “Manana,” or Thinking, As the name
implies, this is the stage of Independent Reasoning, the stage of reflecting
over what has been learnt at the first stage on grounds of Authority
alone, and accepting or rejecting the truths accepted before uncritically.

Then, the third or the final stage is called *“Nididhyasana” or
Meditation. Asthe name implies, this is the stage of Direct Realisation, .
the stage of constant reflection on the Truth, first accepted on trust from
others, at the stage of “Sravapa’ and then on grounds of one’s owit reasons
at the stage of “Manana,” Through this kind of reflection or meditation. .
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there is a Direct Insight into or Perception of Truth, for attaining which
there is such a constant striving on the patt of the seeker after Truth.

This Philosophical Method shows that no Indian Philosepher can
ever remain Dogmatic in his search for Truth. That is, he can never
stop at the stage of Sravaya or Authority. For, this indirect, second-
hand kpowledge is never counted as real, final knowledge in Indian
Philosophy. All knowledge, worth the neme, must be perceptual,
immediate, direct, So, until aud unless the preliminary knowledge, due to
Authority, is, finally, elevated into “Dardana” or Direct Seeing, it is useless
and cannot bring about Salvation,

That is why the term for “Philosophy” in India is
“Pardana” — a supremely appropriate term, which definitely
shows that Philosophical Knowledge must be a direct, immediate.
perceptual knowledge—any other kind of kmowledge, any indirect,
mediate knowledge cannot be called ‘Philosophical Kuowledge’. Hence,
neither knowledge through Authority, nor knowledge through Inference
can be called Philosophical Knowledge. Of course, Philosophy involves all
these—here we start with Authority, then proceed to Inference—, but we
have to end finally in Direct Perception, Intuition Insight, in “Darfana”
or Seeing. Hence, in India, a Philosopher or a wise nan is called a
“Dragia” i.e a Seer,one who directly and immediately "sees” the Truth,
as clearly as, or even more clearly than, we see ordinary objects.

(iii) Purvapaksa-. handena-Siddhanta

There, is another kind of Philosophical Method, besides these
«'[yi-Sadhaua” or three-fold spiritual meaus: Sravaga, Manapa and
Nidhidbyasana, mentioned above. This is the Method of Fiirva-paksa,
Khandana and Uttara-paksa or Siddhanta, This, really, falls, under
‘Manana', According to this Method, before proving his own
theory, a Philosopher has to state carefully aund impartially
the theories of his opponents. These constitute the “Pairva-paksa”
or Opponents’ Views, Then, he has to criticise these and prove the
same to be false on logical and philosophical grounds. This is called
“Khagdana” or cutting, Then he has to prove his own theory on
logical and philosophical grounds. This is called “Uttara-Pakg” ox
“Siddhanta” or Philosopher’s own view. This compulsory Method also
inevitably prevents an Indian Philosopher from being dogmatic, or
obstinately sticking to his own view, without even caring to kmow
sbout other possible views. A Philosopher who, thus, starts at the
beginning to prove his own theory, will not be listened to. For, how
can one start to build a house until the existing one is demolished ?
So, first other existing views have to be taken notice of ( Purva-paksa )
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and demolished ( Khandana }; and then ooly can the edifice of a new
view be raised ( Uttara-paksa or Siddhanta

{i*) Two kinds of Dogmatism.

Thus, “Doginatism” may mean two things: First, blind faith in
Authority or uscritical acceptance of Truth ; secoudly, blind faith in
one’s own self, or uncritical sticking to oue’s own opinion. The
first Philosophical Method of “Sravana, Manara aund NididbyAsana”
prevents against the first kind of Dogmatism ; the second Philosophical
Method of “Piirvpaksa, Khapdana and Jttara-paksa or Siddhanta"”, against
the second.

(¥} Three “R’s” of Indian Philosophy : Raevelation,
Reasoning, Realisation.

Thus, it is altogrether wrong to suppose that simply becanse, the
Indian Systems sturt with Vedic Authority, they are all dogmatic
through and throungn aund there is no place for Reasoning in Judian
Philosophy. But the Indian Philosophical Method, as we have seen,
is one whole of Authority, Reason and Parception or Insight or Intuition,
In Western Philosophy, Reason and Revelation are ordiuarily taken to he
opposed to each other. But in Indian: Philosophy, the twoare taken to
be complementary to each other—“Sravana” leading to “Manana”,
“Manana” to Nididhyasana—Authority or Revelation leading to Reascning,
aud Reasoning to Realisation. Thus, these are the supreme three “R’s”
of Indian Philosophy : —Revelation, Reasoning, Realisation.

Indicating the organic relation between these three, Samkara has
beautifully said :—
& ]
‘amda fmg QF-TRETAT: @Al | AEgie od e
ABISTAAIFAATAG 1” (GG AT 2§ ) |
Mere, dry Reasoning is of no use here. But Resoning, which is iu

conformity with Scripture, alone has to be resorted to as auxiliary to
Realisation.

Srikagtha also asserts in the very same strain :—
‘Sl AR g oaaia ) % S gagaeargaaft
S g T -t )
Brahman cannot be known through Inferenze, Yet, I'nference that
conforms to Scripture, may very well be a proof with regard to Brahman.

fvi) The Value of Inference.

Now, here a very legitimate question may be asked, as follows 1—
Here, only that kind of Inference has been accepted as a proof which
14
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conforms to Scriptures. That practically means that Irference is not an
independent source of knowledge, but is concerned only with elucidating
and confirming what has already been stated. In that case, what is the
value of such a satellite Pramana ?

‘The reply to this is as follows 3

Simply because here Inference has been said to be conforming to
Sceripture, it cannot be said that there is no scope for any independence
ou its part. As a mat.er of fact, when there are so auy different
interpretations of the very same Vedas, how can it ever be said that there
is no scope for independent thinking hiere ? In the very same Vedanta
System alone, there are as many as Ten Schools ; and each and every of
tliese claims to have been based on the Vedr-Upanisads directly. Thus here
each founder of a Sect or a Schicol first interprets the Vedas-Upanisadas
by meaus of his own thinking, reasoning, logical argnmentation
and philosophical reflection, and then, forms a new Sect or founds a new
School on the basis of the same,

In this way, Iniereuce conformig to Scripture or “Manana” after
$ravaga has two main fuuctions;-— (i) Immediately after “Sravat}a,"
definitely determining the meaning of the Vedas in accordance with its
own logical and philosophical caneus; (2; proving the same and
disproving rival views in details on strict logical and philosophical
grounds.

{vii) The Necessity of Authority in Inference

Thus, here Scripture simply forms the starting point of Inference,
and nothing more. We know that according to logical rules, Inference
js the process of passing from the Premise to the Conclusion, Here,
the Vedas constitute ouly the Premise of this kind of “Srutyanugrhita-
Tarka” or Inference conforming to Secripture.

According to [Indian Tradition, the Vedas are "Apauruseya,”
or not composed by any ordinary, ignorant or little-knowing individuals
or human beings. DBat the Vedas are “Divine Weords,” That is, the
Vedas are the immortal instructions issued forth from the mouths
of extra-ordinary iondividuals or saiunts and seers who are but
the messengers of God on earth. Ordinary, ignorant, little-knowing
individuals, like us, ecan have the first inkling into,
supra-mundane, fundawental, profound Philesophical Truths through
such Scriptures only. For, we lack intelligence and power to grasp cuch
deep matters without any help from others, through our own independent
efforts only. In ordinary spheres also, we find that in the beginning
we have to depend on our parents, teachers, elders, aud other persons, for
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learning, for & long time. So, naturally, in the very difficult spiritval
or philosophic sphere, such a kind of preliminary help is necessary for us
a thousand times more,

(viii) Sastra-Yonitva and Guru-Vada

That is why, “Sravapa® or “Sraddha” i, e. reverence for
Seriptures and Gurus { Spritunal Preceptors ), has been taken to be
the very first step in the Path of Philosophical Knowledge or Spiritual
Striving. “This is the real import of the much-maligned *Sastra-Yonitva”
of Brahman and the Indian-“Guru-Vada.” Ignorant persons, puffed up
with pride for their so.called abilities, think that they can easily kuow
Brahman through ordinary sources of knowledge, like Perception and
Inference. It is for teachine such foolish persous that the Vedainta-System
has described Brahmau as “Sastra-Yoni.” The warnings by the Upaingads
also have this purpose in view :—

‘From whom Speech with Mind turn back, not getting” ("T'ait 2. 4)

“He who thinks that he does not know Brahman, really knows Him.
But he who thinks that he knows Brahman, really does not know Him.”
{Kena 2. 3)

‘ (ix) Gradations in Knowledga.

As a matter of fact, as there are Degrees and Gradations every where,
so there are Degrees and Gradations in the sphere of knowledge, no less.
Hence, here, there must be differences as regards the sources of
knowledge also. That is, what is a proof in the case of ordivary knowledge,
isnot, naturally, so in that of philosophic knowledge.

Thus, ordinary Perception regarding worldly objects is
a proof in the case of ordivary Lknowledge, but mot in that of
philosophic knowledge. Here, the Perception of Truth, of Brahman,
of Atman (Soul) is not sense-parception, but entirely of a different kind.
In the same manner, ordinary Inference, from Premisesarrived at previously
by ordinary individuals regarding ordinary objects, is a proof in the case
of ordinary knowledge; but not in that of philosophic knowledge. Here,
the Inference must start with the Scripture as a Premise. Similarly,
ordinary Authority of worldly books and teachers regarding worldly
objects and events is a proof in the case of ordinary knowledge, but not
in that of philosophic knowledge. Here, the Authority is Scriptural
Authority, That is whyv, we have special names, viz, “Sravaya” for
Authority, “Manana” for Inference, “Nididhyasana” for Perception, as
sources of valid knowledge (Prama) or methods of Philesophical
Realisation.

1n this way, it is clear that though apparently “Sruti” or Scripture



108 Doctrine of Srikaptha

is the be-all and end-all of Indian Philosophy, yet, really, as we have seen,
Reasoning and Perception, too, are considered absolutely mnecessary
here.

(x) Place of Reasoning in Indian Philosophy

S0, it would be manifestly wrong to hold that Reasoning has no
place in Indian Philosophy. Just as an ordisary Inference is mnot
possible without a Premise to start with, and the conclusion of the
Inference has to conform to that Premise or follow from it, so in
Philosophical Inference, too, the couclusion has to conform to
the Scripture, the Premise. “Srutyanugrhita-Tarka™ )

In the case of ordinary Inference, the Premise is obtained
through Observation, Experiment and the Tnductive Method
of causal connection and uniformity of Nature. And it has to be
taken for granted by the reasoner, on the basis of the results
of scientific  investigation by celebrated scientists. In the
same manner, in the case of Philosophical Inference, the Scriptures
are to be taken for granted on the basis of the results of direct realisation
by celebrated se¢rs and saints. In the case of ordinary Reasoning,
the scientific results or formulae may be interpreted entirely differently
by different scientists, though not by ordinary persons, and conclusions
drawn therefrom. In the same manner, in the case of Philosophical
Inference, the same Seriptural texts may be interpreted entirely differently
by inspired eaints, and seers, though not by ordinary persons, and
cenclusions drawn therefrom. Seo, what difference is there between
ordinary [unferentce and Philosophical Inference? If the formet be
not taken to be dogmatic, why should the iatter ?

In fact, it is undeniable that 1nference, the very prop of Critical
Method as against Dogmatism, itself contains an unavoidable element of
Dogmatism in so far as it blindly accepts the premises on the basis of the
work done by othets. So, where the premises are blindly accepted,
Dogmatism inevitably results, whether in ordinary er in Philosophical
Inference, as the conclusions are drawn from the Premises and there
is not much scope for really independent thinking here. But where the
premises are first interpreted in the light of the reasoner’s own
independent thought and then the conclusions drawn—there is no
Dogmatism, whether in ordinary or in Philosophical Inference.

It the case of Philosophical Inference—in India, we have seen, great
saints and scholars iuterpret the Scriptural Premises in the light of their
owu independent thinking first, and thereby found many different Scheols
on its basis. These Schools, again, bave Sub-Schools, and so ¢n. This
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peculiarity of the Indian Philosophical Method is a proof against
Dogmatism,

(xi) Doctrine of Lact Prophet unacceptable to Jndian Philosophy.

Another definite proof that there is no Dogmatism in Indian
Philosophy is its fundamental aversion to the Doctrine of Last Prophet,
accepted by not a few Religious Systems as their central dogma.
According to this Doctrine, a particular “Prophet” or Feunder of a Sect
is the last one to interpret the Message of God on earth, and after
him, there cannot be any new interpretation of the Scriptures, no new
Sects, no new thinking.

But according to the Indian View, as Truth is infinite,
s0 the ways of interpreting and representing it are also so, Hence, each
and every one is at perfect liberty to interpret the Scriptnres according
to his own judgment and comprehension and found new Sects, 'Let no
one be so foolish as to claim that his is the only or the Jast iuterpretation
of the Scriptures’—this is the eternal warning as well as the inspiring
Message of Hope of Indian Plilosophy. So, in what else has the glory or
grandeur of Reasoning been manifested in such glowing colours ?

“afrda-frat g sief s —
“Dharma itself is jeopardised, if there be accentance of any
thing without reasoning”.

This superb Maxim of the Smrtis, forms, indeed, the very basis of
Indian Philosophical T'hinking.

(xii) Tarka and Upalabdhi: Reasoning snd Realisation

In fact, in Indian Philosophy, the term “Thinking” has a unique and
a wonderful meaning, not found elsewhere. The equivalent term for
“Thinking” is ““Tarka”, literally. But iu India “Tarka” is only ordinary,
empirical phenomenal, thinking, coneerned with worldly things and
events—it is, by no meaus, extra-ordinmary, philosophical, noumenal
thinking, T'he Indan term for this latter kind of thinking is J#i%na in the
beginning avd “Upalabdhi” or “Anubhiiti” in the end. “J8ana” or
knowledge belongs to a higher plane than "Tarka” or Reasoning ;
“Upalabdhi” or Realisation belongs to a higher plane than *Jnana” or
knowledge, in the same sense as union is higher than division,
comprehension than union. Reasoning, as pointed out above, divides,
being apalytic in nature; Knowledge unites, being synthetic in
nature ; but Realisation comprehends, being universal in nature,

(it} Tarka, Jenena, Upalabhi: Analysis, Synthetis, Comprehension
Thus Aualysis, Synthesis, Comprehension —this is the mnatural
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order of thought. But the thing, the object we strive to know s
one and omne only, from the very beginning to the end— the "Vastu”,
“Dravya,” “Tattva’” or “Satya”, call it by any name, is one and one
only, it does not and cannot change, it is there from all eternity
in its entirety, whether known cr not, or in whatever way known. That
is why, our ways of knowir s may be analytic or discursive ; it may proceed
step by step, part by part—hut the final knowledge must invariably be of
the Whole. And the Whole can be reflected in the Whole alone, and so,
the final knowledge of the *Vastu”, “Dravya”, “Tattva” ot “Satya" must
of necessity be a Whole Kuowledge, a Total Realisation.

(xiv) Real Relation between Reasonning and Realisation,

For this reason alone, Reasocuing is said to be inadequate {for
philosophical comprehensiou—and not for anything else, For “Reasoning”
is one thing, “Vision" quite another. Are they opposed ? In one sense
they are ; in another, not. They are opposed in the sense *Two' is opposed
to ‘Oue’; ‘Division’ to 'Union’. They are not opposed in the sense
“T'wo’ is transcended in ‘One, Division in 'Union’. It is in this
latter sense alone that Reasoning has been taken in Indian Philosephy,
Just as in other spheres, so here, too, the Lower is not exactly negated,
but really consummated in the Higher. In this sense, Reasoning, too,
has its just and honourable place in the scheme of things in India.

{8) Ultility of Quotations

A very common feature of Indian Philosophical Work is abundance
of quotations from Secriptures and other celebrated treatiser, Here, a
question may, naturally, be asked as to whether such quotations serve
any useful purpose, or not, In fact, the prejudice against such quotations
in modern times is as strong as was the love for the same in ancient.
However, such quotations did serve a very useful purpose in those daya,

First, the weight of Anthority is not something to be derided of
lightly. Especially, in Philosophical Works, dealing with very profound
problems of life, the additional confirmation by superior individuals is,
undoubtedly, very welcome. 7This habit of quoting from well-known
authorities has beeu, ordinarily, interpreted as a tendency towards
Dogmatism, or bl nd faith or uncritical acceptance of Authority, But
really, it indicates the characteristic humility of Indian thinkers, and
nothing more. It is, really, against Indian Tradition to claim to be
the Fouuder of a Sect or a School of thought, or to have propounded a
new Theory. So, every new thinker seeks for support in ancient lores,
and takes special pains to quote from as mauy sources as possible in
support of his own theories. This does not, as pointed out above, imply
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any lack of original thinking on the part of Indian thinkers or their
inability to stand on their own without the help of others. For, then,
how can the fact that the very same texts have been quoted joyously
by different Schools, be explained ? This definitely proves that original
thinking precedes quoting from Authority, and, not vice versa, viz not
that theories are propounded according to gquotations.

Secondly, such well-known quotations do, indeed, serve to represeut
facts in a clear, sweet, yet forceful manner, Nothing can be compared
with the inspired utterances of those mighty winds of old. But facts are
facts, they do not change with ages or places. So, when the same facts
are revealed anew to later thinkers, baturally, the same beautiful
expressions cannot also recur. For this reason, too, quotations should
not be looked down upon as something to be advoided like poison.

The over-diffident tendency to lean whoily on others is, indeed,
regrettable, But equally regrettable is alsoihe over-confident tendency
to ignore totally the contributions of others. The Indian custom to quote
from others in suppcrt of one’s own theories is really an antidot= to both
the above extreme kiuds of teudencies ; and as such, it is, indeed, a very
beneficial and salutary one,



CHAPTER 1I1I

I Creation (Srsti)

(1) One and Many

The Problem of Creation is, indeed, the second fundamental
Problem of Philosophy. For, metaphssically, if we start with the “One,”
the very next question that naturally arises is: How does the “Many”
arise from the “Oune”? Epistemologically, if we start with the “Many,”
then also the same question remains : How does the “Many” arise from
the ““One” ? In one seuse, really, it might also be said that the “Many”
is the more real of the two ; for the “Many” has pever been absolutely
aud permanently negated, like the “Oune’. Hvery omne, in [fact,
has to start with the “Many”, to begin with. Se, for the time being, it
has to be taken to be real, whatever its ultimate fate may be at the hands
of different thinkers, Thus, a kind of temporary and relative existence
has been attributed to the “Many” by all. But the Materialists, e, g.,
have not conceded even this much to the “One,” which has been eterunally
and absolutely denied by them.

In this way, the "Many”, indeed, poses an jmportant and an
unavoidable protlem for the Monists, for the Momnotheists, for the

luralists—for all, equally. For the Monists, the problem, briefly, is : How
to deny the “Many”, and keep ouly “‘One” ; for the Monotheists : How to
adjust and keep the “Many,” with the *“Omne”; for the Piuralists : How
to make the “Many” appear as one whole, with ot without the "'QOne”,
So, let us, now, proceed with this fundamental problem, and try to see
what solution lias our great and good friend Srikantha to offer in
this important respet.

Hence, let us ouce more, pose the essential philosophical questions :—

(1) How does the world arise from God ¢
(2) Doesitariseatall?
(3) If not, what is its explanation ?

(2) Brahman as Creator

Srikantha is a simple and straight Monotheist. So, he does not
even pause, for a moment, to reflect as to whether the world is real, or
only apparent; but at ouce, straightway, takes it to be a real, very real
effect, springing out of that real, very real Cause: Brahmau., That is
why, in his Commentary ou the celebrated Second Stitra—

‘[T a9 {( ARET R )



Samkhya Order of Creation 118

“Irom whom arise birth and the rest of this” { Br. Sa. 1.1 2.).
he asserts in his usutal direct manner :—

“senifas S-n-Ryfa-aaa- fadamigaesd Faneg”
“FAATA-GFA TATERRE FI-
T Tt qETaEEE e 1 (R )
“He alone is Brahman frou whom arise the origination, preservation,
destruction, boundage and salvation of all sentient beings and
non-sentient objects.

“rq asmafyfifizasferafmg ey, R SRy
TR g 17 (R )

“He alone who possesses six qualities, like omniscience and the rest,
and eight names (See P.16 —-19,—is Siva : and He alone is, again,
said to be Brahman, the Cause of the world.”

All these have bzen sct forth in details { See Pp. 56ff ) above’, and so
need not be repeated liere. The meaning of Brahman's Creatorship has
also been discussed. { See Pp, 778 )

(3 The Order of Creation

Some Schools of the Vedau'a taks the Order of Creation to be
somewhat similat to the Samkhya Order with, of course, the wvery
fundamental dilfsrence viz thit Sun'hya Prakrti is an independent,
physical reality, which the Ve lanta Prakrt! is not. The Vedanta Prakyti
is nothing but the Acit Sakti of 1§ -ara, the Sakti or Power through which
He manifests out of Himself, the phiysizal world.

i) Samkhya Order of Creation

Thae Samkhya Order of Creation, as well-known, is as follows :—

1n the beginniug ol Creation, there is “Samyoga”, or contact, so to
speak, between Puruga ( Soul) and Prakrti ( Primal Matter }, Dueto
this, the “Trigupatmika Prakrti” or the Primal Material Energy,consisting
of the three constituents : Sattva, Rajas and Tamas, mauifests out of herself
the entire Univetse, step by step, Thus, the first product of Prakyti is
Mahat ( Cosmologically ) or Buddhi « Psychologically ). The ‘Mahat’ is the
germ of the whole Physical Universe ; Buddhi, of the Psychical The second
product is Ahamkara, having three forms : Sattvika, Rajasika, Tamasika,
due to the proponderance respectively, of the Sattva, Rajas and Tamas
Crunas. From the first arise the five organs of knowledge, the five organs of
action, and miud ; from the second, according to some, nothing directly,
it only helping the other two to produce their respective effects ; frem the
third, the five Tanmaitras or subtle, pure, unmixed essences of Earth,

15
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Water, Fire, Air, Ether. Finally, from the five Tanmitras, arise the
five Mahabhitas or gross, mixed elements of Earth, Water, Fire, Air,
Ether. These gross, mixed elements artise out of the subtle, pure,
unmixed elements according to the process of Pancikarapa or
Quintuplation, as follows : —

1 Gross Earthe=3} Subtle Earth+} Subtle Water+§ Subtle Fire
4 Subtle Air +} Subtle Ether, and the same for the rest.

(i) Vedanta Order of Creation

Of course, the Vedanta Views in this respect, are quite divergent,
some similar to the Samkhya View, as stated above, some not.

For exainple, we may take, at random, one example, each, from the
Monistic aud Mouotheistic Schools of the Vedanta,
(a} Monistic Vedanta View

The first is given in the celebrated Advaita-Vedanta treatise
“Vedanta-Paribhaga” of Dharmarajadhvarindra ¢ 7th Chapter ). It may
be, conveniently, represeuted in a chart form, thus :—

Isvara (with Mava and Jiva-karmas)

Five Taumitras

] I - | |
11} Sattvika i2. Rajasa 13) Tamasa (4 Linga-Sarira.

(1 Sattvfkla-Tanmﬂtras

f |
Taken Singly Taken Collectively
I

|
[ | ! [ f f o |
Ether Air Fire Water Earth Manpas Buddhi Citta Ahamkara

l I I
Ear Skin Eye Tongue Nose.

Or Five Organs of Kuowledge.

{2} Rajasa Tanmatras

I |
Taken Singly Taken Collectively

| I l | l I | | -
Eiher Air Filre ‘Watler Farth Prana Apina Vyana Udana Samana
!
Speich Hand Foot Organ Or%an Or Five Vital Airs.
of 0
Excretion Generation. Or Five Organs of Action
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(3) Tamasa Tanmatras

Five Gross Elements ( According to the Process of Pancikaraga )

| | | |
Earth Water Fire Air Ether.

Thus, we find that this Advaita Order is quite distinct from the
Samkhya one.
(b) Monotheistic Vedanta View

Then, secondly, we may take the Chart given by Purugottamacirya
of the Monotheistic School of Nimbarka. in bis famous “Vedanta-ratna-
ManjGda"” a copious commentary on Nimbarka's “Dada-éloki” :—

(1} Prakrti

(2) I\Tahat
{3} Ahamkara
I

i | i
Vaikatika Taijasa Bhtadi
(Sﬁlttlrika) (RAjaTika] (Tamasika)

(4) Antahkaranpa (Mind)
| External |
[ Organs

| | |
Manas Buddhi Abamlkara Citta (5-—14)
I (15) Sabda-Tanmitra

| t (16) Akada
5 Organs 5 Organs (17) Sparsa-TanmZItra

of Knowledge of Action (18* Vayu
119} Rfpa-Tanmatra

{20) Tejas

21} Rasa-Tanmatra

(22) Ap.,

(23) Gandha-
Tanmitra

(24) Prithivi

Thus, this Scheme iz very similar to the Samkhya one, with the
vital difference, as mentioned above, viz that the Vedanta Prakypti is not
an independent physical principle, but the ‘Acit-Sakti’ of Isvara,

The Vedanta-Siitras, iowever, refer not to ‘Paficikarana’, as done by
the Samkhya System, but to “T'rivrt-Karana or the Process of Tripartition
(Br, Sa. 2. 4. 20— 22. Samkara-Bhagya), This is taken from the Chandogya
Upanisadic account of Creation { Chand. Up. 6. 2, ). Here, it is said that,
in the beginning, there was only the “Sat”, the Existent. Then, He
desired to bs many, and created ‘“I'cjas” or Fire. That Fire desired to
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be many, and created “Ap” or Water. That “Water” desired to be
many and created “Anua’” or Earth,

Srikantha, also, in his Bhagya accepts this Doctrine of Trivrtkarapa
( Sf. 2 4. 17—~19). In this Section, he points out that the Process of
Tripartition is due to Brahman, alone ; and net to Brahma, For, here,
from the tri-partitioned Fire, Water and Earth, first the ‘Brahmanda’
or the Universe arises, and then Brzhma; aund then the Jiva or the
Individual Soul. (Si. 2, 4. 17.)

In this connection, Srikantha, from his Sectarian Viewpoint, takes
special paius to refute the views that not Brahman or ‘Siva, but Narayana,
Brahma etc. are the ¢ reators of the Universe, [ See under the Section on
“Refutation of the Fifth Objection agaiust the Law of Karma” included
under the general Section : *Refutation of the Seventh Objectiou against
Brahma-Karana-vVada™ ).

(4) Brahman, the Sole Creator.

The Doctrine that Brahman is not only the Creator, but also the
Sole Creator of the universe, is a fundamental Cosmological Doctrine of
the Vedanta. For the Monistic Vedantists, like Samkara, this question
does not really arise at all from the transcendental point of view. From
the phenomenal point of view, also, as he always keeps Theology out
of Philosophy, his problem is ouly to show that only Isvara is
the Creator—if we have to speak of Creation at all—and not Prakyti
or Primal Matter of the Samkhya-Yoga Schools, Pramanus or Primal
Atoms of the Nyaya Vaisesika Schools, and so on. But the problem
for him is not to prove one sectarian Deity like Siva or Visnu as the Creator,
to {he exclusion of others. However, this very problem poses itself largely
before Sectarian Monotheists, like Vaisnava and Saiva ones ; and not a few
pages of their otherwise deeply philosophical works are devoted to
such sectarian matters. So, the question may, legitimateiy, be asked as
to the philosophical value, if any, of such discourses and discussions in
philosophical works,

{5) Ihe Sectarian Interpretation of Brahman.

(i) Necessity for Sects.

This inevitably leads to a fundameutal question, viz. Why should
there be Sects at all? All of thzse, we find, strive to prove their own
respective Deities as the very same as Brahman, as possessing the very
same mature, attributes aud activities, as standing in a more or less same
relation to the Universe of Souls and Mattter. PBut the fact is that human.
mind, by nature, hankers after varieties—variegated are its thoughts and
feelings and desires, apparently coutradictory, yet really harmonjous. For,
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really, contradictory things cannot exist in the very same substratum, So,
unity-in-plurality is the order of the psychical world—the mind is one,
having a unity and a continuity of its own, as its most fundamental
characteristic, aud combining all the different mental states and processes
into a total, organiscd, systematised,  harmonious, well balanced
mental life Ifthe AMind fails to do so, then it really ceases tobe a
Miund at all, but disintegrates itself into a number of chaotic processes,
which we call abnormal states. In the wvery same maunfer, ihe physical
world, too, isa cosmos, and not a chaos, Here, atoms cl'ne foril to
atoms to make up a part, parts attach themselves to parts to compose a
whale ; wholes co-exist with wholes to fashion the world. Yet, the world is
not full of useless repetitions and exact replicas of the very same things.
and i there be something different from repetitious and replicas, there
is bound to bs not only diff:rences, but also apparent contradictions. Vet,
the world is one who'e. So, who could deny that it is a unity-in-
diversity ?

Thus, this unity-in-diversity or diversity-in-unity is the wvery
pattern of things on earth. So, it is paturally the pattern of those
Philosophical Systems that take things to be real and try to interpret their
real rature. Thatis why, we find that the Monotheistic Schools mostly
conceive of the relation of God to the univetse of souls and matter as one
of unity-in-difference. In the very same manuer, this fundamental
tendency of those Monotheistic Pliilosophers is reflected in their attempts
to conceive of God. God is Oue, the Absolute is One—Idvara is Oune,
Braliman is One. Not ouly that, as stated above, God’s nature, attributes
azd activities are all one, Vet, His Nawes are different, and all
dissensions refer only to these names,

(ii) The Value of Names,

But are Names, really, mere empty sy::bols, mere meaningless words,
miere out-pourings of a tucoutrolled fauey ? The Indian View definitely
negates all these. According to Indian Philosophy, as well knows, Sabda
or a Sound, or a spoken word lias au intrinsic connection with its object,
So, naturally, if words be different, the corresponding objects are aiso so.

But in that case, what about Synosyms? Wheu synenyms are
derivative in nature or by themselves carry different tneanings, though
referring to the very same objects, these naturally ewphasise diiferent
aspects of the very same thing. Compare the synouyms of
sPather’, viz ; “Janaka” and “Pitd”, haviag different <erivations, and,
thereby, emphasising that the father “procreates’” ( Root—Jan=to create,),
as weilas “protects” (Root—Pa=to protect). Or, comipare the different
names of Durgs, referring to Her different attributes: “Gauri and Kali”,
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the first meaning Her fair form ; the second, dark. Or, “Jagaddhatyi and
Camunda”, the first meaning Her protective form ; the second, destructive.

But what about the synonyms that do not come under any of
the two categories, mentioned above,” like “Kanaka’ and “Hirana” or
“Kusuma” and “Puspa’”.? ‘These are mete poetic utterances by
different Poet-Seers —who knows when, wlo knows why, who knows how ?

Thus, names may be both descriptive and non-descriptive ;
synonyms, too, just the same. Now, the names of Idvara are all
descriptive in nature, like Vispu, Krstna, Hari, Siva etc. So, these are
meant to emmphasise different aspects, attributes, powers, functions of the
very same Idvara or Brahman, aithough His total nature, attributes and
functions are just the same.

{ili) The Value of Divine Names.

Thus, although the Names of God have ever been 3 bone of
contention amongst different Religions Systems of the werld, yet when
one comes to reflect over the whole matter, one finds that every Name
has an intrinsic merit of its own—none is to be rejected, nowme is to
be given undue importance, noue is to be taken to be of a greater or a
lesser value—for, if there be God and if He be gracious enongh to
listen to the supplications of men, how can He be partial to one,
like one, favour one, to the exclusion of all the rest ? That is why,
the numerous Names of God, arising out of the numerous ideas,
feelings and desires of numerous individuals, are really all one, whether
descriptive, onomatopoetic, or ordinary.

This, in fact, is the real, philosophical and theological explanation
of ‘synonyms’, whatever be. their technical, grammatical or philological
explanations. In this case, there is a beautiful cowmbination of three
things—the appreheaded object, the apprehending mind, and the
nanie by which the latter denotes the former. By whom have the names
been coined ? Leaving aside the deep philoiogical implications of
this fundamental question, it may be said, safely, from the straight,
philosophical standpoint that even if we accept the Nyaya view that
the Sakti or potency of each word to denote an object is fixed by Iévara or
God Himself, and is, as such, unalterable, still there is nothing wrong
in the view that thess words or names represent to us the many-sided
human pature, ricli in content, wide in extent, full and flowing,

It is this humaun self that has for ever, striven to raise its eyes to the
Divine, to see Its Light, to hear Its Voice, to express its Glory. That is
why, the presence of Sects is mot condemuable by itzelf —what is
condemuable is their bigotry. When the white dazzling sunlight is
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broken in the prism in the enchanting form of “Vibgy:t” or seven lovely
colours, like violet, indigo, blue, gteen, yellow, orange and red, from oue
point of view, it becomes, so to speak, more beautifu], easier to be perceived, -
softer aud sweeler. In the very same mauner, when the Divine Light is
reflected on the prism of the soul, what lovely colours it produces, how
glorious and numerous, how heart-capturing and soul-stirrinug! The
varions Sects are nothing but the various colours of the All-coloured
All-beautiful, All-luminous God. So, like their sources, these, too, are really
things of beauty and joy.

That is why, in India, Religious Sects have never been looked down
uponr  On the coutrary, it has always been freely anl gladly admitted that
the existenceand emergence of these Sects are welcome signs, being signs of
ever-fresh hearts and ever enthusiastic miuds, of expanding lives and
exhilarating strifes, of newer and newer vision aug fewer and fewer
delusion.

{iv) Sectarian Names for Brahman.

For this reason, the Vedanta attempts to identify Brahman with
Sectarian Deities do not, in any way, go aganist its fundamental spirit
viz., that of unity and universality. DBrahman is Oue, Braliman is
All-pervading ; and wlhat does it matter if we call Him by a Sectarian
name, when we know very well and admit fully that He is the epitotne
of all our religious inspirations and philosophical realisations, the end
of all our logical apprehensions and ethical attainmeuts, the be-all and
the end-all, the blood aud the bone, the bheart-beat and the pulse-throb
of our very essentce and existence. In fact, when there is the rise of such
a Beatific Vision, there are no names, no forms, no sects, but all are
reduced to one great and grand and glorious Name, Form, Sect—that
of Brahman and Bralman alone

This is the real implication of an Indian religious Sect.
Hence, when the Hely Founder of a Sect visualises only ong name
amidst nuutercus others as the Name of God, does he not visualise
also the fact that, that Name coutains  all other names,
that TFrom conglomerates all othier formns, that Sect combines all
other Sects? 'This is clear from the attempts of the Vaispavas. e. g.,
to prove that all the texts regardiag Visnu rerlly niean Siva, and none
but Siva. The same is found in all other cases.

In this way, the sectarian interpretations of Brahwan do, indsed,
show the intense virility and vitality, the inbherent value and wvalidity of
the Vedanta. This, indeed, is no small gain.



il. Refutation of Objections against
Brahma-Karana-VYada or the Doctrine
of the Causality of Brahman

Althonph a truth is a matter of realisation only, yet a Theory
requires proof. Proofs may be of two kinds—positive and negative.
Positively, that particular Theory or Doctrine has to be shown to be
gronnded on solid ficts; nepatively, other Theories or Doctriues have to
be shown to be wrong.

Here the process may bz from Truth to Theory; or from Theory
to Truth. The first is found in the case of inspired saints; aund the
second, iun that of infused scholars aud scientists. Thus, the divinely
inspired saints and secrs first realise the Trath in an inspired moment
in the twinkling of an eye, and, then, try as best as they cam, to
explain this philesophical T'ruth in the form of a logical Theory to others.
QOa the other hand, scholars and scientists, infused with external
knowledge, justify-their Theories, first, by a chain of arguments; and
then, may, in a few cases, be blessed with a Divine Realisation,
briuging forth before their views the Truth in all of its Glory and
Grandeur.

As a Philosopher, Srikantha, too, in comman with other Vedantists,
starts with the Truth ist the First Chapter. Then, in the Second Chapter,
he, agaiu in common with other Vedantists, takes up, in right earcest,
the necessary, though, surely, the less pleasant, task of buildirg upa
Theory of the Canzality of Brahman, or, Brahma-Karana-Vada.
The Pasitive praofs are given in the First Quarter { Pada ) of the Second
Chapter. where he refutes several possible objections again$t Bralima-
Karana-Vada anl thereby adduces his own reasous for the same, The
Negative proofs are given in the Second Quarter of the Second Chapter,
where he himself raises scveral ohjectious against other Theories and
thereby tries to bring to light their inlierent defects and fallacies The
first will be considered in this Section ; the second, in the next.

The possible objections against Brahma-Karapa-Vaca may be
classed under ssven heads as follows :—

(1) (i) First Cjbection against Brahma-Karana-Veada
(2.14—2.1.13)

‘T'he first objection that may be raised against the Deoctrine of
the Causality of Bralman is based ou a fundamental question, viz. What
exactly is thie relation betweeu the Cause and the Effect s
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That is, is it a relation of absolute identity (Abheda}; or, one of
ahsolute difference ( Bheda ); or, finally, one of identity-in-difference
( Bhedabheda )} # Every one of these alternatives seems to be something
impossible, For, first, if the Cause and the Effect be absolutely identical,
then, why should there be two names and two formms, as found in the
world * Again, secondly, if the two be absolutely different, then, how
can the Effect arise from a totally different Cause ? Iinally, if the two
be identical as well as different, then,is that not asserling something
self-contradictory ?

Each and every of these questions raises a very profound philosophical
problem which need not and caunet be discussed under the present
Section. Here, ouly the second alterpative need be taken as embodying
the First Objection agaiust Bralina-Karapa-Vada, as visualised by
Srikaptha and other Vedantists in this conunection.

Thus, the First Objection is as follows ! —

The Cause is the creator or producer;and the ¥flect, the created
product. Now, here how does the Cause create or produce its Efeet ?
The process of creation is not that, the Cause produces a totally different,
Effect, which, when you come to think of it, is impossible. For, how, can
a thing create or produce out of itself something else that is totally
different from itself p So, here the process is the transformation of the
Cause iuto the form of the Effect. And, if the Cause itself b= transformed
into the Effect. then, surely, the Cause and the Effect must be similar
in nature,

Take a simple and an ordinary example. A potter, as an efficient
cause { Nimitta Karana ', takes a lump of clay as the material cause
( Upadana-Karana ) and produces a clay-jar from it, Here, as the jat
has been fashioned out of clay, it itself is, naturally and inevitably, clay
and nothing but clay. In this way, the very process of Causation
essentially implies a simlarity between the Cause and the Hffect.

Now, let us come to the point at issue here. According to the
Doctrine of the Causality of Brahman, Brabman isthe Cause and
Univetse is His Efect. So, it is expected that Brabman and the
Uuniverse will be similar in nature  But are they actually so ? Definitely
not. For, who does not know that Brahman is sentient, the world
non-sentient ; DBrahmman is Ever-pure, the world impure through
and through ; Brabmau is eterual, the world changeable; Braliman is
Kuowledge in essence, the world iguorant. Brahman is Bliss in nature,
the world sorrowful, and so cn indefinitely ? Heuce, how can there
ever be any Cause-effect relation between the two ?  This, in short, is the
First Objection against Brahma-Karapa-Vada, summed up by Srikantha
himsgelf thus -

16



122 Doctrine of Srikaptha
- “FURAR - Fr SR G (49 )

“How can there be any Cause-Effect reletion between these two (viz,
Brahman and the world®, as between a cow aud a buffalo ?”

(ii) Refutation of the First Objection against
Brahman-Karana-Vada. {Sze above Pp. 59 f),

Srikaptha, in common with other Vedantists, briugs in counter-
arguments here, as follows :—

{(a) The Cause and the Effect are not always similar in appearance.

First, he poinis out that there is no absolute rule that the Cause and
the Effect must be similar to each other Iixamples of this are not lacking.
We find, as a matter of fact, that sentient scorpions etc. arise from
non-sentient cow-dung ; again, non-sentient hair and nails arise from
sentient persons. So, on the same analogy, why cannot the non-sentient
world arise out of the Brahman ? (2. 1.6.)

So, he says —

“fagra ewaa— gy sg-vaed: SE-FRg-AE: aRE |
wAFZ e Se-gfaRmefaatiaeg , Sae gEa s Sarganr-
e 7 (08 )

Of course, this argument may appear to be a laughable one to many,
for the simple reason that the exampies given lhere are both faulty. For,
who does not know of the simple, vet fundamental biological principle
viz. ‘Life comes out of life alone’ ? Hence, sentient scorpions are not really
produced by the non-sentient cow-dung, but by the sentient parent
scorpions ; non-sentient hair and nails are not really produced by the
sentient person, but are parts of the living body. So, why have these
examples been given by all the Vedantistsin uuison, led by Samkara
himself ¥ Were they really so ignorant as to be wholly uuware of the above
fundamesntal principles ? This, evidently, cannot be admitted. - Srikantha
himself refers to the same examples in Brahma-Sdtra-Bhigya ot
Commeuntary on Brahma-Satra 1,4. 27, and clearly says that hair and
nails cannot arise from the body alone or from the soul aloue, but from the
body and soul together {(See P. 48). So, what did these wise scholars
and deep thinkers really have in their minds? What did they really
mean here ?

What they really meant is that the caunse and the effect are not always
gimilar in forms. From a particular cause, there may arise au effect that
has no similarity in form at all with its cause. What similarity, e. g.,
is there between the small seed and the huge tree with roots, trunk,
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branches, leaves, Biowers aud fruits that ultimately springs out of it ?
What similarity is there between the hard seeds and the flowing oil we get
from the same ? What similarity iz there between the liquid milk and the
solid caisin produced out of it? If we leave aside these cases of single
causes, and proceed t~ consider those of a combination of causes, the
matter becomes more evident. For, who does tot know, e g. of the
vagaries and surprising conduct of the chemical elements ? Hence, it is
that such compounds seemm te bear uo resemblance at all to their
coustituent elements. What reseinblance has water, to citea simple well-
known example, to H,0, Oxygen cnd Hydrogen separately. In this way,
although a clay-jar is seen to be similar to the lump of clay, its cause, and
a gold-bangle to the lamp of gold, its cause —yet there are many catises
as shown above, whare nothing of the kind, no similarity between the
cause and the effect can be seen at all.

But, then, low do we Lknow that the two are casually related ¢ We
know this, first, on the ground of Authority, or, if possible, on that of
Infarence ; and, theu, on that of Perception. Thus, we are told here, first
that a particular, element will produce a result quite different from it : or,
that a particular combination of elements will bring forth a product
totally dissimilar to it. Again, i we have advanced farther, we may also
ourselves infer about the same, Then, when the knowledge we have
gathered is put to a practical test, we curselves see the results with
our owi eyes,

The case of Brahman and the world falls under this category of
dissimilar causes and effects, For, here, tco, no similarity between
Brahman, the Cause, and the world, the effect, is seen, The main of these
dissimilarities, as pointed out above, is that, while Brahman is a Supreme,
Sentient Being, the world is not sentient at all. So, here, too, the very same
questiou may be asked, as to how, then, do we come to know that there is
really a cause-effect relation between Brabman and the world 7 Perception,
evidently, is out of the question here. For, who can claim to be able to
see the production of the world, when that will happen again at the end of
Pralaya {Universal Destruction) and beginning of Srsti {Creation) ¥ Hence
Inference, equally, is impossible here, as Iunference, depends on prior
perception. (See P. 81 above), Suppose, here we argue thus :—

All cases of Pralaya are followed by Systi.
This is a case of Pralaya,
Therefore, this is followed by Srsti

Here, the Vyapti or the universal and necessary relation between
the major and the middle terms in the Universal Major Premise, may
be established, only if there be, first, uncontradicted experiences of
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Pralaya being followed by Srsti. But how can that be ever possible ¢t In
the same manner, the Minor Premisz, too, need be observed, which also is
impossible. Hence, no Inference is possible here at all.

Thus, Stikagtha comes to his second counter-argument in this regard,
viz, that the hypothesis that the world has been produced out of Brabman
has to be accepied on the ground of Seriptural Authority.

{b) The ausality of Brahman is proved on the
Grounds of Scripture : No Dogmatism.

This, iudeed, is a hypothesis which, though inexplicable, is, yet,
equally unguestionable. 8o, Srikaptha is uot ashmed to assert with full

confidence :—
“s: AR A A1aE: Afeansef P (eg)

"“So, it is establislied that mere dry reasoning can never set at naught
what has been proved on the ground of unanimous Seriptural Authority®,

But this, indeed, is not Dogmatism, not a kind of blind faith or
irrational belief., As we have seen above, the creaticn of the world is an
established, inevitable, unchangeable fact {(with, of course, apologies to
Samkam ) And, such a fact, which we bave to face and explain, being
beyond both Perception and Inference, can be Lknown through
Authority and Authority alone.

Indeed, that is not Dogmatism at all ; that is an inevitable and also
an indubitable fact that has to be recognised, willy nilly—this being a
fact known by zall, known at all times, known everywhere—how can it
be denied 7 It can be done soonly on the ground of an equally strong,
equally unanimous, equally uuiversal authority of wiser persons. E. G.
that the sun is moving round the earth is a kind of cosmic illusion,
known by all, known at all times, known everywhere, So, it has been set
at naught by a very strong unanimous, universal anthority of scientists,
and we have to admit that it is the earth that iz going round the sun, and
not vice versa. ‘This is done purely on the grounds of Authority ; and
here, we have to accept Authority even though it goes against our own
clear, unaninious, universal perception. If that be so, if Authority can
set at nanght even direct, clear, universal, perception, why cannot it
confirm such a perception?

According to Srikantha, in the case in hand, this is exactly what
happens. The world is there, with all its beauty aud glory, with all
its vastness and variety, with all its conglomeration and complexity,
But however beautiful and gloricus, however vast and various, however
conglomerated and complex it, still, manifests no sign of being a cause,
For, a cause is eternal, which the world does not appear tobe. Lo
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is not everything transitory in Nature ? Doss not the dancing brook dry up,
showing nakedly the rough pebbles underneath ? Does not the lovely
flower dry up, scattering its petals all around 9 Does not the sweet baby
grow up to be a sour grand-father, to die soon and be wiped away fronr
the face of the carth ?

So, the receptacles of all these, viz. the world, cannot by ijtself be
taken to be eternal from an absolute point of view,though it may be
so from a relative one only. Specially, ac:ording tothe Indian View, it
is the past Sakama Karmas or selfish acts of the Jivas or individuals,
that is respousible for every mnew creation (See P. 35, also the Section
on “Refutation of the Sixth and Seventh Objections against Brahma
Kiarana-Vada™). So, the universe is not a cause, but an effect.

In this way, we kiow the objects of the world to be non-eternal,
the events of the world to be so —in fact, any and every thing in the
world to beso. And onr knowledge, our petception is confirmed by
Authority. So far well and good. But then the question is asked ; 'So,
who or what, then, is the cause of the world ? Here, neither Perception,
nor Inference being of any avail, the only sonrce of kmowledge or
‘Pramina we have, finally, to fall back again is Autherity, Scriptural
Authority, as the last resort.

But though last, it is by no means, the least, for according to the
Indian View, incomplete, imperfect, fallible Perception and Inference
of incomplete, imperfect, fallible humaa beings are far less valuable, fai
less reliable, far less acceptable than the complete, perfect, infallible
testimony of comple'e, perfect, infallible saints, sages and seers, who,
though possessivg incomplete, imperfect, fallible human bodies,
have within them the light of the complete, perfect, infallible sonls,.
which light is uothing but the Divine Light, which souls are none
else but the Divine Soul.

So, where is Dogmotism here ? (Pp. 102 ff} When we fail to-
attain something through our own independent efforts, we have to take
the help of others-—this is but a very natural law of life. Life would,
surely, have been impossible if we had to, or, for the matter of that, tried
to, live by our own independent efforts alone, without relying on any one
else, without taking the help of any one else, without having faith in
any one eclse.

Take the ordinary, worldly life of a child. Physically and
mentally, how much does he depend cu others, at every step! In fact,
the extent to which he has to depend on others far exceeds that to
which he can depend on himseli Take his physical development. For-
s0 many years, he has to rely, in this respect, wholly on others, on his
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loving parents, well-wishiug relatives and friends —who tell him what to
take and what not, what to doand what uot, at every step, It is onmly
many years later, when he grows up to be an intelligent adult, that he is
able to take a proper care of himself. But still, even then, can he whelly
rely on his own indepeudent judgment alone, on his own independent
efforts alone, on his own independent recources alone ? No, never. Then,
again, take his meuntal develoomeat. Iu this sphere no less, ot rather
more so, his dependence on others far exceeds, both in extent and
importance, that on his own self, For, learning never ceases for any oue at
any time, Thus, for so many years, all througheut his schiool and college
career, he learns so many things from so mauy persons in so many
ways: and even when he is a mature adult, he has to learn, or accept
on trast, so many things from others, all thtoughout his life. In this way,
Authority has to be admitted to be one of the main sources, really speaking,
the main source of our knowledge even in ordinary spheres, even in
this age ot reasen and individual freedom.

So, why cannot Authority be so in a still more difficalt sphere, viz.
the spiritual, where reason, naturally, cannot have so much sway ? of
cotirse, it goes without saying that independent realisation or direct
perception is the goal. But still, before this suprenie goal is reached,
we have to start actually on the way toit, for which, as we have seen,
we have to depend on others.

Thus, it goes without saying that externmal Authority has to be
elevated to a state of internal perception ; dependance on others, to that
of independence of the self ; mere apprehension, to that of realisatiou,
That is why, we have the very appropriate name for Philosophy in India,
viz, “Dardana” or Vision. It isa direct, complete, perfect vision of Truth
that we aim at, and not a secoud-hand indirect knowledge. But still,
as we have seen before ( P.103), we require essentially, first, Sravana
or Authority, then Manana or inferences, and then only cau we, finally,
be blessed with Darsana or Perception or Vision of Truth through
Nididhyasana or Meditation on the Truth we have accepted on the
above two grounds.

In this way, Srikantha, in common with other Vedantists, does not
decry Authority as smacking of Dogmatism, as totally rejectible and
condemnable. On the contrary, he accepts Authority gladly and thankfully
when Perception and Inference fail to offer any legitimate explanation for
an actually present, existent, undeniable fact.
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{(c) The Cause and the Effect are Similar in Nature

But, ultimately, being a Seer bimself, blessed with the beatific
vision of Truth, he does not really stop here ; but goes on to offer himself
the real and the final solution of the apparently baffling problem as to
how an altogether different effect cau arise from an altogether different
cauge,

“oTRL; HRI-FIRQA: AN, AWQY: IEABA T HAA P (R-2)

Ta his celebrated “Sivarka-Mani-Dipika-Tika” Appaya Diksita

explains the phrase.
“TATA” a5 “TEESIAT” |

So he says 1 —

This means that the Cause and the FEffect are one and the same
“Vastu” or “Dravya” or, one and the same thing, object or substance,
Whatever be their differences in other respects, like forms and functions,
their identity in essence cannot be denied in any way whatsoever. For
example, a mere lump of clay and a well-finished clay-jar are, no doubt,
different in forms and functions, yet both are clay in essence, and nothing
but clay. So, even in those cases, whete the effect appears to be absolutely
distinct from the cause, really and actually speaking, the effect is the
same as the cause in essence.

In this way, if Brahman be taken to be the cause of the world, then
it has also to be admitted, at the same time, that the world, the effect,
is Brahman in essence. If that be so, what does it really matter if the
world be “acetana® or non-sentient P For, if “Cetanatva’ be the essence
of Brahmaun, the Cause, aud wnot ouly a quality, thereof, then the very
same 'Cetanatva’ is also the essence of the world, the effect, no less. And
in that case, ‘acetanatva’ is only a form or a quality or external appearance
of the world, and nothing more.

{d) Ths Universe is not really lmpure and on-sentient.

Thus, it is only apparently that the world is different from
Brahmau ; but really, it is itself '‘Brahma-svariipa, nothing less, It is
becausc, of this that the Rgis, or seers, saints and sages, declared with
firm faith “Qarvam Khalvidaip Brahma" “All this, verily, is Brahman
{Chandogya Up.38,14, 1). So, how can there ever beany doubt that the
world is Brahman is essence, Brahmau through and through, nothing
but Brahman and Brahman alone. Hence, it is only by form, only by
external appearance, is the world, the effect, non-sentient or ‘Jada’,
impure or ‘Asuddha’ imperfect or ‘Apurpa’, etc. But by essence, by
reality, it is sentient or ‘Ajada’, pure or ‘Suddha’, perfect or Purya’,
like Brahman Himself (See Page 69, also below under the Section ;
“Refutation of the Third Objection.”) ; — being the very same “Vastn”,
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the very same ‘Dravya’~—the very same object, the very same substance
a$ Brahman Himself (See Page 41).

This, in fact, is the real implication of the Vedanta Conception of
the world as ‘Jada and Asuddha’.

() reation out o ‘Asat’ or Non-Ezistence

It may be asked here as (o why iu reply to the above First Objection
against Brahma-Karapa-Vada, the Brahma-Siitras do not say this
straight, (See below) instead of trying to justify the production of an
eutirely different kind of effect from an eutirely different kind of cause,
by means of two favity examples ' {cf. Brahma-Siitra 2. 1. 6.)

This lLias been done purposely, as stated above, for emphasising the
fact that the cause and the effect need not necessarily be very similar
in form or appearance. Hence, says Srikantha, in the Scriptures, no less,
sometimes, the world is said to spring out of ‘Asat’ or the Nou-existent,
Compare the following from the Upanisads :—

“SraRATRN SENE | ( RO -tee)
“This was Asat or Non-existent, in the beginning, “Then, it became
Sat or Iixistent”.
8
*sag AT RN WTE | o 3 agwraa ' (30T e )
“This was Asat or Noun.existent, in the beginning. Then, the Sat
or the Existent arose out of it”.

“sreRages  FaRsAAEdY EgEa: amRaa”
{ SFIWY §--¢ )

*This was Asat or Non-existent in the beginnicg, Oune only, without
a second. Hence, from the Asat or the Non-existent, the Sat or the
Existent arose.”

But here the saine quecstion arises: -How can *Sat’ arise out of
‘Asat’? How can the world arise out of Nou-eutity, or Non-existence ?
The putpose of this, says Srikaptha, is only to show that there is no
fixed rule that the cause and the effect must always be very similar to
each other. So, he saysin his Commentary 1—

“F VAL | EIAGE-fan-afat - ATy, i (7
(g-9)
So, very appropriately, Srikantha states three reasons :— the first,

from the empirical standpoint ; the second, from the epistemological ; the
third. from the vhilosophical.
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Thus, from the empirical standpoint, it can be said that the Cause and
E ffect need not necessarily be similar in form. Then, again, from the
epistemological standpoint, it has to be admitted,—however impossible or
unintelligible that may appear to bs—that Brahman, and none but
Brahman, is the sole, Cause of the world. Finally, from the philosophical
standpoint, there is really no difference of essence between Brahman and
the world, and the world is Brahma-svariipa or Brahman in essence.

In this way, logically, yet beautifully, indeed, does Srikagtha dispose
of the First Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada (See above the Section
on ‘Brahman as Pure, though Immaunent’ P. 31),

(2) (i) Second Objection against Brahma -Karana-Vada.
{SI.I 2- 1. l4"""2o 1- 20)-

The Second Objection against Brahma-Karaga-Vada follows logically
from the Refutation of the First.

(a) Brahman cannot be Impure-like the World.

Thusg, it has beeu just said that Brahman and the world are
identical in essence or “Eka-Vastu™, “Eka-Dravya”, (P. 127), So, in that
case, the two are really identical. In that case, again, all the faults and
failings of the world are sure to pertain to Brahman Himself, no less.

It has been said above that Brahman and the world are identical
in essence (P, 127), and this may mean two things, viz (1) either,
Brahman is like the world, possessing, as it does, its essence or nature ; (2)
or the world is like Brahman, possessing, as it does, His essence or nature.

Now, the second alternative is an impossible one, for, who, in his
senses, would assert our gross, physical, impure world to be the
imperceptible, finest of the fine, non.physical, pure Brahman ? So, the
only slternative is to take Brahman to be identical with the world,
possessing, as such, ail its iguoble gualities like mutability, materiality,
impurity, aud so on, In that case, also, does not our Beantiful Ged,
Immutable, Non-material and Pure, disappear immediately like a vanishing
mirage, like a deluding illusion, like an empty dream ? (See P 25, 31ff).

{b) Brahman cannot experience pleasure paings, like
the Individual Soul.

Here, the Objection has been raised specially in connection with the
Jiva or the individual soul. Thus, it is said that if Brahman and the
individual soul ke ideutical, or if the individual soul be the body of Brahman,
then Brahman, tco, will become subject to Bhoga, or He, too, like the
individuel soul, must experience pleasures and pains,
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But our theplogical idea regarding One God is, fundamentally,
different. ‘Tha very first, characleristic of God of Religion is purity,
perfection and comtentment, full and eterual, Heis, thus, Nitya-duddha,
Nitya-buddha, Nitya typta, Nitya-mukta-—eternally Pure, eternally
Knowing, eternally Contented, eternally Free, How can such a. Supreme
Being ever become subject to. worldly experiencing of pleasures and
pains —which are the results of Sakima-Karmas or selfish activities—of
any kind whatsgever ?

(ii). Refutation of the Second Objection againat
Bratima-Xerana-Vada.

Srikantha refutes this Objection in two ways.

{a) Brahman and-Jiva-Jagat are not totally Identical

Firstly, Brahman and the world are not absolutely identical, as held by
the Advaita Vedanta School ; but there is also a difference between them,
(Pp. 42f,), The main fact to note here is that the relation between Brahman
and the world is a peculiar ome, because of which, Brahman and the
world are (i) one in essence, yet not identical ; (ii; not identical, yet not
wholly different. This will be discussed below wunder the Section on
*The Relation between Brahman, Jiva and Jagat.”

(b) Brahmamand lJliva-Jagat are Non-dlfferent in Essence:
Jiva is Nitya-Mukta.

(2) Secondly, Brahman, the Cause, and Jiva-Jagat, the Effects, are
“Ananya’ or von-different. This, in fact, is the real crux of the whole
matter. Brahman and Jiva-Jagat are the very same object, the very
same substance ( Vastu, Dravya) { Pp. 127 %, and so Jiva-Jagat are, by
vature, pure, perfect, full. ( See P. 127 ). During the state of Bondage, or
‘Baddhavastha’, JivaJagat may appear to be impure, imperfect,
incomplete and so on. But, as pointed out above { P. 127 J, how can the
universe of souls and matter be impure, imperfect and incomplete, when
their Cause, their Hssence, theit Soul, viz. Brahman, iz Himself Pure
Perfect aud Full ?

Also, Bhoga {experiencing of the sesults of Sakama-Karmas) of Jivas,
and the results thereof : Sukha-Duhkba (worldly pleasures and pains), are
all worldly thinge ; se are the wmutability, materiality and mortality of
the world. These do not represent the real nature of either the Jiva
or the Jagat, being ouly passing phases during the temporary state of
Bondage. Now, Brahman cannot have any real connection with anything
that is not lasting, not to speak of being affected by the same inany
way. Hence, the states of the Baddha Jiva-Jagat canuot affect Brahman
and make Him impure, mutable, mortal. Thus, here the question, of
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Brahimnizn beimg vomtaminated by such worldly states, does not arise at
il { See sbove Pp. 81 ff ).

Tt has been stated above that Brahman contains all defects in Him,
vet is Himself Pare and Perfect ( P. 18 ); also, that He is immanent in
the impnre Jiva-Tagat, yet remains uncontaminated. (Pp. 31-32). But
sll these are true, as pointed out above, (P. 127)., only from the worldly
or empirical poiut of view, and not from the absolute or transcendental.

In fact, the state of Bondage or Boddhavasth®, according to all the
Schools of the Vedanta, is not an actoal state, for according to all, Jiva
is Nitya-Mukta or eternally free. It is not that the Jiva, in its empirical
state or state of Bondage, ceases to be free, loses its real nature and
actually becomes some one else for the time being. Really, no such
changing of one's own nature or Svariipa is ever possible. S0, during the
state of Release, as duting the state of Bondage, the Jiva remains what
it really is; only, during the latter state, it faiis te realise or recognise
its real nature due to the veil of ignorance or Ajnana.

If this be so, then we have to admit that the Jiva is never, for a
gingle moment, really impure -or imperfect or imcomplete. It only
appears to be s0 to itsslf and to others, so long as it itself and others fail
to realise its real nature due to Ajnina or ignorance. Thus, if the Jiva's
Impurity, imperfection, incompleteness, mutability, mortality—in short,
mundaneness, be not only passing phases, but also mere appearances,
then what question is there of such ultimately false appearances affecting
and contaminating Brahman, the Real, the Eternal, the Purse, the Perfect,
the Full, the Immutable, the Supra-mundane ?

The same applies to the case of the world, no less.

(¢) Brahman is never Contaminated by His Connection
with Jiva-Jagat.

Thus, Brahman is, indeed, eternally connected with the Universe
of Souls and Matter, as His very own Body, as His very own Attributes
and Powers, as His very own Parts and Parcels, as His very own Effects
and Manifestations. So, how caxn there be any question of any foreign, baser,
lesser elements or characteristics entering into Him and polluting Him,
throttgh snch a conuection ? This connection is an essential one, a natural
one, a fundamental one—it being the very nature of Brahman to be
connected with Jiva-Jagat, as it is the very nature of a soul to be
connected with its body; of a whole, with its parts; of a substance,
with its attributes and powers ; of a cause, with its effects. ‘Thus, what
is natural and essential to Brahman, what pertains te His very nature
and flows from His very essence—can never go against His own nature or
destroy His own essence,
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If we realise this great truth once, then all the seemingly difficult
theological problems of how from a conscious, non-material Brahman, an
uncouscious, material world can arise ; how the All-Pure and All-perfect
Brahman can retain His own purity and perfection in spite of the infinite

impurities and imperfections of the Universe of Souls and Matter with
which He is connected, and the like, are solved at once, in a way at
once interesting, ingenious, and iluminating.

The question may, again, be asked, as done before (Pp. 122, 128)
gs to why the Veddnta does unot say this straight, instead of bringing
forward other extraneons arguments unuecessarily ? The reply s that
the Vedanta reserves this fundamental argument to the last for the
discerning, for wiser scholars and purer saints, aud, very wisely and very
sympathetically starts with such arguments as would be more intelligible
to ordinary persons, not vet far advanced in the long and dificult Path
of Spiritual Realisation.

The Truth is eternally there to be known, to be realised;
but, naturally, it takes timme and requires gradual approach.
And, the Vedanlic Secers, flowing with the milk of human kindness and
knowing well human frailities, faults and failings, have only made
provisions for these, and nothing more. All these prove clearly the
fundamental catholic spirit of the Vedanta—its inner sense of universal
sympathy, and its inboru feeling of love for all,

(3) (i | hird Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada.
(Sutre 2.1, 21—2. 1, 23)

The Third Objection against Brahma-Karapa-Vada follows logically
from the Refutation of the Second It bas been said there, finally,
that the Cause and the Effect being *Ananya’ or non-different, Brahman,
the Cause, is non-different from, or identical in essence with, the universe
of Souls and Matter, the effect. Now, if that be so, the question may,
naturally, be asked as to why should the Omniscient, Omnipotent Brahman
create a world, so full of pains and sufferings, sins and errors, impurities
and imperfections, and Himself suffer there infinitely in the form of the
Jivas } No rational being in his senses ever desires to subject himself
to sins and sufferings unnecessarily, when he himself possesses the power
to prevent the same.

So, the creative act of Brahman must be considered to
be a very foolish one, and, in that case, He cannot be taken to be an
All-wise Being, knowing and acting iotelligently, as befitting an
All-knowing and All-powerful Being.



Brahman and Jiva-Jagat are not totally identical 133

(ii) Refutation of the Third Objection
against Brahma-Karana-Vada.

(a) Brahman and Jiva-Jagat are not totally Identical,

As the above Objections are similar in nature, the ways of
disposing of them are also, naturally, so. Hence Srikantha refutes
this Objection in a way, very similar to the other two, discussed above,

Thus, he points out, first, that though Brahman and Jiva-Jagat
are non different it essence, yet there is 2 difference, also between them,
a8 Brahman is “Adbika"” or transcendent, far execeeding Jiva-Jagat in
might and majesty, purity and perfection, beauty and bliss. In
this way, Brahman is *“Sarvajfia,” or Omuiscient; Jiva “Ajna’ or
ignorant ; Brahman in "“Cetana’ or Sentient ; Jagat is ‘*Acetana” or non-
sentient. So, are they not very different ? Hence, how can the impurities
and imperfections, sins and sufferings, faults and failings of Jiva-Jagat
affect Brahman, at all

Now, this is the explanation offered by Srikantha from the worldly
standpoint. As we have already seen, from the worldly standpoint,
the Universe of Souls and Matter, is quite distinct from Brahman.
Of course, their Essence, their Substaunce, their Soul, their Whole, their
Cause, viz, Brahman, is always there, and is always identical with them in
‘Svarfipa’ or nature, Yet, from the worldly standpoint, this identity of
nature is not discerned ; rather, it is the difference of forms and attributes
only that is seen.

In this way, from the empirical standpoint, when the
world is taken to be distinct from Brahwan and impure, imperfect,
sinful, sorrowing—naturally, Brahman Himself is not all these, So, no
charge of acting foolishly and subjecting Himself to impurities and
imperfections, sins and sorrows, by creating the Jagat and living there as
the Jivas—can be brought against the All-wise, All-powerful Brahman.

(b) Jiva-Jagat, are, however, as Pure as Brahman.

But from the real transcendental point of view, as we have seen,
(P 127), the Universe, as a part, an aitribute, a power, au eflect and the
body of Brahman, can never be impure, imperfect, incomplete, sinful and
sorrowful. From that standpoint, the Universe is Uma, the Para-Sakti of
Siva Himself (P.47—48). 8o, from this point of view, the question of
foolishly doing harm to one’s own seif (Hitakarapa. does not arise at all.
From this standpoint, Siva plays with Himself, with His Para-Sakti Um3,
and hence is the creation of the world, (See the Section on “Uma or Maya
as Para-Sakti” Pp. 47-—48). Thus, the Universe of Souls and Maltter is
nothing but an embodied form of the joy or the frolic of Brahman, (See
below under “Refutation of the 8ixth Objection against Brahma-Karapa-
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Vada"). Hence, how can the created universe be impnre and imperfect,
sinful and sorrowful at all ?

In this way, it bas to be admitted that though $r'1'kaut,ha tries to
refute the above Objection apparently on the ground that the impurities
and imperfections of the created universe cannot touch the Creator
Brahman, the Creator being different from, other and tore than, the
created object (Pp. 30-—32), yet, the real ground is that the created world is
espure and perfect as the Creator Himself, being the mamnifestation of
His pure and perfect nature, which is nothing but pure and perfect Bliss.

{¢) “Bheda™ and *'Abheda” between Brahman
and iiva-Jegat.

Thus, really speaking, all the above Objections against Brahma-Karapa-
Vada are, evidently, based on a wrong conception regarding the “Bheda” or
difference between Brahman, on the one hand, and Jiva-Jagat, on the other.
The Mounotheistic Schools of the Vedanta all emphasise this “Bheda” also,
side by side with “Abheda”, or non-difference between Breliman and Jiva-
Jagat. But what do these tworeally imply, aud how can these be reconciled 7
“These are, indeed, difficult questions for the Monotheistic Vedantists, who
do not, on the one hand, accept Samkara's Doctrine of pure “Abheda”,
and on the other, Madhva’s Doctrine of pure “Bheda” between Brahmen
and Jiva-Jagat. This will be considered in details below. (See below the
Section on “Relation between Brahman, and Jiva-Jagat.”).

But one thing is clear here. It is this, that whatever be the precise
end peculiar nature of this relation, from the real and ultimate standpoint,
Jiva.Jagat can never be impure and imperfect, sinful and sorrowing,
mutable and mortal, when their Cause, Brahman-of whom they are
manifestations, according to the Monotheist Vedanta Doctrine of Paripfima
(See mbove Pp. 59ff)—is Himself eternally and essentially Pare and
Perfect, Sinless and Blissful, Immutable and Immortal. { See above
under, Section ‘““The Universe is not really Impure and Non-sentient
P. 127).

(d) The Difficult Monotheistic Concept of “Ehada.’

To think that the Monotheistic Vedanta Doctrines ‘imvolve this
kind of inner coutradiction, is, surely, absolutely absurd. Hence, their
«concept of “Bheda”, which has to be admitted, is really a difficult one
for them, and hae to be interpreted and understood in a very careful
manner, (See under the Section *The Concept of Individuality.” P, 43)
‘For here, the question naturally arises as to what “Bbeda ''can there
still 'be left between Brabhman and Jiva-Jagat, if they have to be admitted
to be all equally pure and perfect, sinless and blissful, immutable sud
janzwortal, asshown above ¢ (B, 127.



Fourth Objection: against Brabma-Karana-Vada s

However, leawing aside all these difficult problems for later
discussion (See below the Sectior om “Relation between Brahman, and
Jiva-Jagat”), let us, here, proceed on the basis of the undeniable fact that
the Uuniverse of Souls and Matter is really as true and perfect, as sinless
and blissful, a5 immutable and immortal as Brahman Himself,

4. (i} Fourth Objection agai st Brahma-Karana-Vada.
(Sutras 2. 1. 24—2. 1. 2Z5).

The Fourth Objection against Brahma-Karaga-Vada seems to be rather
s childish one, based, as it is, on a false aualogy between Brahman,
the: Universal Creator, and other worldly creators, like, potters,
carpenters, chariot-makers, and the like.

Thus, the Objection is as follows :—

The weorld is a vast and variegated one ; and ultimately, it is due
to the Five Great Elements, or Panca-Maba-Bhiitas, like Earth, Water,
Fire, Air, Ether ( Kgit, Ap, Tejas, Marnut, Vyoma ). Thus, this “Vieitra-
Jagat™ or Variegated Wortld cannot be dee to one and the same Cause,
like Brahman. In the world, it is found that even in the case of a single
effect, mauy causes combine together to produce it finally t—

“rrad ff TNfE-BIg IEFTEMEET 7 ( 2-¢-38 )

Thus, if a person wants to make a chariot, he has to take the help
of so many other things, E g, be has, first to, take a suitable material,
like-a log of wead, ‘T*hen, secondly, he has to get hold of certain instruments
ete., like swords, saws and the like ; and certain implements, like wedges,
nails, and the like. In this way, through the help of so many other

things alone, can he, finally, make that chariot; and mnever by himself
alone.,

Now, if this be so in the case ofa simp'e and siugle effect like &
chariot, then, surely, how many more accessory causes will be necessary
in the case of this vast and complex world can well be imagined:

Further, the question also remains as to bow so many different
effects can be produced out of the very same Cause Brabman, In the
world, we find that different causes produce different effects, So, how
can the same Cause Brahmam produce so numerows and variegated
effects by Himself alone ¥

Thus, the above Objection can be split up under two heads :—

(i) Brahman cannot produce & single effect by Himself alone.
{ii) Brahman cannot produce many effects by-Himmself alone:
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(ii} Refutation of the Fourth Objection
against Erahma-Karana-Vada

(a) A seemingly Childish Objection.

As pointed out above, this Objection seems to be rather a childish
and a frivolous one. For, ic it not very childish or foolish to expect any
analogy between the Cause of the world and causes within that world ?
Good analogy requires essential similarity; and similarity requires
2quality, But what equality can there ever be { from the worldly point of
view. of course ) between the worldly causes which are themselves effects
of Brahman, and Brahmaun Himself ? In fact, what analogy is really
there between the whole world as an effect and the smaller effects within
it, that we can expect here an analozy between Brahman, the Cause, on
this side, and other worldly causes, on that ¥ The matter appears to be
too evident to require any further argumentation or discussion,

b} Yet, not meiningless ¢ The Velue of Analogy.
So, the guestion may, naturally, be asked as to why should the
Brahma-Siitras, compiled by the wise saint Badariyaps, contain such an
obviously foolish and meaningless Objection ?

The answer is that, at the first stage of spiritual realisation, analogies
do play an important part. Understanding ucknown facts on the analogy
of known ones is, indesd, a common intellectual process, and has to be
resorted to by all, Indian sages, who always manifest a deep sympathy
for the ignorant masses, and, accordingly, always take special pains to
illustrate their abstruse discussions by means of well-known, concrete
examples.

That is why, as well-known, “UJdaharana”, or coucrete illustrations
have always beeu taken to be so very essential in Indian Philosophical
Discourses. Hence, it is thought here, that ordinary persons, who are
trying to kuow something about the World-Cause through the
Brahma-Siitras, will, naturally, at the first stage, try to understand the whole
matter in the light of their ordimary, every-day experieuces. That is
why, in the Brahma.-Suitras, as well as in other Indian Philosophical
treaties, such obvious, easily disposable, and apparently foolish Objections
are sometimes found, as well as, answers of the some calibre.

(¢! The Charge of Childishness against indian
FPhilosophy is Unjustified
But the supreme beauty of the whole thing lies in this that,
everything is taken very seriously, and no sign of any meglect or
haphazardness is ever shown, even though all these are meant for
ordinary persons, like yon and I.
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In fact, if you come to think of it, it is for the enlightenment of
the ignorant masses mainly that philosophical works have to be
compesed. For, those who have advanced a little, do not very much
require any such external help or exposition, but can proceed
further by their own iuner light and spiritual vision. Heuce.
the charges, sometimes brofight against Indian Philosophy even by Indian
scholars, viz. that Indian Philosophy is rather childish or frivolousin
nature, is wholly unjustified. Indeed, if it be childish to provide for those
who are but mere children in the lore of the Atian, and belp them to
be grown-up adults in the same, then Indian Philosophy is undoubtedly
*childish,’ But, if it be veterau-like to ignore uoc one, however weak
and meek, then, surely, Indian Philosophy is a very wise, veteran one.

{(d) Brahman alone can produce Single Effects and Many Effects,
Heowever, nothing daunted, Srikantha, tries to refute the above
Objection on the ground of Avalogy, or by means of concrete examples
from everyday life,

Thus, in reply to the first part of the Objection iz, (i) Brahman
cannot produce a single effect by Himself alone,—he points out that, that
is, of course, possible—

- sqpefy Hrehedy afcam: aeal, T, s g |
(2-t-2¥)

Even in the world, we find that a single cause can be transformed
in‘o an effect, that is, produce it by itself alove. For example, milk is
by itself transformed into the form of curd, So, why cannot Brahman
by Himself be transformed into the form of the universe ?

In the same mannier, in reply to the second part of the Objection,
viz. (ii) Brahman cannot prcduce many effects by Himself alone,~
Srikaptha cites another familiar iustance from our everyday life- -

AT, GENA SO-AwiE fafsa-wd-freafa-qae 1”
( R-2-%Y)

Yven in the world, we find that mauy effects follow from a single
cause. Yor example, hair, nails aud the like arise out of the very same
man. {(See above Pp 48, 122 for the appropriateness of this example.) So,
why cannot the same thing happen in the case of Brabman, too ?

In this way, very cleverly, indeed does Srikantha tackle the
problem by defeating his opposeut in his own game through citing
counter-instances of the very same type,

{e) ¥Frahman is Omniscient

But really speaking, Srikantha fully knows that mere worldly
analogies are of no real avail here, For, from the erely worldly or

18
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empirical point of view, there cannot be, really, any analogy between
Brahmau and the Universe. Hence, finally, be resorts to, as before, to
Scriptural Authority (Pp, 24 1f,. Also, see uuder “Refutation of the
Fifth Objection.’’)

‘g ORSIATANRS QATATT QAN | 3R SREE WAe-

ofead siad | @ ferara ” (-¢RY)
That is, from the Scriptures, we come to know that Braliman
is Omuipotent. .P.34', So, nothing is impossible on His part,

In fact, this Omnipotence of Braliman, to which repeated refereuces
are made in the Vedanta, can be proved very well on the grounds of
reason, uo less. Really sreaking, liere resort to Seriptural Authority is
not at all needed. For, Brahman cannot be Brahman at all, if. He be
not Omnipotent at the same time, Brahman is Owe, Brahman is without
“Sajatiya and Vijatiya Bhedas” { See above P. 37) So, what rivals can
He ever have to flout His authority, to impede His powers, to obstruct
His wiil } { See above Pp. 19, 20, 34),

In fact, the Quinipotence of Braliman fellows necessarily from His
Oneness, discussed above (P, 365 This Queness, as we have seen,
constitutes the fundameuntal nature of Brahmau, And if, Brahman be One,
He is also, at the same time, Omnipotent, as shown above. (Pp. 19, 20, 34},

f) Brahman is Omnipresent
Now, although here, on tlie grounds of Omuipotence, it mmay be said
that Brahman can do any and everything He likes, yet in order that this

may not be taken as a kind forced silencing of opponents, some other
reasons may be advanced here, as follows : —

i) Brahman is Omuipresent. So, there being nothing outside
Him, there is wo questicn at all of His requiring any external or
additionz] help, like material implements, and the rest. Iu the language of
Logic, all these—e.g. in the case of the production of a chariot, the
carpenter, the log of wood, the nails, wedges, swords, saws etc.—are
not really “‘causes’”, but only” “conditions” ; aud all these and other various
“conditious”, positive and negative, constitute oune whole *cause” But
ig the case of Brahman, who is Omuipresent, there is uo other alternative
but to take Him as the “Cause”, coutaining within Himse!f whatever is
pecessary for thz production of the Universe of Souls and Matter.

(it) Further, here the effect : the Universe of Sounls and Matter,
too, catinot be outside Brahman, as the effect, Chariot, is outside the
carpenter. Creation, in fact, is nothing but a play of Brahman with
Himself ( See above P, 80. Also see below the Section on “Refutation of
the Sixth Objection against Brahmma-Karana-Vada"”.) Hence, ali the shove
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guestions as to how Brahiman can create th: Universe without some
external help, and the like canuot arise hete at all.

Still, accustoimed, as we are, to taking things on the basis of Analogy,
good or bad, all Ohjections have to be tackled and satisfactorily disposed
of. That is why, as pointed out above (P, 136} all these Objections
against Brahma-Karana-Vada have been taken so seriously by our wise
philosophers throughout the ages.

8. (i Fifth Objection against Frahma-Karana-Vada.
( Sutras 2. 1.25—2. 1. 31.)

The Fifth Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vida seems to bea
tather serious oue, as follows : —

It has been established above that Brahman, the Cause, is transforined
inte the Universe of Souls aud Matter, the effect ( Pp, 59f, 122). In that
case, we are, inevitably on the horus of a dilemma, as follows 1—

If Bralimau be without parts { Amsa or Avayava ), then the whole of
Bralman will b2 transformed into the Universe: and if Brahman be
possessed of parts, then Scriptures will be contradicted.

Either, Brahman is without parts, or He is possessed of parts.

o either the whole of Brahman will be transformed into the
Universe, or Scriptures will be contradicted,

Now, as in the case of a Dilemma, neither of the above two
alternatives can be accepted.

For, firstly, if the whole of Brahman be trapnslormed into the form
of the universe, then, Brabman will be wholly immanent in the universe.
But the Vedanta View is that Brahman /s peither wholly immangnt,
nor wholly trauscendent, but both { P. 30 ),

Again, secondly, if Scriptures be the only sovurces through which
Brahman can be kuown, (then) how cau a view regarding Brabman that
contradicts Scriptures be accepted ¢

S0, the only conclusion we have to accept here, willy-nilly, is—
“grig sEQ AR@E A gw 1”7 ( R-1RE)

“No transformation of Bralunan is, thus, ever possible.”

Heuce, DBrahma-Karaga-Vada or Parigpima-Vada is a totally
unacceptable Docirine. 'See Pp. 591

(ii} Refutation of the Fifth Cbjection against Brahm .- arava-Vada
(a) Scriptures prove Crahman to bz both
Transcendeat and lmmanent.

(1) Here, as usual, Srikaytha, in common with other Vedantists

starts with “Sruti-Pramana” or Scriptural Evidence. (Pp. 91, 124, 134, ).
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‘G SrR-afcur Iw o, asg At mfala  swme, A
SHTFA 1 (R-0-Rw ) .

“The Doctrine that Brahman is transformed into the form of
Universe, does, indeed, stand to reason, there being Scriptural texts to
that effect. Here Scripture, alone, is the preof, and not anything
else.”

The Value and Validity ¢f Scriptures in proving Brahman are,
indeed, great, as shown above. { Pp, 91fT).

{b} Worldl, Apalogies prove . rahman
to beboth TFranscendent and Immanent.

(2) But, again, as usual, Srikautha, it common with other
Vedantists, does not stop here, but alse puts forward other arguments, no
less. Thus, here, too ( P. 136 ), Analogy is a fraitful proof, For, in the
world, too, similar examples are found,

For example, “Jati” or the Universal or the Generic Essence, is
present through and through in each and every of the infinite number of
individuals. But ¢Jati"’ has no parts; and so, if it be fully present in
one individual, thén it becomes whoily immanent in it aloue, and cannot,
then, be fully present in an infinite number of other individuals of the
very same class. However, that is not the case, On the contrary, “Jati”
though not possessed of parts, is yet present, through and through, in
an infinite number of individuals, being immanent in each, yet
transcendent, So exactly is the case with Brabman. He is, of course,
without parts, yet He can be immauent, through and through, yet remain
transcendent. (Pp. 30-31).

{¢) Brahmanlis Omnipotent.

(3) But, againm, as usual, Srikaptha, iz common with other
Vedautists, discards Analogy for a higher kind of proof, For, Good Analogy
implies that the object with which comnparison is made and the object
compated belong to the same category,- rather, the first is somewbhat
superior to the second. For example, it is asserted that animals,
being similar to men in possessing physical bodies must be subject to
similar kiuds of physical pleasures and paus. But lLere, Brahman is
infinitely higler than the world, and so, what rcal Analogy can there ke
between the two, from the empirical standpoint ?

That is why, the third proof given by Srikantha, liere, is based
on aunother {undamental characteristic of Brahman, already referred to
above (Pp,34,138; viz, His Omuipotence. No Analogy is needed
here, rather the uniquely Omnipotent Brahman is said to be capable of
any and every thing,
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{(A) Brahman's Omnipotence proved o1 the grounds
of Scripture.

Vehemently, indeed, does Sirkantha assert this repeatedly, with
full faith and vigour :—

‘e EFECRAETE-Tg- ATiaR . Err-afEn -
WA wa: T add SEE wRuE T &Aaf 7 (2-3-3e)
“m@) FIfy GEREIATSE ffasras afesfa o gk
(3-%-2¢)
T -
“ganfy AIMM @RS ofeRwBAf  FERR ) wE
sagifEna: asr 6« awafd 17 ((R-g-30 )
“oi FFA-Q19-Fg Uea-1er sara-fas-as oft defiad 9@
oA sEmfy gevEAseaEar g aasfe fEsg e (213e)
“IHe is quite different from all other objects, kunown from other
sources, and possesses unseeh Powers. Hevce, no contradiclion is tuvolved
here. That is why, He, the Full, can be both the Cause and the Effect
at the same time ™
“From Scriptural passages, it is known that He is the Substratum
of all Powers. So, what is impossible ou the part of such an Omnipotent
Brahman !
#Thus, no question of possibllity or impossibility can be raised in
the case of Siva, the Supreme Lord, the Supreme Brahman who is free

from all stains of faults, who can be known through Scriptures alone,
and who possesses, by nature, all pelf and powers"”

‘B) Brahman's Omnipotence proveljon the grounds of Authority.

This Omuipotence, as pointed out above Pp. 138 .Y, is a fundamental
characteristic of B-aliman. (P. 34)) aud is proved not only on the grounds
of Scriptura! Authority, but also on that of Reasoning. In this connection,
Srikantha brings forward another reasom as to why Brahman has to be
admitted to be Omnipotent. This is as follows (Br. 5. Bhasgya 2. 1. 28.)

Jiva and Jagat possess manifold powers. These powers of the Jivas
are not found in Jagat, and vice-versa. Apgain, different Jivas possess
different kinds of powers; differeut material elements like Fire, Water
and the rest also do the same. Thus, the existence of "Bahu” and “Vieitra”,
numerous and “various, powers-in souls and physical objects is a fact of
Nature. Now, Brahman is the} Substratum of Jiva-Jagat, and as such,
much Higher, much more Powerful than the same, (Pp. 80, 31, 41). So,
it stands to reason that Brahman must possess infinitely more numerous,
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infinitely more varied powers, in fact, all powers. For, how can the
Suhstratum be ever less powerful than the things that inhere in it ?

{(d) Examples from Other Systems

Here, Srikaptha also resorts to the common device, of taking
‘Attack as the best form of Defeuce’, So, he poizts out succintly :—

‘gmm-sgenfiy AEaasfaraadd sowt, 7 mmft oe-
HARES 17 R-4-Re)

“The faults, like entire transformation etc., pertain really to the
nou-sentient Pradhana of the Samkhya Systemn, not possessing any parts;
and never to Brahman, established by Scriptures”.

That is, Prathana of the Sawmkhya System is conceived to be the
root cause of the physical world, which is nothing but it< 'Paripfima’ or
transformation. DBut Pradhana has uwo parts. Sc, the very same difficulty
arises here, no less, viz. that the whole of Pradhana must be transformed
into, aud iminanent in each and every of the numerous physical objects
~—which is impossible. For, if Pradhana be wholly transformed into
and immauent in one physical object, then, it w-ll be fiully exhausted in
that single object alone; and caunnot, again, be transformed into any
other object besides it. Thus, on this view, Pradhara can produce,
at best, only a single physical object of the world, That is against the
Samkhya View itself. Aud, really, is that not an absolutely absurd
view ?

{#) Brahman Creates without Organs.

Incidentally, Srikantha disposes of another Objection in this counection
viz. that Brahmau, having no organs, cannot be the Cause of the Universe
Here, as before,he has recourse to Scriptural Authority, and concludes

with firm faith :—

“fafaarara-ale-asa-arar qn-afe-fifte:  s@Ee aufeasdq
SqeaTHI @a: qovarElaTT 96 )’ (-3¢ )
“sifeE Aradt s 0 (13 )

“The Supreme Lord, variegated through possessing infinite and
variegated powers, and possessed of the Supreme Power Maya. (T, 51.)
voluntarily assumes the form of the Universe, yet is beyond it (P. 30."

“Here, the Holy Scripiure alone isJ the Proof.” (Pp. 93, 124}

{f} Roal Implications of the Doctrine that Brahman is Nirvikira or

without changes, yet tronsformed into the form of the Universe, and

that He is without arts, yet not wholly Immeanent in the Universe :
Concept of Sakti or Fnergy.

Now, after referring 1o Syikantha’s, refutation of the above Objection,
let us now pause a little to consider the real implications of the same.
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For, as pointed out above (P. 139, this Objection appears to be a rather
serious oule.

From the rational standpeint, tire argument contained under Section
(b’ above (P, 140 is the best.

This is nothing but the celebrated Modern Coucept of Sakti or
Euergy.

Take the case of Samkbya Pradhana( P, 140 *. Pradhana, the root
material cavse of the material universe is, evidently, not itself a muterial
object: but rather a kind of eternal, ultimate, fundamental Physical Encrgy,
not having any parts, like a material gbject, 5o, the question that may be
raised in connection with au erdisary material object, baving parts, viz.,
as to whether ity as a cause, is wiholly or partly transformed into its effects
— cannot be raised here at all.

In this way, this eternal, ultimate fundamental Physical Energy
manifests itself and takes form in each and every physical object of the
Universe ; yet is not exbausted in any of them.

The same, aud wmore so, is the case lhere. . See P.145). In the
Vedanta System, Creaticn (Srsti; has been described as “‘Sva- Sakti-
Viksepa”, or expansion of the Cit and Acit Saktis of Brahman Himself ;
and Destruction (Pralaya’, as contraction of the same,

The real implications of this Parigdmavada bave been discussed
above. (Pp. 70, 79}

Thus, Bralimau is, surely, devoid of parts : Niramsa or Niravayava,
although He is taken to be an OCrganic Whole. ( P. 36 ff). Heuce, Cit
aud Acit are not His paits, as a leg is a part of a table, or, finally, an atom
isapart of a physical whele. 7These constitute only His Gunas and
Saktis t Attributes and Powers, whicli are, by no means, His physical
parts, iu the ordinary sense,

(g) Relation between Brabman and His Guna-Saktis.
T'bes, what are these Gunas and Saklis 3 Attributes and Powers ?

That raiscs a fundamental question of ilie real relation between
Substance, on the one hand, aund its Atiributes and Powers, on the other.

According to the Monistic Schools of the Vedanta, the relation is one
of absolute identity ; or rather, there is no question of any relation at
all, as the substance has ouly “Svarfipa” or a nature or an essence of
its own, and uno attributes or powers at all. This seems very plausible, as
what necessity, nay possibility, is there for Attributes and Fowers, over
aud above Nature or Essence ? '

Thus here, too, we seem to be on the Horus of a Dilemma, as
follows : —
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If Attributes and Powers are identical with the Substance, then, these
are superfluous; and if Attributes and TPowers are different from the
Substauce. then these are impossible.

LEither, Attributes and Powers are identical with the Substanoce, or
these are different,

Therefore, either Attributes aud Powers are superflous, or these are
impossible,

Thus, here, as natural in a Dilennna,
uupleasant, alternatives, 2ud these imply the following 1—

Firstly, if Attributes and Powers are identical with the Substauce,
then their very existence is wholly unnccessary—for, what is the use of
positing again a multitude of Attributes and Powers, when these Liave the
very sanie nature, the very sanie essence as the Substance itself,

Secondly, if Attributes and Powers be different from the Substauce,
then is it ever possible that there shonid be contradictory Attributes and
Powers iu a Substance, of an entirely differeut nature

But tle Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta have, necessarily, to
face and resolve this Dilemma, because of their fundamental Conception of
Brahman, as referred to above, as an Organic Whole {See P. 36).

And, how they blave solved the problem by their Concept of
Individuality has also beeu shown there, (P. 43.)

(A} Atteibutes and Powers are different manifestations
of the tame Substance.

In fact, Attributes aund DPowers are but different sides or aspeets of
the very same Substance. The Substance is, indeed cne, yet it has

there are two equally

different manifestations,

The river is, indeed, one; vet flows forth in endless ripples
The lotus is, iudeed, opne; yet.blossoms forth in nmmerovs
The sun is, indeed, oue ; yet shines forth in
The cuckoo is, indeed, one ; yet sings forth

and eddies.
petals and seed-ve:sels.
countless rays and shafts.
in maunifold tunes and melodies.

In the very same manuer, and more so, Brahman is, indeed Oue ; yet,
manifests Himself in infinite Attributes and Powers (See P. 17),

As the white light of the sun is broken forth in a prism in seven
enchanting hues, so the Nature or Svarfipa of Bralunan is broken forth,
so to speal, in Attributes and Powers, the former implying more static

aspects, the latter, more dynamic.
Thus, Attributes and Powers differ from the substance, not

gnalitatively, but only quantitatively (See Pp. 38,41ff} So, these are
‘Bhedas’, or differences, or separate realities in Brahman—but not any
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parts. For, the term ‘part’ ordinarily, implies a divisible and a divided
portion of the whole, which these are, definitely, not.

In this way, according to the Monotheistic Scliools of the Vedanta, to
keep Brahman's richness of content, His Swvagata-Bhedas have to be
admitted, without, however, implying any divisible 'parts’, (P. 42..

Thus, the "Niramsa-Brahman. or Brahman devoid of parts, is by no
means ‘Nirvisesa® and *Nirguna, or an Abstract Reality, but essentially
‘Savisesa” and Saguna’, or a Concrete Unity, an Organic Whole.

(h) The Question of Total or Partial Transformation from the
Transcendental Standpoint.

In the case of Brahman, specially, the above question of total or
partial transformation cannoct be raised at all. For, does not Creation
finally imply that the Loving God the Playful God, the Blissful God is
playing with Himself, with His Para-Sakti-Uma ? (See P, 47f). 'This,
really, applies to all the Objections against Brahma-Karaya-Vada.

{i) The Vedanta Conception of Divine Energy.

Still, if we persist in considering the matter from the ordinary
standpoint, an easy, vet scientific solution can be found, as shown above,
(P. 143. in the celebrated Modern Concept of Energy.

Due to this Coucept, as we have seen, the whole idea of Causation
has been revolutionised, aud the age-old whole-part couception has been
appropriately revised. It is held now that it is not really and ultimately
a divisible material object that is transformed jnto the fortm of an eflect;
but it is only the Energy inherent in it that is done so. Thus, it is the
Energyinherent in the Seed that gradually blossoms forthinto a beantiful,
majestic, full-grown, buge tree,—through every part of the tree, this
Huergy is manifested, yet it is not fully exhausted in any one of the same.
In the same manner, it is the Eunergy inherent in the Milk or Miik-
particles that takes form in butter or curd., This Energy is eternal, it
is never exhausted, never dies, Such is the great and grand conception
of BEuergy, even from the empirical standpoint.

50, how much greater and grander is this Vedanta Concept of
Divine Energy! “The Vedanta Concept of Bralunan is, of course,
a static one, (Pp.70ff) That is, here Brahman is conceived to be
eternally full, eternally perfect, eternally blissful, eternally satisfied. So,
He eternally ‘ls’, and never ‘Becomes’ (P, 83. Also see below *“The
Concepts of Lila and Maya” and “Static and Dynamic Conceptions of
Brahman"” uuder the “Refutation of the Sixth Objection against Brahma-
Karaga-Vada”. “How caun LIIa be recouciled with Jiva-Karmas ¢ *'
under the Section: “Refutation of the Seventh Objection against
Brahma-Karana-Vada'™.)

19
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Stll He being All-powerful, is an Eternal Storehouse of Energy;
and it is this Energy, pulsating throughout His own Self, permeatiog
His own Self, vitalising aud vivifying His own Self, that works in His
every Atiribute, every Power—in Cit aud Acit, variously called His
“"Guna” or Attributes, and “Sakti” or Powers

The Cit and the Acit are also taken to be constitut'ng thte Body of
Brahman; He being its Soul. Now, wleun the Soul vitalises the Body, who
would raise the question of the Soul being wholly or partly immanent in
every part of the Body ? ‘The Siul, indeed, has no parts; yet it is not
wholly exhausted in any of the parts of its body; yet it is fully preseut in
each of the same.

{(j The Paradox of “Fully” and “Wholly",

Thus, from whatever standpoint, is the matter discussed, the same
conclusion is arrived at, viz. that the Paradox of Energy is the Paradox of
Brahman, the Paradox of Life is the Paradox of Brahman, the Paradox of
Soul is the Paradox of Brahman. Thus, e g, the partless, indivisible Life
is “fully” present in the smallest particle of the living body; yet not
*wholly" exhausted and immanent in it,

It is this Paradox between "fully” and "net wholly” that constitutes
the real crux of the matter here, Very beautifully, indeed, does the wise
Brhadarapyaka-Upanigad refer to this Paradox thus :—

‘% g @ qui gt | qde qdemm gaaar
TR 7 (wtr)

“Om. That {Unmanifest. Brabhman is Fuli. This (Manifest) Brahman
js Full. From the Full. the Full emerges. If the Full be taken away
from the Full, then, too, tlie Full remains,”

Thus, as pointed out above, Brahman is “fully® present in the
world ; yet He is not “wholly” exhausted therein That is why, Brahman,
in His Unmanifest, Casual State is Full ; and Brabinan in His Manifest,
Effected State, or as present in the universe of Souls and Matter, is Full ;
and even when He is fully transformed in the same, He remains Full for
ever, as before.

The real meaning of such a “T'ransformation, has been shown above
(Pp. 68fL.)

Thus, in every particle of dust, Brahman is fully present ; every
particle of dust is Brahman Full Pure and Perfect ; still when millions
of such particles are combined together, the vety same Full, Pure and
Perfect Brahman remains. ‘This is the wonderful Mathematics of the
Vedanta —If from 100, 100 be subtiacted. still then 100 remain 1 Again,
if to 100, 100 be mdded, still then 100 remain! How ? For the mere
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reason that here there is really no ‘subiraction’, no ‘addition’ at all, there
being only One, All.pervasive Reality, having no outside and inside. So,
nothing can be subtracted from and taken out from It; and nothing can be
added to and takeun in in It. In this way, the Full is Full, at every place,
every momeut, every time, through and through,

{k: Eternal, Unchangeable Brahman

In fact, this is the only kind of Existence that an FEternal,
Unchangeable Being cau have, if He hasto exist at all. (P, 70 f. For,
Eternity and Unchangeability necessarily imply that there is no change
at all from the existing state, either qualitatively or quantitatively.
So, just as the Eternal, Unchangeable Brahman cannot beccme otherwise
qualitatively by being something else; so also, He cannot become otherwise
quantitatively by be.oming ‘more’ or ‘less’, in any way. H:uce, whenever
He is, He is what He is eternally; wherever He is, He is what He is
eternally ; whatever He is, He is what He is eternally. In this way,
transcending all conditions of Space, Time and Circumstances, He Is, only
Is. (P.70 ff). Accordingly, when He is the universe, He simply is as He
is, what He is, {Manifest, Effected State), just like, when He is not the
universe (Unmanifest, Causal State). (See above 82 ff),

n Real Implications of the YVedanta Loctrine of Creation. {Pp 68 ff.)

This is the sublime Vedanta-Doctrine of Creation-—Creation is not a
happening in time, nol a change of states, not a result of needs—yet it is
a new something, yet it is a real transformation, yet it is a necessary
activity, What s sweet and subline Paradox isthis! But is not life
itself a Paradox, and more so, its interpretation, viz. Philosophy ?

But after all, why “new"” ? Why "actually transformed”y Whya
a “necessary action”y

“New” because Brahman is eternally New as He is eternally existent,
vet never grows, never changes, never becomes old. So, everything
within Brahman is eternally new.

“Actually trapsformed” because the world is as real as Brahman
Himself, containing Brahman “fully” (P. 146 {f.)

“A Necessary Action” because Creation is Nature itself P, 78 ff), and
Nature is Necessity.

Vety strange, yet very sweet is this Monothesistic Vedanta
Conception of Creation.

“Strange”, because it is not easily amenable to ordinary reason ;
“Sweet”, because it brings to light a sweet play between Brahman and
Jivas, a sweet vision as to how the All-Sweet God, with His Ambrosia of
Love aud Bliss, is eternally sweetening the lives of the so-called suffering
and sorrowing souls,
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(6) {i) Sixth Objection against Brahma-Karana-Vada
(Sutras 2. 1,32 —2. 1. 33)

The Sixth Objection apainst Brahma-Karana-Vada is a still more
formidable one, arising, as it coes, from a fundamental question, viz. that
of the Purpose of Creation. This, as well-known, is 2 main problem of
Philosophical Cosmology, It may be put thus :—

(n) The Nature of a Voluntary Action.

If we carefully analyse the nature of a Voluntary Action, we find the
following characte.istics and steps in it :—

Firstly, the agent or the Karta lacks something, for example, water
in his system.

Secondly, due to lacking this, he has a feeling of want in him. This
is called the **Spring of Action.”

Thirdly, this feeling of waut, naturally, makes him think of an
object which will enable him to get rid of it. ‘This object which he
chooses after due deliberation, as he thinks it will enable him to get rid
of this painful feeling of want, is called the “Eud.”, and the idea of the
End, is called the “Motive®™.

Fourthly, when he has an idea of the End, naturally, he has a strong
desire for it.

Fifthly, he thiks of the Means to that End, and chooses certain
means which he thinks will enable him to attain that End, The idea
of the choosen End and Means together is called “Intention'.

Sixthly, and finally, Tie actually begins to act, that is, follow the
Mecans to attain the Hund, Here, thus, he takes certain materials, uses
certain itplements, aud thereby tries to attain the Eud as best as he can.

In this way, a Voluutary Action necessarily implies, first, some want
or defect on the part of the agent. For, as shown above, if he does
not lack a thing, he caunot have any desire to get that thing and
act accordingly.

Secondly, a Voluntary Action necessarily implies also numercus
changes on the part of both the agent himself and the materials and
the like with which he is working,

ib) Five Kinds of Causes.

In the terminology of Indian Logic, liere we have the combination
of five kinds of Causes viz, Samavayi-Karaya, i.e, the threads, in the
case of the produciion of a piece of red cloth; Asamavayi-Karana, i, e, the
red celour of the threads; Nimitta-Karana. i.e., the instruments and
implements, like spindie, weaving-machine, wheels, etc.; Prayojaka or the

agent, i. . the weaver himself ; Bhokta or the buyer of that piece of red
cloth, ’
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Here, Saumavayi-Karapa and Asamavayi-Karapa, 3. e. the red
threads, constitute the Upadana-Karana or Material Cause of the effect, viz.
the piece of red cloth ; Nimitta-Karana and Proyojaka or Directive Cause,
its Nimitta-Karapa or 1nstruntental or Efficient Canse,

(¢} The Ever-Satisfied Brahman cannot be a Creator.

First, let us apply these marks to the case of Bralman Himself,
the Cause, the Creator of the world.

Now, Creation must be a voluntary action on the part of Brahman.
So, it also must spring out of a feeling of want or defect on His part. Or,
it must also imply an uvattained end or an unfulfilled desire on the part of
Brahman. But the fundamental nature of Brahman is that He is ‘Apta-
Kama': ‘Nitya-Trpta’, ‘Nitya-Suddha’, ‘Nitya-Buddba,’ ‘Nitva-Mukta'—
Eternally Satisfied, Eternally Pure, Eternally Kunowing, Eternally Free,
with all ends eternally attained, all goals eternally reachtied, all desires
eternally gratified. So, how can such a Full, Pure, Perfect Bralhunan have
any want or defect, any unattained end or any ungratified desire at all ?

In this way, the Purpose of Divine Creation cannot be exp'aiued at
all. AM ratiopal, free, acts require Motives. That is, each and every one
of such acts must have 2 reason or a purposs behind it, But what motive,
reason or purpose can be attributed to Bralmau, the All-perfect, All-pure,
All-full, All-blissful Beiug ? He does not need the world for His own
perfection, development, completion, fulfilment, as He is fully Perfect,
fully Developed, fully Complete fully Fulfilled from all eternity, through
all eternity, to all eternity.

Thus, He cannot create the world for His own sake. Again, to take
the only other alternative, He caunot create the waorld for the sake of
Yivas or individual souls for, then, how cai He be called an All-mereiful
Being, if He, in this way, subjects the Jivas to infinite, mundane
miseries ?

Thus, Brahman cau have no purpose at all for creating the Universe
of Souls and Matter. Aud, to act without a purpose is to act like an
immature child incapable of reasoning ; or a madman, devoid of reasoning.

But how can Braliman, the Omnescient Being, behave childishly or
foolishly in this way ?

(2} The Unchangeable Brahman cannot be a Creator.

Secondly, Creation will also imply numerous changes ou the part of
Brahmau, the Creator. As we have seen (P. 60,) Creation implies humerous
caanges on the part all the five Causes which combine together to
produce an Effect Or, more briefly, all the three Causes here, viz. Upadana
or Material Cause, Nimitta or Efficient Cause and Blokta or Final
Cause, undergo numerous chauges,
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Take the above exaniple of a weaver, weaving a piece of cloth for
a prospective buyer. Here, the Efficieut Canse weaver, together with his
instruments and implements, naturally undergoes mauny physical and
mental changes, due to different movements, gestures, postures, utterances
and the like, as well as, different thoughts, feelings, desires and the like
Then, the Material Causes, the red threads too, are subject to constant
changes of shape, size and the like. Again, the Final Cause, the buyer,
too, chauges in the sense that at first he did not possess that piece of
cloth, but now does so.

In this way, Causation, meaning a kind of Creative Activity,
necessarily and naturaily involve numerous changes on the part of all the
Causes present here,

Now, in the case of Brahman, He Himself has to be taken to be both
the Material Cause and the Efficient Cause simultaneously. (See P. 57 .}
As such, He has to undergo infinite kinds of changes, doubly, asa Material
Cause. as well as an Efficieunt One, But Brahman is essentially an
Unchangeable Being, Nirvikara, as all Vikaras or chauges necessarily
imp'y imperfection. For, as pointed out apove (P.E€0,), all changes
are either changes for the better, or for the worse, Now. changes for the
better imply a prior state of imperfection which now changes to become
more perfect. Again, changes for the worse is still worse, implying a
later state of imperfection which now results from a better prior state,
In this way, no change or transformation is possible on the part of
Brahinan (See P. 60).

Hence, it is said, finally, that the very analysis of a rational and free,
i. e. a voluntary activity, reveals elearly that Creation cannot bea voluntary
activity on the part of Brahman., But, how can it ever be couceived to be
au activity of any other kind ?

(¢) Five kinds of Mechanical Acts.

Thus, besides Voluntary or Purposive Activities, there are Non-
Voluutary or Non-Purposive Activities of five main kinds, viz. Spontaneous
ot Random, Reflex or Sensory-Motor, Instinctive, Habitual and Ideo-
Motor. Of these, agaiun, the first three are orizinal ; the last two, acquired,
‘T'hus, the random movements of new-bovn chicks ete., or running, jumping
etc. by children, and the like, are. Spotaneous or Random Acts. The
automatic and immediate removal of the hand, when it accidentally comes
into contact with a burning stove, and thelike, are Reflex or Sensory-Motor
Acts. Here, the mere sensation of heat automatically leads to the act of
removing it immediately. Next, building of nests by birds and the like,
are Instinctive Acts. Walking, and the like, are Habitual Acts. The
automatic putting into one’s pocket of another man's match-box. and
the like are Ideo-Motor Acts. Here the mere jdea of the match-box,
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putomatically leads to the associated act of putting it inside the pocket,
These last two kinds of Acts were originally Voluntary,but have become
Non-Voluntary through constant repetition,

(f) Mechanical Action is also impossible on Brahman's Part.

Now, all the above kinds of Non-voluntary Acts, as evident, are
purely mechanical or automatic in nature, without any thought or
reflection, without any prior idea of the means and the end, without
any choosing of a particular means aud end, without any pre-
conceived plau of any kind whatseever, In short, tliese Acts indicate
no mark of intelligence at all.  So, how can the supreme, creative
activity of All-knowning Brahman be one of this kind ?

Thus, the Divine Aetivity, cannot be, as pointed out above, a kind of
impulsive, irratioual or forced one. If He acts, He does so voluntarily,
with full knowledge. desire and free will—full knowledge of the Eud to be
attained and the Means thereto, full desire for the Eud to be attained, full
will to attain it.

But a Voluntary Activity is impossible on the part of Bralimao, as
pointed out above. Aund, a Nou-voluntary Activity is still more imposible
on His part, as pointed out just now. 7Thus, no Activity of any kind
is at all possible on the part of Brahman, So, that Creation of the
universe of Sounls and Matter is impossible. Hence, Brahma-Karana-Vada
or the Doctrine of the Causality of Braliman is an impossible one,

(ii) Refutation of the Sixth Objection against Brohma-Karana-Vada.

(a) Creaticn is a Sport ¢ Lilavada.

The above objection has been very aptly and ingeuiously refuted
in the celebrated and oft-quoted Brahma Sitra.

LY .
“dreag aIAL I (-33)
“Ouly a Play, as found iu the world.”

‘I'his contains the famous Vedanila Doctrine of Lila.

According to the Vedanta View, Creation is nothiug but & “Lia® or
a Play on the part of Brahman. This has been already referred to abave
(P. 521

{b) Nature of 'Lila” or ‘Flay’

Now, what is a “Play?” A Play is, indeed, a kind of Voluntary
Activity, but not a Purposive Activity at all (See below),

It is, in fact, absolutely wrong to identify a ‘Voluntary Activity”
with a “Purposive One." Ordinarily, of coutse, voluntary activities are
also purposive ones, as shown above. But there is, at least ome kind
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of Voluutary Aectivity viz. *Play’, which is not a purposive one, in
the sense that it does not arise out of any want or defect or impurity or
imperfection,—any uunattained end or ungratified desire of any sort

whatsoever.
On the contrary, ‘Play’ implies tlie absence of all wants and

defects, all impurities and imperfections, all unattained ends and
ungratified desires. For, when does one, when can one induige into
play ? Ouly when oue is fully happy, with no wants or defects or
complaints of any kind, at least for the time being.

Thus, ‘Play’ serves no purpose here, except to give an outer
expression to an inuer happiness. In this sense, ‘Play’ does not warrant
any want, but rather, the absence of the same.

{c)] Worldly Examples.

An ordinary example is given here, viz. of a man, playing balls,
happily, not out of any necessity, but simply because he is feeling fully
satisfied. In fact, happiness is an emotion, and au emotion bas, naturally,
a tendency to manifest itself iu outer expressious, gestures, activities
and the like. This is not aneed or a necessity, but nature itself.

For example, the sun shines, the wind blows, a flower blooms, a river
fiows by nature alonme, and not out of any want or defect, ( See below
under the Section *“The Nature of Niskama-Karma® uunder “The

Refutation of the Seventh Objection *)
In exactly, the same manner, does a happy, contented man engage

Limself in various kinds of sports by nature alone.
Sa, why cannot Brahman, the All-blissful, All-coutented, the All-

perfect, All-pure, All-full Being doso ?

Accordingly, in his simple, straightforward mauner, $rikautlla
says t—
“graEdd  freimasfs safa fawdlomEg 9dEE

(=-3%)

“This, of course, is possible, The Supreme Lord acts, without any
need, but only in sport.”

(d) View of Sivarka-Mani-Dipika.

Appaya Diksita in his Commentary “Sivarka-Mapi-Dipika” makes
the matter clearer. He, thus, discusses the problems from a wider
standpoint, aud points out that in owe sense,even a‘Sport or Play’ may
serve a purpose. Accordingly, ‘Sport’ may be classed under two heads

thus :—

“gfisaw gagTSTwIEfdart o - aamfemama
sde-slen, - agadRea-daw-dan 9 Edwmaeesfaate ) ged-
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8 Dgaa gEE R grEamE: e diae aageefagar | s
gaasfafty Rl geafa, 7 gaiaay) o q® TArEEER

T safsfr fefmargaange Sawdaf  gad:
( “frarm-afy-difer (7 )

' Two kinds of Sport : Purposive and Non-purposive,

(e
Here, Appaya Diksita first defines “Li1a” by pointing out that *'Lila”%
or Sport means the activities, due to the fealing of pleasure, on the part

of a happy man.

Sports are of two kinds—those due to soine purposcs, those not due
to these. The former are called “‘Prayojana-Lila or “Purposive Sport”;
the latter, “Kevala-Lila” or ‘*Mere Sport”.

Thus, in the case of a “Purposive Sport”, a purpose is served, viz. it
gives pleasure, for the time being, to the person enzaged in that kind of
sport. That is, sometimes, a person may play or engage ltimself in sports
for the sake of pleasure. Here, he wauts toenjoy that kind of pleasure
through that kind of sport  Henee, this kind of “I’rayojana-Lila”
or Purposive Sport”, is like an ordinary voluntary activity and springs
from the lack of something, viz. pleasure, in that person who engages
bimself in that kind of spoit.

But the secoud kind of Sport or “Kevala-Lila or “Mere Sport” dces
not involve any purpose at all. On the contrary, it is but a natural
expression of pleasure or happiness, already preseat in that persou.

For example, when a person is stricken witlh griefy e expresses
his sorrow by means of wezping; when a man is overjoyed, e expresses
his joy by means of laughing aud singing. In all these cases, only
reasons or causes of weeping, laughing, singing etc are asked,
and never their purposes. That is, the reasous or canses of weeping
and laughing are the corresponding emotions of sorrow and joy, which
thus, as pointed out above, naturally manifest or express. themselves in
these effects or external sigus.

Thus, in such cases we do uot ask for the Final Cause or the
purpose ; but ouly for the Antecedent Cause or the reason. So, we
do not enquire here as to for what purpose, or for gaining what eud, that
person is crying or lauvhing; but ouly, why or for what reason he is
doing so.

Iu the very same manner, in the case of Braliman’s aet of Creation,
we should uot ask as to for what purpose. He is creating the universe of
Souls and Matter ; but only, at best, why or for what reason, He is doing
sg. The reason, as meutioned above, is that He is an All-blissful Being
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and, that is why, He is spontaneously, expressing His Supreme Bliss,
in the form of this Cosmic Sport or “Lila” with His owu Self (Pp. 76,81,

‘T'hat is why, Taittiriya Upanisad has declared beautifully :—
“spasg AR AN | HWMegred | @fewf gt S )
SR S Aafa | e sawala dfansif 17 ( afedaafieg 3§ )
“He came to know of Brahmwan as Bliss. From Bliss, verily, do all

these heiugs arise. Through Bliss, do they live. To Bliss, do they
return and euter in.”

Thus, this Doctrine of Divine Sport or “Lilavada” beautifully brings
to light the rea! nature of the Vedanta Doctrine of Creation, as well as the
nature of the created effect or the Universe of Souls and Matter. If this
Doctrine, which forms the very core, the very quintessence, of the
Monotheist Schools of the Vedanta, be properly understeod, theu there
will be ne further possibility of auy objection against Braluna-Karana-
Vida being raised at all, as done ahove, such as: How can an impure
non-sentient world be produced from a Pure, Scntient Braliman (P. 121}
Will not the impure uuiverse vitiate the Pure Brahman during Pralaya
or Universal Dissolution (P. 1297 Will vot Brahman and Jiva-Jagat be
absolutelly identical (P. 129}? Will not Brahman and Jiva-Jagat be
absolutely different ? (P. 124 ¢ Will not the whole of Brahman be
transformed into and immmnavent in the nniverse "P. 139) ? aud the like,

(f} Creation as a Sport
That is why, Appaya Diksita in lis “Sivarka-Mani.-Dipika,” points
out that the Docirine of Divine Sport “or” LitAvada clearly indicates
the following :(—

(i) The act of Creation on the part of Brahman does vot imply
any want ot defect on His part, (See P. 80), but is ouly a sport, springing
from Infinite Bliss,

(ii) Tt is only a wvery matural act on His part, following from His
very Nature or Svariipa. So he says, in continuation of the above
guoted passage : —

“ora wamE Areeg: AR 9 g fare-es fea-fAneam )
‘A fear Frammey gwsAfy aa ofmenaE, | ‘FasEaer; gaRd
INANTE-393=337  QfrFa-ame: | aar = a9 % sifes
fRwtz-smam: aenfEr, w9 dnfag masmenaiy  fadsgfa-
AT @pTEEn, T g sasar:, a4 odee agaiisanm s

TIATAFT 0T |
That is, the term *Liia” may mean either a kind of Activity, or
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a kind of frivelous indulgenee in sense-plessures. But, here, evidently,
it can mean only the first. ‘T'he term *“Kaivalya” or “only” in the above
Brahma-Siitra “th;a@ a’iapiﬁqsqq” ( R+y-33 ) means, as stated above,
that this Divine Sport is not due to any need on the part of Brahman,
but only to His own Nature itself. Just as, the act of winking
on the part of a person is due to his very nature, and not to any need ;
just as, the act. of moving the heads and the fingers on the part of a
person, who is singing, or explaining something, respectively; are due
to his very nature, and not to any need —so the act of creating the world
on the part of Brahman is due to His very nature, and not to any need.

{iif) The act of Creation on the part of Brahman is not due to any
effort on His part, but is only a very easy act. So, he says:—

"AG AAAENST WANTE-FAGG | AR WSS G-
agafaly axrfy sngwam | ‘Raew-TEn FRIdisaEEEmaRrEaan: |
T T gAFA-FAEL WA@-@r F, 7 gDAaRgr | w96

ga F qAAIFA: | ey @AEEasf  sEara-ae fAafeafz-
Feaar A(an: geafifem 1 sRaanr R aasa .
( firare-nfa-Qfasw ) |

That is, the third meauning of the terin “Lila” is that, it isa very easy
kind of task. For example, itis said, in common use, that. ‘It is only
a child’s play oa his part to carry these three loads of vice,’ Thus, just
as moving the fingers and the like are very easy kiuds of task on the part
of a man, so is the Creation of tlie universe of Souls and Matter on the
part of Brahman ‘That is why, the Divine Creation has been described in
the Scriptures as a kind of ‘breathing’ on the part of Braliman, without
any eeed at all, (Byl.Up.2 4 10; 4.5.11.)

Of course, in a sense, breathing is a very necessary act. Still, when
a person is breathing, hz does unot do so oa the thought that it is
necessary for him to breathe —bui, ouly, spontancously. Creation, is such
a kind of ‘spontaneous’ act on the part of Brahman,

Thus, according to Appaya Diksita, the term * Lila"” in the above
Brahma-Sutra 2 1, 33) means three thiugs :—

Viz (1) it is an act due to the feeling of happiness; (2)itisa
natural act, '3} it is an easy act.

“spAmIgRA SgEl,  EnRmEmIEmE-arEes | fafaeaa
afeg sNFAEl st @afE ggsa: 7 ( foars-afio-dfaw)

Thus, thes: three characteristics of ‘Sport’ are present miilion-fcld

in this Cosmic Sport which we call ““Creation”, Hence, Creation is an

expression of Bralunan’s infinite bliss, flows from His very nature, and is
infinitely easy on His part.
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(g) Procestes of Divine Lila

It has been stated above that Divine Lila is absolutely spontaneous,
natural and easy, (Pp. 154 155}, Now, the next question is: What,
exactly, is the Process of such a Divine Li'a ? This has already been
discussed above, to some exent, (Pp. 52, 75 '} Let us now pause a little
to reflect over the matter anew.

(A) Nature of a Play

1. Paychology of a FPlay.
Now, what arz the main features of ‘Play’, as commonly nnderstood ?

(i) First, ‘Play’, requires a person or an object {(one or more) to play
with, Tn this way, it always implies a distinction between the two—the
player and ihe played or the object of play.

This ‘play-object’ may be external {as usunal, or internal (as rave).
Thus, a boy, as common, plays with his play-mates or balls ete., existing
outside him. Again, a baby plays with his own limbs, fingers and toes and
the like, inside his body. Again, an adult plays cards with his friends, or
chess alone, existing outside him. But very rarely, if at all, do normal
aduits-play with themselves physically,

Psychologically, however, p'ayiug with one’s own feelings, thoughts
and desires is quite common in the case of both adults and youngsters.
This takes the form of *Day-dreaming’, ‘Fantasy’ etc,

In this way, ‘Play’ essentially implies an ‘Another’, and a knowledge,
full or otherwise, of that This is the Coguitive Coundition of "Play’,

fii} Secoudly, ‘Play’ requires the emctions of love and happpiness
as its core. Hence, evidently, tliere caunot be any play with a person or
an object with whom or with which one has no relation of amity or
friendship. A boy does not piay ball- with those of his class.mates whom

he does not like ; an adult does wot play cards with his antagonists
or those whom he dislikes.

In ordinary language, we, sometimes, get ‘expressions’ like:
‘Playing with kis victims before killing themn’. This is not unoften found
iv the Animal World, like a cat playing with a mouse before killing
it outright. But it is clear that such cases are not those of ‘Play’ at all.

In fact, if there be no fesling of love, there is uno ‘Play’ at all—this is
an essential condition of 'Play’ in all its forms. Henece, the so-called
‘playing’ with one’s victims, whom one hates, cannot be taken to be
‘Play at ail It is omly aun aggressive activily, a vindictive activily,a
part of the total activity of killiug or destroving which asprings entirely
from anger and hatred.
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Again, ‘Play’ is eseentially an expression of happiness Happiness or
bliss, by nature, is effluent, effusive, eforvescent. It bas a tendency to
sprout forth, flow out, gush over Biclogically, Play is taken to be an
outlet for surplus energy (Spencer). But, psychologically, it is essentially
an outlet for happiness.

What, after all, is happiness ? Leaving aside its higher, philosophieal
meaning, we may say that happiness implies a fuluess of heart which,by
natire, overflows into external expression and action.

But why only ‘happiness ¢ Have not all strong emotions the very
same tendency 7 Does not grief express itsel{ into weeping, striking the
forechead and the breast, teariug off the hairs, rolling on the ground ?
Does not anger express itself in shouting, enrsing, striking, breaking and
the like ? Does not fear express itself in trembling, fleeiug, crouching,
falling and soon ?

Trne. But in all these cases, ordinarily, ouly isolated expressions,
gestures and activities are found. In the case of ‘Happiness', however,
over and above tlie isolated expressions, gestures and activities,—like
smiling, laughing, singing, danciug, clapping, jumping and so ou-—
there is one, whole conuected act like 'Play’, pot found in other cases.
That ‘is why, it has been said aboveithat ‘Happiuess', specially, hasa
natural tendency to express itself outwardly, not only in isolated gestures
etc., but also in one whole connected act, viz, ‘Play.’

Thus the emotions of Love and Happiness are the Fimotional
Conditions of "Play.’

(iii' Thirdly, ‘Play’ is entirely non-purposive. (P. 153). It is wrong
to hold that ‘Play’ can ever be purposive, aiming at an eud, egoistic or
altruistic.

So Appaya-Dikgita’s view in this connection, as referred to
above P, 153}, cannot be accepted. Thus, ifa man plays card with his
oppouents for winniug some money from them— that is not a 'Play’ at all,
but a kind of selfish activity, fulfilling none of the above two emotional
conditions of ‘Tlay’, viz. Love and Happiness, and so, really, designable
by other names, such as, *Money extracting’, ‘Cheating’ and the like.

In the same maunser, playing for winning power and pelf, prizes and
medals, lionour and succour, are not real plays at all, but only respective
activities in connection with those respective ends.

‘T'his is the conative condition of a ‘Play’.

2. Uniqueness of Play

All these have beeti referred to above, ‘P 52,807 But what is worth
noting here, again, is that ‘Play is, indeed, a unique and a wonderful
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something, from all points of view—Physical, Psychological, ng:cal
Ethical, Metaphysical.

Play from the Physical Stand-point

Thus, from the Physical Standpoint, a ‘Play’ involves a series of
physical activities in a physical setting. Still, it has no actnal reference
to actual physical events. no actual conunection with actual every day life,
no actual dealings with actual daily transactions.

Hence, though physical, it is yet, non-physical. How ? Simply
because, it, by nature, arizes above all those present conditions and
physical environments, and regales in a non-physical world of make-belief
and imagivation (P, 81. Ifor, who wculd call an act a Play if it refers
to actual needs and necessities, like eating and drirking ¢ Really, a *Play’

is a play Decause it plays or frolics about in a non-factual wor’d of its
own creation.

Take any kind of 'Play’. It is clear that plays by children are
mostly imitations of elders, and as such, do not refer to actual facts Thus,
a boy plays a soldier; a girl, a mother; a student, a teacher; a patient, a
doctor. EHven plays by elders, like cards, chess etc. refer to an imaginary

world where Kings and Queens, Horses and Chariots, Cardsand Chess-men
behave in a way eutirely their own,

And, strange though it may sound, even those plays or games that
are supposedly very robust and realistic, making the players very robust
and realistic, are, as a matter of fact, entirely nou-realistic in nature. For,
the world tlhiey live in during the period of the game is a small, detached
world of their own where they are takiug parts which they do not or
caunot do actually, Ask any player, and he will conviuce you of the
truth of this statement,

So, is not ‘P"lay’ really a wonder-inspiring something, that can, thus,
without any great or high enterprise of any kind,—on the contrary,
becaise of being absolutely spontaneous and natural and easy (P. 155)
—lift all up in =a special world of its own ? Thus, is not ‘Play’ a unique
and wonderful kind of physical and actual activity ?

Play from the Psychological Standpoint

From the psychological standpoint, smilarly, a ‘Pay’ is fully
emotionil, yet wholly selfless ; fully voluutary, yet wholly nou.purposive.
Is that uot, too something unique and wonderful ?

Play fromn the Logical Standpoint

Again, logically, a Play, is'neither a *Cause or an 'Effect’, in the
ordinary seuses of the terms. It is not the cause of any desire, e.g. for
happiness ; it isalso, not the effect of auy desire, e.g. for happiness—being
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simply a matural and spoutaneous outer expression of inner happiness
itself, without auny desire to that effect also. Is that uot, also, something
unique and wonderful ?

Play from the Ethical Standpoint

Furtler, ethically, a ‘Play’ is voluntary, yet amoral or not sunlject to
any moral judgments of good or bad, not being purposive in nature, not
being the effect of any desire at all.

But, suppose, a boy steals a ball to play with, a girl bites her mother
to get a doll to play with, a card-player hides a card 16 cheat his fellow-
players, a chess-player willfully moves back a figure to win—what then ?
Are these 1ot to be judged as morally bad ?  “The reply is that—these are
not ‘Plays’ at all, but some other kinds of purposive activities, Vlays are
spontaneous and natural; and, what is spontaneous and mnatural cannot
be immeoral ; what is purposive. can only be so Thus, though voluntary,
a ‘Play’ is, at the same time, non-purposive, spontauncous, natural
aund amoral. Is that tos, something unique and wonderful ?

Play from the Metaphysical Standpoint

Finally, metaphysically; a ‘Play’ is not a ‘fact’, yet a ‘reality’. Why
not a fact ? This las been explained just above (. 81, 1i8). Itisnota
‘fact’ because it has no counection with actual facts, but creates a dream
world, a sweet fantasy, a lovely imagery of its own. Still, it is a ‘reality’,
and not false or a non-cutity, as this make-belief, this imitation, this
imagination, constitutes its very nature, very essence, very existence—
otherwise what is ‘Play 7’ In this way, when a boy plays a soldier, and
a girl a mother, then the plays, as expre:sions of their joy, are very “real”,
although these do not represent “facts”. In this way a “Play” is not a
“fact”, yet a “reality”.

Is that not finally, something unique and wonderfnl ¢

Thus, a ‘Play’ has rather a unarrow of scope, which fact is wot
ordinarily realised. That is why, many acts which are not really Pays?,
pass off as sucl,; giving rise to a grave misunderstanding as to the real
nature of 'Plays’. So the play by a professional is not a play, aiming, he
does at money ; the play by an amateur is, also, equally not a play, aiming
as he does, at name and fame. In this way, the slightest trace of a desire
of any kind destroys the very esseunce of a2 'Play.’

(B} The Nature cf Divine Play

It goes without saying that Human Play can, by no means, represent
Divine Play at all from any point of view whatscever, as in other cases.
Yet, as shown above (P 84ff, Anthropomorphism is the only way through
which we can at all come to know of Ged. Of course, it is true that
wordly categories, like Substance, Attribute, Space, Time, Cause, Power,
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Design, and the like, are wholly iradeguate to describe God fully te us.
Yet, before we reach the state of 'Upalabdhi’. the state of Speechless
Realisation —such categories are necessary for hoth instructiom, cn the
part of the Teacher, and understanding, on that of the Students.

So, let us proceed fearlessly in our attempts to probe into the secrets
of the Supra-mundane Reality through the Muandane. What better

proof, here, can be for Iuner Teleology ?

1. Can a Tranquil God Play ?

Now, Diviue Play embodies the above exhilarating features of a ‘Play’
miilion-fold. ‘Tlhus, as a Loving and Blissfull-Ged, He loves His own Self
and plays with the same (Pp. 50, 53),

But, after all, what a strange, unintelligible, unimaginable concept
is this | Wby shounld He, thus_love Himself 7 Why should He, then, frolic
with Himself # Why ca~not He keep still, why canuot He keep tranquil
orcalm ¢ Is He not ‘Santamn’ ? (Mundiikva Up 7) (P, 27). So, why should
He play, like a child, with Himself ?

2. Tranquillity Makes for Flayfulness

However, is this Concept of Divine 11'a really so very absurd as to
be altogether bevond comprehension? Why should it be that? From
our human standpeint only, is ‘Play’ regarded as something rather
childish, something that is indulged in b¥ children only, and very seldom
by adults, The reason is that ‘Play’ being au expressou of joy, being
wholly without any reference to any desire or any end of anv kind
whatsoever, being esseutially a kind of make-belief— cannot, naturally, be
indulged in much by grown.up persous, devoid of joy, always runsing
after selfish ends. and in a co-stant contact with the stark realities of life,

hard like a stone itself,

But the God of Religion is essentially snited for ‘Play’. For, what is
out coutceptios of such a God ? Our conception, imperfect and incomplete
as it 1is, 1is, yet an exhilaraliug conception of a Sweet, Innocent,
Pure, Joyful, Playful Child-like God—saturated with Sweetitess, shining
with Tunocence, sparkling with Purity, bubbling with Joy, filled with
Frolic, Al these, by no means, disturb His tranquillity or caloiness &
bit-—for, all these constitute His very nature or essence, just as calmness
itself does As a malter of fact, as already, stated {P. 27*. He s Santa or
Calm or ‘I'ranquil’, because He has no iuuer conflicts and contradictions,
uo efforts or attempts to make, no desires to fuifill and ends toattain—and,
teally, such a Being alone iz Sweet, because He has nothing to jrritate or
embitter Him ; Iunocent, because He has nothing to make Him grow or
age; Pure, because He has nothing to sully or contamivate Him ; Joyful,
because, He has nothing to make Him grieve or be grave; aud,
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. finaily, Playful, because He has nothiug to obstruct or obliterate is
Eternal Essence, Existence, Expression.

In this way, Brahman's ‘Playfuluess’ marks the climax, the maximum
completeness and consummation of His whole Nature. The main
sides of His Natnre, viz. Snpreme Might and Majesty, as well as His
Infinite Softness and Sweetvess (Pp. 19,20) combine togethar to make
Him a Playful and a Blissful Being,

3. “Blissfulness” Sums up all other Characteristics of Brahman

As a matter of faet, if we have to choose or fix upon only one
characteristic of Brahman, amongst His numerous ones {P. 17), which will
enable us to have an inkling into His real, fundamental Nature— there is
one and only oune such fit one from all points of view, according to all
Schools of the WVedanta viz. “Apanda” or *®Bliss” This single
characteristic sums up within itself, in a wonderful enchanting manuer,
all other possible, all other plausible, all other imaginable characteristics
of the Monotheistic God, of the God of Religion.

Hence it has been taken by the Vedauatists to be the very core of
His Being, the very Essence of His Existence, the very Prop of His
Nature {P. 22.

For, what does it not imply # It implies all—all His Glory and all
His Love, all His Strictness and all His Mercifuluess—in fact, all His
Perfection, full and complete. Really, full ‘Ananda or ‘Bliss’ necessarily
implies fuil ’Purpatz or ‘Perfection’, as, evidently, if there be any
imperfection, any incompleteness, any impurity, any incongruity in Him,
He cannot have a full *Bliss’ in Him, and be full *Bliss’ in essence. That
is why, "Ananda’ or “Bliss’ inevitably stauds for full ‘Perfection of Being';
and full ‘Perfection of Being' inevitably stands for a full combination of
all other charzcteristics of Brahman.

In this way, *Ananda’ or ‘Biiss', as stated above, is the one
characteristic—and the only one—that can by itself represent fully the
infinite other full characteristics of Brahman.

4. “All-Perfection” cannot do so Fully

But why not the characteristic of *All-Perfection 9 Does it not, too,
as pointed out just above, imply all other possible, full characteristics of
Brahman ? So, how can it be said that the characteristic of ‘Ananda’ or
‘Bliss’ alone is fit to stand for other possible, full characteristics of
Brahman ?

The 1eply is that, theoretically, of coutse, the characteristic of
‘All-Perfection, can, and does, include in it all other possible, full
and perfect characteristics of Brahman, VYet, it canuot take the
place of the characteristic of ‘Anaunda’, for the simple reason, that
it practically or actuslly is neither so rich in content, nsr so sweet
in sound as the term ‘Aunanda’ It has been said above that all words,

21
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Sériptural ot non-Scriptural, denote Brahman (P, 101% It has also
been said that synonyms are meant, for indicating the different aspects
of the same thing (P.117), So, here also, we have many, names for
Brahman for indicating some of His numerous aspects.

Now, of these, the termn *Perfection” is, indeed, very wide in
Conuotation, implying as it does, perfection of all other characteristics 2
attributes and powers. Still, it canuot be denied that it is rather
abstract and colourless in real implication, indicating nothing in
particular from the coguitive, ewmotional or conative standpoints.

But as contrasted with this, the terty *Ananda’ is concrete, colourful,
warm and full from every standpoint. From the cognitive standpoint, it
implies full perfection of Knowledge and Realisation, or Omniscience,—
for, ignorance is a great cause of pains and sorrows ; from the conative
standpoint, full perfection of Desire aud Effort, or Ever-satisfaction,—
for, unsatisfied desires and unrewarded efforts, too, are great causes
of pains and sorrows. And, atthe centre, as the core, it implies ‘Bliss,’'
full perfection of Emotion, as the result of the above two. In this way,
indeed, does the characteristic of ‘Auanda’ or ‘Bliss' eternally stand for
the real nature of Brahwman, in all His aspects, fally and wholly.

5. Ananda and Lila

‘Ananda and Lila’ are the same. For, Lila is the expression of
‘Ananda’, as stated above {P. 76,8!,1562,154", and in this case, the expression
and the thing expressed are one and the same, as the expression is the
expression of Nature, and pot an isolated activity, as in ordinary cases.

&, Lila as Expression of Ananda

Here, too, the term ‘expression’ is used in two different seuses.
E G.we say, ‘Ram expresses his joy by singing’, Here, Joy' is a passing
emotion of Ram, and is not taken to be his very nature, So, here ‘singing’
is also taken to be not the expression of the nature of Ram, but only an
isolated activity, mauifesting it. But suppose we say : ‘The sun expresses
its light.” Here <‘I‘ght' constitutes the very nature of the sun, and so,
naturally, the expression’ ‘light’ and the object expressed, the sun’ are one
and the same,

The same is the cuse here wih, ‘Aunanda’ or ‘Bliss,” as ‘Ananda,’ as
exolainved above, constitutes the very nature or essence of Brahman, (Pp. 21,
161). Hence here‘Lila’ or ‘Play, being an expression of “Ananda,’ 1s the same
as the ‘Ananda-Svariipa’ Brahman, or Brahman who is Bliss in Essence.

So, what is strange here if Brahman engages Himself in ‘Lila.’ ?
In fact, as ‘Ananda-Svariipa-Brahman’' isalso ‘Lila-svariipa-Brabman,’
Lila is as natural to Braliman, as light to the sun. So there is nothing
strange if He plays. On the contrary, it would have been very strange
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if He did not do so—just as, there is nothing strange if the sun emits
light ; on the contrary, it would have have very strange, if it did not do so.

Aud this Lila does not, by any means, disturb His nature or
tranquillity, It involves no excitement, no cffort, on His part, as it is
His very Nature itself. As the emission of light does not, in any way,
involve any disturbance to the sum itself, on the contrary, makes it what
it is—so is the case here.

(C) Can God play with Himaelf. ?

Finally, the question of nlaying witlh Himself is not at all anything
strauge or absurd., Do only children play with themselves? Do not
saints and sapes, poets and scholars do just the same? Of course,
instead of playing with theitr own limbs, or toes, or fingers and the like, as
dote by children in their innocence, they, in their supreme innocence
of non-attachment and won-selfishness, p'ay with their own selves—with
their own thoughts and sentiments, For, are they nuot, essentially,
dreamers of dreams and seers of visions ? Thns, they are not interested in
external objects and their values. Their own thoughts and sentiments,
their own dreams aud visions are all that they posszess, all that they love,
all that they regale in, all that they play with.

In the same manner, arz they not also controllers of their own selves
and developers of their own souls§ Thus, they control their selves
and develop their souls, not like outsiders in a strict, stringent
manner, but like insiders in a manner at once loving and joyful.
Aund, this is nothing but ‘Play’, provided it is strictly neutral and
unselfish in nature, not even aiming at Salvation or Beatitude.

In this way, this ‘Play’, indeed, is a ‘childlike’, but, by no means, a
‘childish’ activity. For, as shown above, even hoary-headed, venerable
saints and scholars indulge into it unashiedly,

And, Brahman, too, is, nudoubtedly ‘childiike’, but never ‘childish’.
Being Omnipresent, He has no one or nothing outside Him to play
with. Further, as Play’ is His very nature, He is always playing within
Himself, with Himself. So, this kiad of Internal Play or Self-Play,
constituting, as it does, the very nature, esseuce and core of DBrahman,
is nothing absurd or impossible. o

In fact, ‘Svagata-Bhedavada and Ljla-Vada' the Doctrine that
Brahman possesses internal ‘Bhedas’ or, differences, and the Doctrine
that He eternally plays with Himself—are complementary ones. For,
then, we hava to admit antomatically that His very Nature being play in
essence, He plays with Himself, or His ‘Svagata-Bhedas,’

Just look around—and you will see ag to how this is happeningevery
day, everywhere in Nature, The vast corn-field is playlug with itself
in tossing bunches of corn ; the large river is playing with itself in
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daneing ripples; the stately tree is playing with itself in swinging
branches and leaves. Thus, who does not play in this world ?

Angd, so does the Life and the Breath of the world, Brahman, the
most Superb Player, play with Himself in 2 most superb manner, making
the whole Universe a superb embodiment cf Play, Joy and Love.

Of coutrse, as pointed out above P. 156), Play is essentially dual
in nature, as it requires at lefist two. But these two need not be external to
each other, as shown just above ; but may, very well, be one and the same,
of, internally dual.

\D) Two Kinds of Divine Flay,
It has been said above (P 52) that Brahman plays with Himself in
two ways- -He plays with His Para-Sakti Uma; again, He plays with
the Jivas, His ‘Svagata-Bhedas’,

1. Distinetion between Uma and Jivas.

The distinction between Uma and Jivas, is that, though all of them
constitute the ‘Svagata-Bhedas’ or ‘Internal Difference (P, 37), yet Uma
alone is identical with Brabman, not the Jivas.

2. How can Uma be both identical with and
dfferent from Brahman.

The question as to how Uma can, at the same time, be different
from Brahman, vet identical with Him, need unot be asked here.
(Pp. 45, 49}. For, it is the Paradox of all Concrete Unities, Organic Whales
or Substances having Attritutes and Powers

3. Relation between Substance and Attributes.

The question here is as to what exactly is the relation between
Substatice, on the one hand ; and its Attiributes anud Powers, on the
other. This has already been discussed above {P. 143},

4. The “Moreness’ of the Substance

But the point to note here is that a Concrete Unity or an
Organic Whole is not a mere sum-total of its parts; a Substance is not
a mere sum-total of its attributes and powers. - but something more—an
inexplicable ‘More,’ may be, yet an undenigble ‘More’,

Or, rather, why inexplicable, as, it is the Law of Life itself,
Existence itself, Nature itself ?

5. Worldly Examples

A tree for example, is not a mere sum-total of its internal
parts or ‘Svagata-Bhedas’, like roots, branches, leaves, flowers and
. fruits, but undeniably something much more. A river is not a
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mere sum-total of its internal parts, or, Svagata-Bhedas, like ripples
and eddies, but undeuiably something much more. A mountain is nota
mere sum-total of its internal parts, or Svagata-Bhedas, like stones and
grains of dust, but undeuiably something much more. A body is not a
mere sum-total of its internal parts, or ‘Svagata.Bhedas, like limbs and
ligaments, but undeuiably something much more. A mind is not a mere
sum-totdl of its internal parts, or 'Svagata-Bhedas’, like thoughts,
sentiments and desires, but undeuiably something much more,

In this way, examples may be multiplled to show that a Substance,
a total Whole has a peculiar existence of its own that is above all its parts
—it is tully immanent in all its parts—or attributes and powers—yet fully
transcendent over the same,

It is in this ‘Moreness’ that lies the Individuality (P. 43)or the
‘Substantiality’ of the Snbstance concerned.

6. A Whole and an Aggragate.

Herein, in fact, lies the main distinction between a 'Whole' and an
‘Aggregate’. An Aggregate is merely a sum-total of its so-called ‘parts’,
E. g. a bundle of pencils tied by means of an external piece of string,
Here, the ‘bundle’ is nothing more than a sum-total of a number of
pencils ; and the pencils have no real, inner connection with one another,
or, with the so-cailed ‘whole’ wviz. the bundle. I fact, in the case of an
‘Aggregate’, the terms ‘whole’ and 'part’ are wholly inappropriate. Rather,
the terms ‘Aggregate’ and ‘Iiems’ are more suitable.

7. Distinction between Substance and Para-Sakti.

Now, this ‘Moreness’ or ‘Substantizlity®, iu which the “thinghood’ of
the substance lies, may be called the *Para-Sakti® of that Substance itself,
to distinguish the former from the latter, from other ordinary isolated
Saktis and Gunas, Attributes and Powers of Brahmnan.

This Para-Sakti is the concrete embodiment of all the Gupa-Saktis
of the Substance, of course, also transcending the same infinitely, Now,
such a “Para-Sakti’ is identical with the Substance, as the Substance, too, is
the sumn-total of its Attributes and Powers, yet something more infinitely,
5till, a distinction has to be drawn here between a ‘Substance’ and ita
‘Para-Sakti, or Supreme Powers, as the former is more or less abstract,
the latter, wholly concrete.

8. ihe Abstract and the Concrete

Thus, a Substance and its Para-Sakti are identical in g0 far as both
consist of all the other ‘Svagata-Bhedas’ or Attributes and Powers, yet
are ‘More' than the same. But a Substance and its Para-Sakti are taken
to be different, in so far as the Substance is abstract, the Para Sakti,
concrete—as implied by the very term ‘Sakti’, retained here purposely.
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In faet, every concrete thing can be lockedat from two standpoints—
from the standpoint eof its bare or mere existence, from the standpoint
of its conerete expression in attributes and powers.

A tree e, g, may be thought of simply as a ‘tree’, without any explicit
reference to its internal parts, like, roots, branches, leaves, flowers and
fruits—or, as a sum-total and more, i.e., a whole, of these internal parts,
like roots, branches, leaves, flowers and fruits,

But can an Organic Whole be ever conceived of without its parts ?
And, what is the necessity of such an abstract and artificial conception?

The reply is that, abstract and concrete ways of thinking, implicit
and explicit conceptions, are well-known and possible.

And, the necessity lies in this that it clearly brings to light the
great necessity and utility of Sakti in a Monotheistic System. How an
abstract God is realised to be a Concrete Oune through His Saktis— this is
the main theme of such a Monotheistic System, Hence, to show that God
is a Concrete God, not because of any thing else, but scleiy and simply
because of His Saktis —such a distinction has to be made, and is necessary,
between God and His Para-Sakti. That is why, the Concept of ‘Para-Sakti
is the Central Concept of Monotheistic Systems of Thought.

9. Brahman and Uma

For the very same reason, Uma, the Para-Sakti or Supreme
Power of Brahman or Siva has been, in Monotheistic Systems, endowed
with all paradoxical qualities, as mentioned above and declared to be
a '‘Maya’ or something seemingly inexplicable (Pp. 51,52) though not
really so in the end, as showu above.

However, to resume the discussion started, the Lila or Play of
Brahman may be with His Para-Sakti Uma or with his Jivas or
Individval Saktis.

(E} Brahman's Play with His Para-Sakti

As stated above (P, 46), the Para-Sakti, as identical with Brabman,
consists of both Cit and Acit-Saktis and is both the Material and
Instrumental Causes of the Universe of Souls and Matter. ‘Thisis,
of course, only from the point of view of the universe as known to us. But
Brahman really possesses an iuvfinite number of attributes and powers,
b2yond ordinary human comprehension (P 17), and, Uma as His very Self,
as identical with Him, as making all His attributes and powers possible
for Him, must consist of all these iufinite attributes and powers, and
still go beyond the same.
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In this way, when DBrahman plays with Uma3, surely, an infinite
number of infinitely blissful and beautiful universes, infintely beyond
human comprehension must be there, of which, our own universe of Souls
and Matter is justa tiny bit. So this Para-Sakti or Cidambara or Um2
has been very appropritately described as an ocean where numerous
universes appear and disappear, like mere hubbles. (P. 42).

“faflaq-smees ate-gg T-fgva-saf wAtn weagfen -
qfel fagrag=ad 1” (e-12)

The Parama-Sakti, of the form of Parama-Prakyti, is like an Gcean
where arise numerous bubbles of numerous worlds.

{F) The Concept of Organic Flay
1. What is Organic Play 7

Now, when a tiny bubble of our present universe arises, so to speak
{Pp. 51, 80 ff), out of this Cosmic Play of Brahman with Uma, the Cit or
the individual souls. as well as the Acit or the inaterial world, are
manifested, so to speak (Pp. 51, 80F). So playing with Uma means
simultaneounsly playing with the Svagata.Bhedas of Brabman, like Cit and
the Acit, and =0 also of Um3, identical with Him.

In this way, Bralman’s Play with Himself or Uma is a rich, warm,
sweet, concrete kind of Play, consisting of numerous Plays with numerous
Jivas individually. ‘Thus, the Divine, Cosinic Play is itself an Organic
Unity, a Concrete Whole, havieg numerous plays each organically
connected with, yet each different from, all the rest,

In fact, such a couceptiou of “Organic Play” is essential to
Mouotheistic Vedanta. For, according to Monctheistic Vedanta, here,
Bralinan plays with His own Self, or Uma. Now, His own Self or Uma is
a Coucrete Reality, not an Abstract Que, as repeatedly pointed out above
{P. 87), A Concrete Reality meaus a Reality of mutoally different
‘individuals’ (P. 43), each ‘individual, being, definitely, a fully separate
reality, though wholly dependent on Brahman, as natural.

Hence, if there be a Play with such a Coucrete Reality, it cannot
be an abstract play or only one play ; but it must, of necessity be a concrete
play, or, a combination of a multitude of plays referring to the muititude
of the ‘parts’—the term is used for want of a better one (P. 139, 140, 143f}),
—constitutihg it. That is why, Bralihan’s Play with His own entire Self
of Uma means also His plays with all His *Svagata-Bhedas’, at the same
time, aud also something more P. (165",

2. Wordly Examples of Organic Play
Thus, what an absolutely enchanting picture is this!
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Just try to imagine it, only a tiny bit! Just glance around to see
examples of it, only a tiny bit !

Thus, if you just touch a well-tuned harp, all the various strings
will vibrate aud sing forth, in barmony. If you just press a single,
well-organised switch, all the variegated lights will blaze up in numerous
colours. If you just shake a sprightly tree, all its branches, leaves,
flowers and fruits will move gaily in rhythm in unison. If the wind
touches the surface of the river, millious of ripples will dance and clap
together in joy. If a gust passess over a field, hundreds of coru-
bunches will toss and bow their heads together, in awe.

3. “ One-Many ” and * Yeny-One ” I lay

Thus, everywhere, you will see the same enchanting picture—how
through *‘QOne’ alone, “All’ also are stimulated,

This is 2 Law of Nature and a Law of Life; thisisa Law of
Love and a Law of Joy. In this way, Nature is one in many-~as in this
vast world, natural characteristics are present in all physical objects;
Life is many in onte—as in the same person, vitality is manifested in
manifold ways;  Love is one, yet universal—as it always transcends
iteelf ; Joy is one, yet catching—as it always overflows itself.

Similarly, although analogies are imperfect (P. 136), yet through
these we can at least get an inkling into the Process of Divine Play of
Siva-Uma.

Tlus, this is, at the same time, a 'One-Many', and a ‘Many-One’
Play.

It is ‘One-Ma2ny’, becanse though it is a Play with One Para-Sakti,
Para-Prakyti Uma, yet at the same time, it is also a Play with many
Svagata-Bhedas or Guna-Saktis of Brahman.

Again, it {s 'Many-One’, because though it is a Play with many
Svagata-Bhedas or Gux_:a-Saktis of Brahman, yet, finally it is, over and
above, alsoa Play with One Para-Sakti, Para Prakrti Uma, who as pointed
out above P.165), is not a mere sum-total of all the Svagata-Bhedas or
Guna-Saktis alone, but something over and above.

In a similar manuer, this Divine Siva-Uma Play is, a manifold Play,
no doubt, yet, after ali, it is One, Unique Play of Brahman Himself
with Himself.

4. Organic Play—Most Wonderful of all

What a Wonderful Play is this !

All the varieties, all the beauties, all the colours, all the music,
all the fragrances, all the sweetness, all the softness of myriads of worlds
are there in their fullest glories and grandeur Yet the total Play infinitely
transcends all these So, Oue is One always, from whatever standpoint
is the matter looked at
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(G) Brahman's Play with Jivas

As we have seen above, Brahmau's Play with His Para-Sakti Um%
means, at the same, His play with all His ‘Svagata-Bhedas® or ‘Guna-
Saktis’. The ‘Cit’ or Jivas, or the individual souls, as found in the
present uuiverse, are just a fsw, amonest the above.

1. Brahman's Plays with Jivas — Mutually . ifferent

As each Jiva is a separate ‘iudividual’, not reducible to any one or
anything else (P. 43, Brahman's play with each Jiva also is individually
different from His play with every other—each is an absolutely new,
unique, unparalleled kind of Play.

Thus, Braliman’s Plays with the Jivas are, at once, orderly in
nature, and various in kinds. It is orderly, because Brahman cannot play
with the Jivas arbitrarily or just as He likes; but has to take into
account the distinet individualities of the Jivas, in a systewmatic way,
Again, as already stated, the Jivas being differeut. Brahman’s Plays
with them are als» so, so that the Plays are variegated in nature.

2. Order and Varieties of the Same
These Order and Variety, springing inevitably from the irreducible
individualities of the Jivas themselves, make room for Karma-Vada and
reconcile it with Lila-Vada. All these will be discussed later on 'See the
Ssction on: *Concluding Remarks’. [1ia-Vada and Karma-Vada; inecluded
under the Section ou ‘“The Refutation of the Seventh Objection against
Brahma-Karana-Vada”).

3. How can a Whole Play with its Parts ?

But here let us pause only just a miuute to consider as to liow a
whole can ever play with its parts Can we evet conceive that a vast
ocean is playing with a single wave ; a huge tree is playing with a tiny
leaf ; a wide meadow is playing with a humble blade of grass ?

But do we uot see here that even a single wave reflects the vigour
of the vast ocean ; even a tiry leafl emits forth the beauty of the huge
tree; even a humble blade of grass embodies the sofiness of the wide
meadow ¢ If a patt can, thus, inirror the life of the wiiole, theu that is
nothing but the whole playing with and in that part.

4. Real Meaning of ‘Play’

Specially, in the case of an Organic Who'e, each and every part, big
or small, is essentially counected with the whole ; aad the whole, iu its
turn, with each and every part.  Aud ‘Play’ simply stands for this inner,
intimate, indissoluble relation between the whole, on the one hands, and
the parts, on the other.

22
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The greatest and the best play, iu fact, is sitch a play of the ‘Easence'
of one in the very ‘Existence’ of the other in an absolutely natural and
spontafeous manner, just like the flow of the vital-juice from the root to
evety part of a tree. If this vital relation, this natural relation, this
spoutaneous relation, be not one of ‘Play’, then what is ?

So, it has to be admitted that the term ‘Play’ or ‘Lila’ is very
appropriate iu indicating that relatiou between an Organic Whole and its
parts. The essential characteristics of ‘Lild’, as we have seen, are
non-purposiveness, spontaniety, naturalness, easiness, blissfnlness etc.
(P, 155-156 . Anud the relation between an organic whole and its parts, do
manifest all these characteristics prominently.

Thus, it is not a purposive kind of relation, When the pencils are
tied up together by means of an external piece of string, to form a
bundle that is due to a purpose, for the bundle was not there in the
beginning, but i3, later on brought into existence artificially for the sake
of some end. So, such a ‘bundle’ can be neither natural, nor spontanecus,
vor easy, not blissful, being due to some efforts on the part of some
external agency.

But an Organic Whole is there from the beginning, being, thus,
natura', spoataneous, easy, and blissful.—with no external efforts and
strain, n3 iuner disharmony or disturbance—and hence; blissfiil or calm.
Also, the Organic Whole itself may serve a purpose, a very gocd purpose ;
but the relation between itself aund its parts, cannot be purposive at all,
as it is due to the very nature of that Organic Whole’.

Thns, there is nothing absurd that the Whole shounld ‘Play’ with
each of its parts

8. Everything is ‘Play’, yet ‘Real’

In the case under hand, the Whole, viz. Brahman, ig ‘Lijla’ by
uature. So, His whole Self is playing elernally and so, His every
internal ‘part'—we use the term for waut of a better one (F. 39, 140,
143, 167,—is playiug eternally, at the same time.

In this way, eve-ything is a Play - God is a Play, the World is a
Play ; yet every th'ng is real, very real—Ged is real, very real ; the world
is real, very real.

Sush a sublime, yet sweet, Doctrine of Creation is, indeed, un-paralleled
in the History of Human Thought. For, to show that the Creator God is a
real Creator, vzt this invelves no imperfection on the part of the Creator;
tlhat the created world is a real world, yet this invelves no trausformation
or change on the part of the Creator; that Creation is a real act,
yet this involves no purpose and effort on the part of the Cieator—is
surely, not,a natter of joke. But the Vedantists have, indeed, been able
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to make this a natter of joke and joy by their jovous and frolicsome
Doctrine of ‘Lila’ or Divine Play.

{H) The Concepts of Ananda, Lila an | Maya : Mahamaya.

Some references have already been made to, the Concepts of Prema,
Maya aud Lila above { P 50,53 ), Now, hefore we conclnde this Section
on Lilavada or Doctrine of 'Play’, let us reflect on it, once more, to probe
into its inunermost core or meaning.

1. dahamaya ! The Universal Mother

A very common name for the Para-Sakti ot Supreme Power of
Brahman is Mahdamaya. Of course, this is specially, a Saiva name, being a
synonym for Diirga or Uma Still, it i+ a common, generic name, accepted
by all the Monotheistic Systems to indicate the Parama Janini, or the
Supreme Mother, who, as the Para-Sakti of Brahman and as-such
identircal with Him, is taken to be the Cause of the Universe of Souls
and Matter,

The question bere, is; Why should the Mother of the world, the
Procreatress of universe, be called ‘Mahamaya or one who possesses ‘Great
Maya ?

2. What is Maya ?

Now, what exactly do we mean by the term ‘Mayd’, in this
connection ?

As well known, the Concept of Miays is a fundamental Concept of the
Advaita-Vedanta Doctrine. And, so, in the Advaita Vedanta, we meet
with many definitions and explanations of the term “*Maya”. Now,leaviog
all these technicalities and formalities aside, we may safely say that
from the ordinary standpoint, Mayz is a kind of Guga or Sakti, attribute
or power that deludes all and makes them take a false thing to be real, and
a real thisng to be false,

For example, an expert magician, through his magical powers, seems
to produce a person walking in the sky, by means of certain materials,
like ropes. bamboo poles etc. Here, it appears as if the person is a real
one and that he is really walking in the sky. But as the magician himself
knows very well, as those clever persons in the audience also know very
well, that there is no real person here at all, and so no ove is walking in
the sky at all It is only a kind of *magic’ that by wpature, makes non-
existent things appear as existent for the time being.

If we accept this ordinary meaning of the terin ‘Maya’, the question
naturally arises as to why should the Mother of the Universe : Mahamaya,
who is Truth in Esseuce, resort to this kind of 'Mayd’, or magical
devices, to delude all ?
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3. Maya necessary from two standpoints.
The reply is that, this is absolutely necessary both from the
cosmological and ethical standpoints.

4, Necessity from the Coimologicsl Standpaint.

From the Cosmological Standpoint, as we kave seen repeatedly
above (Pp. 52-53, 80 ff, i51 ff), the only possible explanation of
Creation is ‘Iilavada’. The Universal Mother is ‘Ananda-Svariipa’ or
‘Bliss in Essence’. Bliss, by nature, is selfmaunifesting ; and, so, by
nature, expresses itself in ‘Lila’ or ‘Play’. ‘Lila’, again 1equires at least
two, thiere can be no play alone, although these ‘two' inay be external or
internal (P. 186 )

Through such a 'Lila’ or ‘Play’, the player sees his own bliss, light,
beauty, sweetness and glory reflected in his companion for play; and
thase five attributes are reflected back, again, in him, fifty-fo'd, from
his p'ay-companion. Through this Lkind of give-and-take, reflection
-and-counter-reflection, this already full Ananda or Joy, appears to be
fuller, deeper, sweeter.

In exactly the same manner, as pointed out abose, ‘Parama-Lila-
Mayi Jagajjanani, ‘the Blissful, Playful, Universal Mother, making
Hersell apparently dual, is eternally playing with Herself. So, Creation
is only Mahamaya’s Lila or Play.

- ' 5. Nature of Mahamaya’s Liia.

Now what is the nature of this Play of the Universal Mother ¢

Such a ‘Play’ has two sices : separation aud re-union, disappearaice
and re-appearance, nou-tmaniifestation. auvd te-manifestation, If both be
identical with each other, then how can there be any sweet play between
the two ? The very sweetuess of a pley essentially lies in this :—frcm one
side,—the player jokingly hides himself at first, and then, lovingly lets
his companion scek hini out and catch him. The very sweetness of a play
essentially lies.in this: - from another side—the companion of the player
seeks her heloved frantically, at first ; and then, gratefully gets him.
This is the real essence of ‘Lila’ or a Play on the part of the Universal
Mother-Herself.

6. Lils involves Maya

For this reascn,— Lila essentially iuvolves ‘Maya’, For, through the
help of such a ‘Mas;a’, as if, this Frolicsome Universal Mother hides
Herself away from Her Companious:— the Jivas; as if, appears to be some-
thing else, viz the world, Dut thisis only a *Maya', on Her part, not
a rzal something., For, She is not really leaving Her Play-Companions ;
not really becoming something else, viz. the world. Her Play-Companious,
teo, caught in this wvet of Maya, seem to lose Her for the time
being ; and then, tearing off this net of Maya, seem to get Her, again.
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Such, indeed, is the Eternal Play—hiding and manifesting, losing
and getting,

Just glance at Nature Herself—is She, too, not constantly playing
the same sweet game?

Look, the sun hides itself, of and on, uuder the cover of the
clouds ; again emits its golden beams on the sutface of the earth, the
next moment. Look, the waves recede away from the shore, every
minute ; again, jump back on it, the next moment. Look, the honey-
loving bees fly away from the full-blown flowers, now and then ;
again come back, hummiug, with renew:d vigour, the next moment.
Thus, if you just glanse around, you will see the same sweet, loving,
joyful play everywhere, every moment in the universe.

7. Necessity of Play from the Ethical Standpoint.

In the same manner, the Divine Play-Grouund of Mahamaya, the
Para-Sakti, the Para-Prakrti is this physical world, is this homan heart,
Filled with Her own infinite Bliss, She playfully, jokingly, joyfully, hides
Herself, as it were, in every smallest part and particle of the world, in
every smallest petal and pollen of the heart-lotus.

Such is Her great aud unfathomable *Maya’; and, that is why, She
is ‘Mahamaya'. Because of the deluding power of Her 'Maya’, the Jagat
appears to be what it is not,—appears to be non-sentient and impure ;
the Jiva appears to be what it is not—appears to be small and subject
to sins and sorrows. Such an appearanee, such an apprelension, Is,
in fact, ‘Maya’—the appearance, the apprehension of the real as false,
and the false as real.

But this, too, is the Mahalila of Mahamaya—the Great Play of
the Universal Mother. For, if She be,uot thus, away and hiddeu from
the Jivas, then, how can any Sadhavd or Spiritual Striviug be ever
possible on their part ?

Thus, from the spiritval or ethical standpoint, the Jivas have to
tear off the cloak of Maya, and seek Her out here, in the so-called
non-sentient and impure world ; in the so called small and sinful-sorrowful
Jivas. Thus, they have to see that the world is oot world, as such, but
Brahman Himself ; that the Jiva is not Jiva, as such, but Brahman Himself
—“All this, verily, is Brahman” (Chand. Up 8,4, 1), “I am Brahman”
(Brh. Up. 3.4.10.)

Such a Seeking alone is ‘Sadhana’ or Spiritual Striving ; sucha
Seeing uloue, is ‘ziddhi’ oa Salvation. It is only, because of the 'Mahat)
Maya’ or Great Maya of *‘Mahamaya’ that this kind of “Sadhana-Siddhi’,
or in one word, Spiritual Life, iz possible on the part of the jivas
For, what is cternally there, needs no Sadhana; what is eternally not
there, makes Sadbana futile, as it were. But what is eternally there, yet
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tempotarily not there, needs intense Sadhana. That is why, for making a
life of constant Sadhauna possible on the part of the Jivas, the Universai
Mother, through Her inscrutable Maya, seems to veil Herself up from
the Jivas in this way, joyfully, playfully.

8. Int insic Connection between Ananda, Lila and Maya ¢
Three Aspects «f the Universa' Mother.

Hence, the Ananda or Bliss of the Mother is expressed inevitably in
Lila or Play ; and ‘Lila" or Play, again is expresced inevitably in Maya or
obliterating Power,

Thus, Ananda, Lia and Maya are the three main aspects of Her
wounderful, cochanting Nature.

In this way, fitst, when the Jiva-Jagat are one with Her, when She
alone is there—that is Her ‘Ananda-riipa’ or Bliss-Aspect.

Sscondly, whent She playfully sepatrates Jiva-Jagat, so to speak, from
Her own Self, wien both She and the Jiva-Jagat are there— that is Her
‘Lia-riipa’ or ‘Play-Aspect’.

Thirdly, when She hides Herself, so to speak, iuside Jiva-Jagat,
when Jiva-Jagat alone are thee—that is Her ‘Maza-ruipa’ or ‘Obliterating-
Aspect’.

Of course, as pointed out above, all these processes of hiding and
manifesting, losing and attaining etc, imply no changes on Her part, and
are not real from the transcendental standpoint { Pp. 7cff)

t. Para-Sakti as the Creairess of the Univer:e.

Thus, although it has been said above { P, 56 } that Brahman is Lhe
Creator, and the rest, of the Universe of Souls and Matter, yet in
Monotheistic Systems, Para Sakti is the real Creatress, That is why,
She has been designated as the Material and Efficient Cause of the
Universe. {P.46). The fact is that, only a Concrete. Brahmau can be the
Creator, and this is nothing but Para Sakti (P53 Hence, very
rightly, the universe has been called a form of Uma Hers=1f { P. 48 ).

This Conception of the Para-Sakti as the Direct Cause of the Universe
is at once, a sublime and a soul-stirring one. Who would not say, at least
an Indian, that the conception of a Mother is wuch more sublime
and soul-stirring than that of a Father! Tu fact, Mother is an
Epitome of the sweetest essence of the Father, And, the scholar and the
devotee alike naturally desire to see the world ultimately as, a sweet oune,
a joyous one, a lovely one, ‘The a‘in of all their learned spectlations and
fervent prayers is the same—to be able to penetrate the hard crust of the
earth aud reach to the life-giving water beneath ; to remnove the dark
veil of mist and see the clear sky above ; to break through the dense forest
and reach the ‘Eldorado’ in the middle. Now, when such a hard crust is
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peuctrated, such a dark veil is removed, such a dense forest is broken
through, what do we expect to see there { P. 33 } 7 All the unalloyed glory
and gaiety, all the sweetness aud softness all the love and Ioveliness of
Brahman, the Imumanent One—and this is nothing but the Para-Sakti of
Braliman,

What, after all, is the Beautv of a thizg ? It is its Fulness, it is its
Harmony, it is its Warmth. And, Para-Sakti stands for the ‘Beauty’ of
Para-Brahman ; aund the ultimate beautiful nature of the universe is due
to this,--only to this,

() The Static and Dynamic Conceptions of Brahma-.

A very int resting question may be raised here in counection with
this Problem of Creation.

1. ‘Staticism’ and ‘Dynamism’' in F hilosophy.

As mentioned above, there are two main Conceptions of God in
Philosophy : —Static and Dymanic. According to the first, as we have
seen (P. 71ff.°, God is eternally Full, Complete, Pure, Peifect, Satisfied,
and as such, an absolutely Unchangeable Be'ug., So, it is rather difficult,
as pointed out above, to explain Creation—which is an act aud as such
implies changes, —on the part of God ( Pp. €0, 68 ff.)

But according to the Dynamic Couception of God, Change or
Traunsformation is the very Nature or Essence of God; and, as
such God, is heing naturally transformed into the form of the world.
And, such a change or transformation does not, by any means, imply any
imperfection or defect or want on the part of Ged. For example, a seed,
containing the tree within it potentially, naturaliy cbhanges and grows
or is transformed into a tree in course of time,

Now, this change or trausformation is, surely, not a sign of
any defect or want on the part of the tree. Oa the contrary,
if the seed is not changed or trausformed into a tree. if it remains a
inere seed just as it is now, then that would be the greatest defect on its
part as a Seed, and such a barren, useless seed will very soon become dry
and disappear from the face of the earth. That is why, it is wrong to
say, as ordinarily done by the protangonisis of the Static View of the
Deity, that all chazges necessarily imply wauts or defects,  For, changes
that are due to the very nature of the object do not, at all, imply the
above,~—but just the coutrary,— as its real consummation or fulfilment lies
only in such a change or transformation.

2. 'Dynamism’ in Indian ‘Stat’ciem’
In Western Philosophy, we have got a celebrated example of this

Dynamic view of Reality in the Absolute Idealism of Hegel. In Indian
Philosophy, as pointed out above, we have the Static View of Reality.
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(P, 71 .} So here, as poiuted out above (Pp 52- 53, 80 ff, 162 ), Lilavada
or Doctrine of 1314 is the only solution,

Still, the ioteresting point to note here is that even this Static
View of God does, indeed, involve the Dynamic One, no less. For, this
‘Lila’ or ‘Play’ on the part of the Divine Being, Brahman or Isvara, is
taken to be due to the very “"Svabliava” or Nuture of Bralmau or Idvara
Himself So, from this very term “Svabhava” we comme to kuow that
Brahiman canuot but, by nature, engage Hunself in this Cosmic Sport and
thereby produce the Universe of Sonls and Matter,

3. View of Samkara
In Sawkara-Bhasya, for example, we find a direct mention of the
term “Svabhava’ or Nature, Compare the following —

“aqt SgrE-mEERdsAfEaE qw fifag sdaarat aarmia
wafa, cimEEEEEUeT  fFEE sdeEeel @aERd g d e
gafe Afasaft | F e sAvane fReema e afE a1 arEm |
A @A O a7 (R-2.33 )

That is, Idvara or God acts without any need what-so-ever, but
only by nature,

Here, a beautiful example is given, viz, of ihe act of breathing,
The acts of inhaling and exhaiing, in fact, are unot due to any felt
need and effort on the part of any onme. It is not that here, we feela
need , then, desire to remove it ; then, think of and choose an object, taken
by us to be capable of removing it ; then, thiuk of and clhioose au object ;
taken by us to be capable of leading to the attdinment of that object
and then, begin to act, or inhale and exhale. On the contrary, the whole
process of breathing, or the whole act of inhaling-exhaling is absolutely
natural on our part, absolutely sprightly and spontaneous,

Here, Samkara uses the term “Svabhava® thrice in his Commentary
on the above celebrated Brahma.Sutra —

P e
Awag-atarmasady 1” (33)
And, says definitely that one can uever go apainst ~nes own nature at any

time,
He, also, emphasises the fact that even ‘Lila’ or ‘Sports’ may be
of two kinds—viz. those that are due to—and those that are not due to -

‘ fofsa gx0 gaeRe L

That is,in the case of the first kind of ‘Sports’, there may be a
guestion of some needs and also that of satisfying the same. For
example, some sports may be due to ocur desire for pleasure and aim at
this end of attaining pleasure, or giving pleasure to others. But in the
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case of the second kind of ‘Sports’, not a trace of any desire of any kind,
implying some wants or defects remains, The reason for thisisthat
such Sports are due to “Svabhava” and not “Abhava”—to “Nature”, and
not to “Need.’

This clearly shows as to how the Problem of Creation has been
tackled seriously even by the Monistic Schools of the Vedauta which
do not take the universe and its creation to be real at all. So, from the
empirical point of view, the Advaita-Vedanta School does supply a
plausible solation of this difficult question of Creation.

4 View of Bhaskara

In Brahina-Siatra-Bhasya ( 2. 1. 33 } Bhaskara of the “Aupadhika-
Bliedabheda-Vada® School of the Vedanta, also repeats Samkara's
contention, thus :—

“q g F|aTa: HgNT T 10 (AR)
“Oue cannot go against oue's own nature at any time”

In this way, according to Bhaskara, as well, Creation is nothing
but a Sport on the part of God, due to his very nature,

View of Bhamati

Vicaspati Misra, in his celebrated Sub commentary ‘“‘Bhamati” on
Samkara’s Commeutary on Brahma-Ssitras, mentions three alternative
causes of creation, viz Iecha, Svabhava or Lila—

‘TG ATHAI, AR, AW A AMAGIA A
wRTICEAR 17 (R-t-3Y)

"So, it stands to reason, that the T,ord creates the universe just as
He likes, or by nature, or in sport,

Thus, here, the first alternative means that God, being an eternally
Omuipotent Being, can do just as He likes or desires. The act of Creation
is, similarly, due to His spontaneous wish without any need at all on
His part,

The secoud alternative means that He creates due to His very
Nature.

The third alternatives means that He creates in sport,

So, all the three alternatives unanimously imply one thing, viz. that
there is no question of any need here, on the part of God.

So, why have the three alternatives mentioned serarately ¢ This, we
think, is simply due to the desire of the famous author te bring to light
the profound fact that from whichever aspect of God does the Creation
of the universe arise—the central fact remains that it does not imply any
want or defect on His part.

23
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Thus, here “Yecha® or Desite implies His conative aspect;
“Syabhava” or Nature, His cognitive aspect; “Lila” or Sport, His

emotive aspect.
In the Commentaries of Ramanuja, Nimbarka and Srikagtha,

however, there is no actual mention of the term ‘Svabhava” or Nature
aud vo direct reference to two kinds of 'Lila’, as shown above, DBut it is
clear that they, too, really meant that God's Act of Creatiou flows from His
very “Svabhava” or “Svarfipa®—Nature or Essence,
Lilavada: Reconcilation of Static and Dynamic Conceptions
Now, how are we to characterise this beautiful Vedanta Doctrine
of ‘Lila’—this ‘I.ilavada’, made so much of in the later Schools of the

Vaiggava-Vedanta ?
Is it a Doctrine of Static Reality, or a Doctrine of Dynamic

Reality ¥

Really speaking, these terms themselves are rather ambigtous and
do not bear the very same shades of meaning in Eastern and Western
Systems of Philosophy.

For example, the Vedantic Brahman is ordinarily characterised as
‘Static’, as shown above ( P. 70, 77, 147, 149 }, because it is not mnecessary
for Him to create the Universe for His own perfection, and the act of
Creation is totally unnecessary on His part. But the Hegelian Atsolute is
ordinarily characterised as ‘Dybamic’, as it is absolutely necessary for Him
to create the universe,

Still, as pointed out above, if the Vedantic Brabman acts, not due to
any necessity, yet due to His Nature as a Loving, Sporting Being—is
that not a kind of Dynamism ? Again, if the Hegelian Absolute acts out
of the necessity of Its Nature, yet is Full aud Perfect from all eternity, is
that not a kind of Staticism ¢

Necessity of Nature and Necessity of Wants

In fact, it is the ‘Necessity of Nature'and notthe ‘Necessity of Wants’
thatis the crux of the whole thing here ; (See P.152) and this alone supplies
the .counecting-link and affords the meeting-ground of the Static and
Dynamic Conceptions of Reality. For, so far as God or the Absolute
does not grow, does not meed anything, does not act for attaining any end
—He is Statie. (Pp, 7Uff, 77,147, 149 . Again, so far as God or the
Absolute is essentially transformed into the vniverse, cieates it by nature,
and has it as His ‘Other’ always— He is Dynamic.

Such is the superh Static-Dynamic Doctrine of Lila of the
Vedautists. And being, at the same time, a sweet Doctrine of Bliss, it is
unique in the world. For, at Dest, the world has been taken to be an
expression of Divine Thought { Hegelian School), but who has ever
ventured to rise higher and see in it the manifestation of Divine Blisa ¢
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{7} (i) Seventh Objection agaimit Brabhma-Karana-Vadas
( Sutras 2. 1. 34—2. 1. 35.)

(a) How can Brabhman be at once Alt-Powerful and
All-Merciful ?

The Seventh Objection against Brahma-Kiraga-Vada, too, is a
rather formidable, one, representing, as it does, another difficult problem
of T'heology, It is as foilows :—

It has been staled above that Brahmau creates in Sport. But what
is 2 mere ‘Sport’ to Him is, surely, just the opposite to the created Jivas or
the individual souls For, who would like to be barn in a world which,
by common consent, is an abode of infinite sorrows and suflferings?

(b) Theological Dilemma.

In fact, here we are inevitably on the Horus of a Dilemma—that
celebrated Theclogical Dilemma, which has caused so much headche to so
many thinkers, in so many ages, all throughout the world. Itisas
followa t—

If God cannot prevent pains and evils, then He is not All-Powerful ;
aund if He can, but does not, then He is not All-Merciful.

Either, He canuot preveht pains and evils ; or He can, but does not.

Therefore, either, He i3 not All-Powerful; or, He is not All-Merciful?

How can Brahman be All-Verciful ?

But the theological Conceptionof God is that He is, at the same time,

both All-Powerful aud All-Merciful. So how can we solve this problem ¢
Western Soluion of the Problem

In Western Philosophy, we find many attempts reconcilating Gods’
Omnipotence with His Allmercifulness, But, all of them are based on
a commen fundamental argument, viz. that the above Dilemma can be
taken by one horn. This means, that in the above Dilemma, the first half
of the major premise, or the first hypothetical proposition is, indeed,
materially or actually correct, as, there the consequent does, as a matter
of fact, follow from its antecedent. But the seccnd half of the major
premise,or the second hiypothetical proposition, is materially or actnally
false, as, here, the consequent does not, as a matter of fact, follow from
ita antecedent.

Fhysical Pains and Moral Evils are beneficial for the Souls
Thus, simply because God can, yet does not, prevent paius and evils,
He cannot be at once stigmatised as a Cruel Being. Oun the coutrary, He,
as a Supremely Merciful Being, purposely, i.c with the express purpose of



180 Doctrite of Srikaptha

benefitting the Jivas or the individual souls, subjects them to all these
woerldly pains and evils, These are, in fact, absolutely becessary and
beneficial for them.

Inthis way, Western Theologicians attempt to show in details as
to how Physical Pains are necessary for the protection and development
of wordly souls, and how thete make for the good of the souls concerned.

In the very same manner, Moral* Evils are also proved to be
necessary for making Morality possible.  The fact is that, Morality
requires essentially Freedom of Will or the possibility of choosing between
alternatives, morally good or bad, so that both virtues and vices must be
presest in the world. In fact, it is pointed out, in this connection, that
moral character can be developed, moral life cau be led, moral goodness
can be attained, ouly by conquering temptations, only by choosing the
right in the midst of the wrong, only by controlling the lower, animal self
by the higher, spiritual one.

In this wav, the presence of pains aud evils hss been sought to be
justified by Western Philosophers. Hence, it has been said here that the
All-mereiful God, in His infinite Mercy and Grace, wisbing to make the
souls partake of a’ Moral Life and thereby become His own moral partners,
creates pains and evils in the world. So, this is not at all a sign of cruelty
or callouness, on this part, towards the souls.

{c} How can Brahman bhe Impartial ?

But a still more formidable difficulty remains. The guestion here is
as to why should there be so many differences amongst the individual
souls themselves ?  Just glance a bit around—will you not see that
some are rich, some not; some are wise, some not ; some are healthy,
some not—and so on, eternally, infinitely, inexplicably ? Do not all these
individual differances make God liable to the charge of partiality ?

\Western Solution of t-e Problen

In fact, Western Philosophers do not seem to have any satisfactory
explanation of the above mystery. To put it at the door of Human
Freedom of Will and its natural cousequences, does not seem to be enough.
For, different jndividuals do not seem to be directly responsible for many
of their present states.

For example, according to the Principle of Heredity, the origiual
characteristics, physical or mental, with which an individual is born,
canuot be changed, later on. But the individuzl, evidently, is not
responsible for the same. Again, according to the Principle of Sociology,
the family and society in which the individual is born, also play a very
important part all throughout. But how cau the individual himself be
responsible for these# In this way, such individual diferences, which
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are, indeed, undeniable facts of experience, are very difficult to be
satisfactorily explained ou the grounds of the above.

{d) Indian View.

Now, let us turn to the Indian attempts at solving these difficult
theological questions. The difficulties are stated here, as follcws, ina
way, very similar to the above :—

God canuot be taken to be th2 Creator of the Universe, for, then He
will become liable to two great charges,viz. of Vaisamya or Partiality and
Nairghynya or Cruelty. All these have beeu stated above.

Charge of Partiality against Brihman

Thus, the Charge of Partiality arises from the fact that the different
individuals are found to have different lots in the world, In fact,
physically, mentally, socially, economically, morally—from every point
of view imaginable-~there are so many and so important differences
amongst all the individuals that it seems but very natural to take God
to be a Partial Being, specially favouring some with His choicest gifts,
like, heath, wealth, honour, intelligence, capacity and the rest, while
specially depriving others of the same. But Partiality is, iudeed, a
great sin. So, how can the All-Pure, All-Perfect God be ever conceived
to be a Partial Monarch?

Charge of Craelty against Brahman

Secondly, the wotld., by common consent, is an abode of intense and
infinite pains and sufferings. And, so, naturally, the Jivas or the
individual souls who are created in such a terrible world, are, thereby,
made to undergo unending and unbearable hardships for no faults of
their own. Troes that unot prove God to be aiso a very Cruel Being ?
But how can, again, an All-Benign and All-Merciful God be ever
conceived to be a Cruel Demogorgon ¢

Thus, either God is not the Creator of the Universe, or, Heis
not God at all.

Thus, the Objection has been stated by Srikaptha, thus : —

“garnsly Wit gtz graaft | og@am Un-3 eiE-fAdAan |
AFF-ATEA WU @ f§ AEC | A dwlewq gens falfi-od]
ey gEwd agaizadl @) A garRw) (esw, a§e:
HERYAFER, %W gued HEla: qEwd Aged 9 83| adan-
gEaTS-greegrar AR (6 GREwT 10 (3-13%)

That is, it is objected that no creation is possible on the part of

the Divine Deing, even in sport, as contented in the previous Sttra
(2.1, 83), For, God being a Perfect Being, is absolutely free from all
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wotldly impulses like, attachment and aversion. So, He must be a
totally Impartial Being, Henee, if He be conceived to be creating some
as all-happy gods, aud some as all-iniserable men, then it is very difficult
to prevent the charge of Partiality being brought against Him. Again,
He not only creates the Universe, but also destroysit( P. 56). So, it is
equally difficult to prevent the charge of Cruelty being raised against
Him. 7Thus, if God be taken to be the Creator of the universe, He
inevitably comes to be vitiated by the twin faults of Partiality and
Cruelty. '

(ii) Refutation of the Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karana
Vada (Sutras 2. 1. 34—2.1, 36)

(a}) Karma-Vada: The Law of Karma

The solution, offered by Srikantha, in common with other
Vedantists, is, indeed, a very ingenious and interesting one. It is based
on the celebrated ‘Karma-Vada” or Law of Karma, which may,
legitimately, takenr: to be the very basis of Indian Philosophy.

Let us just pause a little to consider this Law of Karma, which has
been discussed so much by Indian and non-Indian Scholars, and so much
misunderstood, throughout the ages. (See Pp. 34—35)

Law of Causation

The Law of Causation is a Universal Law, equally accepted £nd
equally respected, by all the Systems of Philosophy,all throughout the ages.
For, the very first attempt, on the part of men, to formulate a reasonable
view of the universe, to work out a cosmos out of an anparent chaos all
around, to rest on a secure basisa of Law and Justice, is inevitably an
attempt to discover the ‘Reason’ for the existence and continuation of
each and every thiug, each and every being of this vast aud variegated
universe of ours,

Man, in fact, is not a mere physical being, not even a mere
aaimal, but also a rational being, and this inherent rationality
in him naturally makes him seek for ratiomality everywhere. For,
whoever or whatever be his Creator—material atoms, physical energy,
individual souls, Deities, or God,—how can he, as a raticnal being, ever
conceive that be has been created as a rational being in a wholly irrational
world, and, as such, his own rationality would not find any counter-part
outside,—also, over and above, be set at naught or contradicted at every
step there ?

A rational man, thus, rationally refuses to believe that this great,
inuer instrument of ‘Reasou’ is an entirely useless one,—in fact, nothing
but an illusion, a chimera, an empty bubble, with no inuer core, or reality
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er foundation of its own. For, if he possesses "Reason’ inside, yet cannot
apply it to the external world, then he is forced to conclude, willy-nilly,
that the so called ‘Reasoning Faculty’ in him is not at all a real one.

In the History of Philosphy, of course, cases, though very few, are
not lacking of an Absolute Intellectual Pessimism, amounting 1o a total
denial of any rationality anywhere in the universe. Bui, fortunately, for
all, such Pessimism, as pointed out above, is very rare; and in most cases,
philosophical speculations are marked by a robust optimism, based on a
firm faith that man, as a rational being, can find out a rational explanation
of the world in which he lives. And, this has led him $o believe firmly
in a Universal Law of Causation, as the regulating principle of the
Universe,

Two kinds of Causes: Initial and Final.

Now, 'Cause’, as we have seen (P, 148}, may be of two main kinds -
‘Initial’, or, ‘Cause Preceding’,and “Final’ or, '‘Cause Leading.’

The “Initial Canse’ ot the '‘Cause Preceding’ accounts , for the actual
existence of a Thing, and thus, consists of the Material (Upadana) as
well as the Instrumental (Nimitta) Causes (See P. 148 above). Thus, the
lump of clay, as well as the potter, with his instaments and the like
‘constitute fuch a’‘Initial Cause, or Cause Preceding.’

 Again, tke ‘Cause I,ading’ stands for the purpose which it serves,
Thus, the customer who buys the pot and uses it for driuking purases,
constitutes such a ‘Cause Leading.’

Now, there are philosophers who are iuterested only in the first;
while there are others who are so in both. The first results in a purely
mechanical view of the universe; the second, teleclogical.

Indian Law of Causaation.

The Law of Causation of Indiau Philosophy is a Law of both the
‘Cause Preceding® and the 'Cause Lea’ing. Its firm faith in both
constitues (P, 182), indeed, its very foundatioun.

Now, what is such a Law of Causation, in both these aspects ?

Right from the Rg-Veda, the earliest known Literature in the whole
world, we getclear indications that our Indiun Seersdiscovered a Universal
Order working in all things in the world. This is nothing but the famous
“Rta" of Vedie Literature, because of which it is held that the whole counrse
of Nature, the rising and the setting of the sun and the moon, the advent
and ending of days and nights, the creation and destruction of things and
beings ~is running smoothly in an or’erly manner. Thus,this is nothing
but an application of the Law of Causation in the physical sphere,
according to which, every effect must have an antecedent cause, every
cause must have a consequent eflect; and, thus, all things are connected
with all things, in a necessary way, and all things, though apparently
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unconnected, and even opposed, in some cases, really form one organ’e
whole, which we call the Cosmos.

Knrma-Vada or Law of Causalion applied to the Physical Sphere.

Now, the application of the very same Law of Causation to the
psysical sphere gives rise to the celebrated #Karma-Vada” of Indian
Philosophy. Just as in the physical sphere, we say, that every cause must
produce an effect, and every effect must be produced by a catse, so in the
psysical sphere, too, we have to say the very same thing. But what is the
Cause and what is the Effect herep The Cause is “Karma”yand the Effect

is “Karma-Phala,”

{b) Nature of Karma : Voluntary Action and Karma-Phala

Then, the question is : What is a “Rarma” ? “Karma” here mean’s a
kind of Voluntary Action. That is, it is a free and a rational action,
undertaken by a “Karta® or an agent voluntarily, after due deliberation
and final choice of the endand the means, (See F. 148).

Now, if an action be done, thus, freely aud rationally by an agent,
naturally, he himself alone is fully responsible for it. Hence, it is but just
and proper that he himself alone should reap the consequences thereof.
Thus, every “Karma” must have a “Phala” or a consequence intended
or not, and here "“Karma” is the cause, and ; “Phala,”—intended or not

—its effect.

Thus, here the “Karta’ or the agent should, accordivg to all canons
of Justice, experience the results or ‘Phala” of his own voluntary acts
or “Karma,” or have Bhoga of the same. 1f one person does scmething,
good or bad; aud is allowed to get away or escape from its appropriate
results ; or, if another person has to undergo or experiefice the same,
then will that ot be the height of Injustice ? That is why, the ladian
Law of Karma or Karma-Vada is very insistent that the Karma-phala,
or the appropriate consequence of each aud every voluntary action has
to be undergone by the agent of that act. Thus : Karma—Karma-Phala—
Karma-Plhala-Bhoga—this is the inexorable Law of Karma.

Here, the qnestion is: What, exactly, is the appropriate result or
‘Phala, of a Voluntary Action or 'Karma ?'

Ethically, Voluntary Acts are of two kinds—good or bad (Puyva and
Papa), Now, what other consequence can a good act have than pleasure,
success and fultess ; and what other consequence can a bad act have than
pain, failure and void ? T'hus, if a man acts wisely, unselfishly, virtuously,
uaturally, we' expect him to be very happy, successful honoured, healthy,
wealthy, in a word, a fully-developed and fully satisfied individual, On
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the other hand. if a man acts unwisely, selfishly, viclously, naturally, we
expeet him to be unhappy, unsuccessful, dishonoured, unhealthy and
poor —in a word, a nou-fall, non-satisfied individual.

But the question of questions is: "Is he really so? Is he really
s0 " —in both the cases. With great reluctance, but with absolute
frankness, we have to reply : *It is not so, mostly, It is not so, mostly”—
in both the cases, For, who can deny that often viituous man suffer and
sinful men prosper in this world of ours ¢

Two Great Ethical Problems

Thus, arises the great ethical problem : How (o explain properly
the present lots or states of different individuals in the world ? Here, we
have to face two problems, as pointed out above :—

{it Why should wirtuous persons sufer and sinful persons
prosper ?

(ii}) Why shonld individuals have different states and destinies in
the world—some being happy and prosperous, others not ?

If no proper explanatlon cau be given of (i* above, then the world-
order caunot be taken to be a moral or just one, or the product of an
All-Moral, All.Just Being or God.

Again, If no proper explanation cap be given of {iiYabove, then
God cannot be taken to be an Impartial Being.

(¢¥ The Doctrine of Births and Rehirths : Janms-Janmantara-Vad

So, to explain the sbove two fundamental problems properly, Indian
sages have formulated a further fundamental Doctrine of Births and
Rebirths or Janma-Janmantara-Vada, as a necessary corollary of, or
supplement to the above fundamentat Doctrine of Karma or Karma-Vada.

Thus, according to the Doctrine of Karma, every “Karma® or
Voluntary Act must prodice a “Phala* and every Phala must have
“Bhoga" or be experienced by the * Karta"” or the free and rational agent
concerned,

But the difficulty here is that in course of one life, en earth,
g8 person performs numerous Karmas, the results of all of which
cannot be experienced by him in course of that very same life, Still,
Justice demands, the Law of Karma insists on, that ne person should be
allowed to escape the appropriate consequences of his own acts—if he
does something, he must inevitably suffer or enjoy for it, as the ease
may be. i

Hence, if such logically expected, philosophically sound, and ethically
just results do not, or cannot, foillow in the prasent life, these wust, of
necessity, do #o in the next life or birth —otherwise Justice is violated:
Truth, set at naught ; Morality, reduced to a chimera. '
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Tu this way, for experiencing propecly the just consequences of ones
own Karmas or Voluntary acts, one has to be born again on earth.

But i this new life, a person not only experiences the just
consequences of his own past acts, but, naturally, as he canzot remain idle
or inactive in his new birth, he performs numerous new Karmas or
voluntary acts there. These, latter, too, as shown ahove, cannot all
produce their appropriate results in that life ; and, according to the
procedure, showo above, that particular persom or jndividual has to be

born again ; and so on and on, infinitely.

In this way, there results an infinite series thus t—
Janma—Karma—Jaumsa Karma-—and so on, ad infinitum.

Here, two very important questions arise :(—

(i) Isthis Series really endless ?

(ii) Which precedes which—Janma precedes Karma, or vice

versa ?

(d) Samsara-Cakra: The Wheel of Worldly Life : Initial
Passimism of Indian Philosophy.

The difficulty, here, in the first case, is obvious, as explained above.

A Jivais born again to undergo the just results of its own past
Karmas; and in that new dirth, it performs many new Karmas, and has
to be born again to undergo the just results of those new Karmas ; in
that new birth, it performs many vew Karinas, and has to be born again
for the very same purpose—and so on.

This apparently endlessly rotating Series is called “Samsara-Cakra”
ot the Great Wheel of Worldly Life. Like a ceaselessly rotating wheel,
this Worldly Life, this Empirical Existence, this state of Bondage, grips
individuals in its iron clasp and revolves them mercilessly on and on,
tossing them again and again, birth after birth, life, after life, into the
mire of iguorance and iudolence, with no possibility of escape.

But, where, then, is the hope for “Moksa or Mukti”, Salvation or
Emancipation from this impore and imperfect, sorrowing and suffering
world 2 Isit, then, Pessimism, pure and simple, that we have to accept
as the Message of Indian Philosophy ? But this kind of Pessimism is,
indeed, very harmful to life. For, it inevitably disheartens us and
dampens our courage, making all submit meekly to the ordains of Fate.
Naturally, if we are all inevitably and inexorably subject to this painful
worldly life, with no hope, no possibility, no way for escape at all, why
should, we then, strive, in vain, for anything higher, for a purer and
happier life—for ‘Moksa or Mukti’, in short ?
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Final Optimism of Indian Philosophy

But, really, Ind'an Philosophy is only initially Pessimistic and not
finally—finally, it is Optimistie, For, according to it, although the world
is full of sorrows and sufferings, and we have no other alternative but to
begin, thus, with this Fact of Suffering—yet, we have never (o end with
that very same Fact of Suffering, as it has been declared unequivocally by
Indian Philosophy that Salvation from Sufferings is possible on the
part of all, through the ‘Sadhanas’ or Spiritual Means.

The crux of the whole matter lies in this :—

It has beer said above, in a general manner, that each and every
‘Karma’ or ‘Voluntary Action’ must, according to Karma-Vada or Canons
of Justice, must produce “Karma-Fhala”, here or hereafter ; and 'Karma-
phala’ must, inevitably, lead to '‘Karma-phala-bhoga. or experiencing of
the results thereof; and that, finally, to Samsara-Cakra, as explained
above.

Thus, if the Baddha-Jiva be in,this way, endlessly revolved on this
wheel of life; if it be, in this way, endlessly subjected to birthsand
re-births ; if it be, in this way, endlessly, compelled to experience infizite
pains and privations -then how can it be ever blessed with “Mokgsa”, the
Bummum Bonum of life ?

() Sakama and Niskama Sarnas: Selfish and nselfish /.cts.

The Indian solution of the problem is as follows :—

‘Karmas’ or Voluntary Acts are of two kinds—‘Sakama’ and
Niskama',

‘Sakama-Karmas’, as the name implies, are selfish acts, or acts done
with a selfish end in view, Here, the ‘Kart2’ or the agent, according to
the procedure explained above (See P, 143}, feels the want of something,
desires for that thing for his own selfish pleasure, and then strives to
attain it, Thus, in this case, the whole procedite, from the beginning to
the end,is a selfish one

Now, according to the Indian View, the Karmas that come under the
jurisdictiou of the Law of Karma, as explained above (See P, 184), are
only such 'Sakama-Karmas.’

For, what, after all, is the real meaning of this Law of Karma?
It simply means, as stated above See P.184), that agsnts themselves
are fully respousible for their own voluntary acts which they perform
freely and deliberately for attaining some results themselves. So here,
it is rightly consideted just and proper that the appropriate resuits,
(and mot always the intended ones), of those acts should be
experienced by them, here or hereafter. Or, in other words, the ‘Phalas’
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or results of their own ‘Saknma-Karmas’ must, of necessity, be experienced
by ‘them, here or hereafter ; and hence, it is these 'Sakama-Karmas’' alone
thwt terd to births and ve-birthe, endlessly, as explained above,

(f) The Nature of Nidkeama-Karmas.

But are these the only kinds of Karmas or Voluutary Acts? No,
surely not. There s a higher kind of act, viz. the ‘Nigkama-Karmas-’
As the name implies, these ‘Nigk#ma-Karmas' are wholly unselfish in
nature, and are not done with any selfish end in view. So, though,a
Voluntary Act,a Nigkarma-Karma, yet d-es not possess the charasteristics
of an ordinary voluntary act, as shown above, ( See P. 148).

Niskama Karma does not spring from a Want

Ltirst, it does it spring from a feeling of want, an in other cases, So
what does it spring from ? It springs from a sense of pure duty, from a
maxim of ‘Duty for duoty's sake alome, Or, rather, thefe is no such
sense even, for, such a sense implies, after all, a distinction, a gulf between
the prior stage of resolution, of whatever uature it is, and the later stage of
performance. But a 'Niskama-Karina’ is entirely natural and spontaneous,
issuing forth from the the very existemce or Sattd and wvery nature or
Svaritpa of the person cencerned.

Worldly Examples

Take ‘the examples of the sun or the "wind, or a flower or a
river ( P, 152 ) ‘Shining or emitting rays’ is an act on the part of the
sin ; ‘blowing or gushing out,’ on the part of the oot ; ‘blooming
ot blossoming forth’ on the part of a flower ; ‘flowing or rushing on’, on
the part of a river. But all such acts are purely natural and spoutaneous,
anl so require no prior deliberation aud resolution, no later effort,

In exactly the same manncr, a ‘Niskima-Karma' requires no prior
sense .of want of anything as its spring of action ; no later resolution,
op fiual endeavour of 2uy kind whatsoever,

Niskama-¥ arma has no End in view : Uncansc’'ous Teleogy

Secondly, a*Niskima-Karma' has no reference to an end, at all.

For example, when the sun shines, the wind biows, a fiower blooms,
a river lows—the earth may be illumina'ed, cooled, beautified, fertilised.
But who would say that the sun shines, the wind blows, a flower blooms, a
river flows for those purposes, for achieving those ends ? For does not
the sun shine, the wind blow, a flower bloom, a river flows absolutely
spotanbously, with no guestion of any end here at all (P, 152;7

‘T'hts, it the language of Philosophy, may be called 'Unconscious
Teleology! ‘This means that -according to the Universal Law of
Causation, &£very -eveut, cvery ocourrence, everything that exists is
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connected essentially with two more things, one preceding, the other
following. The thing preceding is called as we have seen, the ‘Initial
Cause,” or the 'Cause Preceeding’; and the thing following, ‘the Final
Caus?’, or the ‘Cause ILeading' (See P. 148, 182. ‘Thus, the sun, for
example, is due to a prior ‘Cause’, aud serves a later ‘Purpose’, even if
it is not comscious of the fact. In exactly the same mauner, a
‘Nigkama-Karma’, of course, benefits mankind, but the agent here
has not even that end in view

T'hus, as the agent of a ‘Niskima-Karma' has himself vo end in view
at all, he cannot be held responsible for the result thereof.

For example, the sunm simply shines because it is its nature to
do so; and hence, it cannot be held responsible, in the ordinary seuse
of the term, for the result, good or bad, of that act of shining.

In exactly the same mauner, the agent of a 'Niskama-Karma® is
not responsible, in the ordinary sense of the {erin, for his action., If that
be so, then, surely, no guestion arises here of his experiencing any results
of his*Niskama-Karmas' at all,

4

(g) Niskame-Ksrmas : Without Phals or Rezults to be experienced:
Final Qpti nism of Indian Philosophy.

And, herein lies the solution of the entire difficult problewm.

Suppose, sn individual performs numerous ‘Sakama-Karmas’,
as natural, in the present life. According to the Law of Karma, he
has to nndergo the ‘Phalas’ or appropriate results of his ‘Sakama-Karmas*
or Selfish Voluntary Acts, But as it is not possible for him to expetience
the appropriate results of so many ‘Sakama-Karmas’ in course of the
saie life, he Las to be born again to do the saine,

Now, in this new life, if le performs new ‘Sakama Karmas',
then the just results of these, not capable of being fully experienced
atnd thereby exhaucted in the same life, will lead to a further birth,
and so on, as fully shown above many times [See P. 185-6. Butif
he wisely perforns the new Karmas in this new life, not in 8 ‘Sakama’
way at all, but wholly ina ‘Niskama’ one, then, evidently, it will not he
necessary for him to experience the resalts of tlie same. In that case, it
will not also be necessary for him to be born again to experience the
results of his past, ‘Sakama-Karmas’, not experienced before.

Thus, in the present life, ke will have to experience the results of Lis
past, ‘Sakama-Karmas', urt experienced before 3 but after that, vo further
results of ‘Sakama Karmas' will remain for him to be experienced,
all his new Karmas beiug purely ‘Niskama’. In this way, he will
get rid of further births and re-births, and through appropriate
‘Sadhanas’ or Spiritual Meaus, b= able to realise the 'Sumimum Bonum'
of Life, viz. ‘Moksa’ or Salvation.,
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Samsara-Cakra ¢ Anadi, but not Ananta

Thus, according to ths Indian View, the ‘Samsara-Cakra’ is, indeed,
‘Anadi’ or without a beginuing, but, by no means, ‘Avanta’ or without
an end for separate individua's themselves. From the standpoint
of the whole, of course, it is *Ananta’ or without an end,—as there is no
end to the existence of Brahman, so there is also no end to His “osmic
Sport with Himself (see Pp. 52-53 Also, P. 151ff), and so no end of the
'‘S:msira’ or the world, But from the standpoint of the individuals
separately, each one can get rid of this painful cycle of births and
rebirths and be blessed with the nectar-taste of ‘Moksa’.

Final Optimism of Indian P kilosophy

This is the final Optimisin of Indian Philosophy, as referred to
above. The fact of pains and privations cannot be denied—it is an
actual fact of direct experience; and even if ultimately explained away
as purely illusory on Philosophical grounds —for the time being, this fact
of sins and sorrows cannot simply be ignored, On the contrary, it is to be
admitted, taken note of and explained. That is why, Indian Philosophy
is initially pessimistic, as stated above 'P, 186), But finally, it is fully
optimistic. For, it mnever asserts that the ‘Jivas’ or the individual
souls are eterually and absolutely subject to this impure and imperfect,
sinful and sorrowful earthly existence, which is called the ‘State of
Bondage' or ‘Baddhavastha’,

For, as shown above, it is possible for each and evety one to get
rid of such an worldly state and realise his own pature or *Atmaun’ as
eternally free from all impurities and imperlectious, sins and sorrows.

In fact, ‘Bandha’ or ‘Moksa’, Botidage or Liberation, depends solely
ot the individual himself, and on none else. (See below the Section oun
“Sadhanas”). Through his owa ‘Ajndna’ and ‘Sakama-Karmas': Ignorance
and Selfish Acts, due to it—he ig repeatedly subject to the worldly state.
Again, through his ‘Jnana’ ‘and ‘Nigskama-Karmas’' ; Spiritual-Knowledge,
and Unselfish Acts, as well as other 'Sadhanas’ or Spiritual Means—be is
able to realise what he really is; Brahman in essemce—and this is
Moksa.

Thus, as Indian Philosophy freely almits the possibility of
‘Moksa® on the part of each and every ‘Baddha-Jiva', it is ultimately
supremely Optimistic ; and inevitably spurs individuals to higher,
spiritual efforts leading %0 a higher, spiritual goal.

Thus, Indian Philesozhy is essentially a Philosophy of New Hope
and Good Cheer, of Self-reliance and Self-realisation ; of Law and Justice.
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(h) Niskama Karmas: t igher kinds of Voluntary Action.

Before we conclude this discussion regarding ‘Niskama-Karmas', one
more question remaing to be answered.  This is as follows :—

It has been said above See P. 188, that a ‘Niskama' Karma isa
natural, spontaneous one, without any prior want and imperfection,
later deliberation and resolution, and final effort and activity.

Now, it may be thought here, then, that a ‘Niskama Karma' is, as
such, not a voluntary action, at all’, but a purely involuutary, automatic
or mechanical one, Buat such an automatic action is, evidently,a lower
kind of action than a voluntary one, not manifesting any marks of
intelligence and free will (See P. 150). And, how can a ‘Niskama-Karma,
an involuntary one, be lower in status and glory than a ‘Sakama-Karma’,
a voluntary one #

The answer is that all spontaneous acts are mnot, necessarily,
involuntary, automatic or mechanical ones. The -classification of
Involuntary aud Voluntary Acts, as given above (See 148, 150) is only an
empirical one, or true only from the worldly standpoint, But, as
everywhere, so here, too, there is a lower classification, and a higher, From
this lattter point of view, acts are spontanecus and natural, yet voluntary ;
voluntary, yet without any orior and later stages, like feeling of want.
deliberation, choice, action. An example of such a higher kind of
voluntary act has also been given above viz. the act of Cormic Play on the
part of Brahman, (See P. 52, 151).

Characteristics of Niskama-Karma

Let us, now, pause a little to consider the nature of such a higher
kind of Voluntaiy Action or a Nigkama Karma.

Niskamas-Karmas are Spontaneous and Natural

(i} Firstly, as stated above ( P,188), it is spoutaneous and nalural,
What do these twa adjectives really ntean ?

The first adjective “Spoutaneous” means that it is not due Lo any
want or defect of any sort whatsoever, and so it does not require any
deliberalion and finalchoice regarding the object likely to remiove it;
and the means likely to lead to the attainment of that object; as well as
any effort to follow those means to attain that end. Thus, the fundamental
marks of an ordinary voluntary action are totally absent from this kind
of extra-ordinary voluntary action.

Again, the second adjective “Natural” follows logically from the first
one. If such an act is not undertaken for theattainment of an end through
some means then it is not a forced or a super-imposed one.
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Sakama Karmas : Ordinary Voluntary Aets are not fully Free Ones
As a matter of fact, an ordinary voiuntary act, though characterised
as a free gn=, is not really fully so. For, though here, there is no external
compulsion, there is a great internal one viz. that of an unfulfilled desire.
This uunfilled desire, so to speak, internally compels the person concerned
to act for the attainment of that object wliich he thinks wiil enable himt
to et rid of the painful feeling of want and attain his heart’s desire.

For ex:mple, to take the case referred to above (See P. 148). Here,
an individnal lacks water in his system, and for that reason, feels
thirsty, Now, this sensation of thirst, which is a very painful one,
compels him to think of an object which will enable him to get rid of
it-—viz. Water—aud search for the same. In this way, a‘though no
one is forcing him to search for water from ocutside, yet his own stfong
desire for water is doing so from iuside,

Niskama-Karmas are Fully Frea

But the above kind of higher vo untary action, not being due to
any desire for any end at all, is free in the Lruest sense of the term. That
is why, it is called “Natural®, or flowing from the very nature, of the
agent—from the full, perfect nature,~ and not from any want or defect
in it

Niskama-Karmas are Full/ Conscious

(ii) Secoudly, the higher kind of voluntary action is voluntary in
the truest sense of the term. ‘That is, it is net an unconscious act, like an
automatic or a mechanical one, but a fully comscious one. Thus, here
there is a complete vision of the ‘eud’ and the ‘means’- to use ordinary
terms—, or an immediate, cowplete, re-action to the situation, but in
an eutirely selfless way.

Niskama-Xarmas are fully Knowing

{(iii) ‘Thirdly, the higher kind of voluntary act is based on a higher
kind of knowledge, viz., that regarding the men-performance of all
wordly objects. In the later and higher kind of Nigkama-Karma, there is
also a kuowlege that wordly objects are not really wordly objects, pure
and simple, but Brahman in essence.

The Unigue Nature of Niskama-Karmas

In this way, a "Niskama-Karma'is, iudeed, a most unique, a most
wonderful, a most exhilarating kind of Karma.

Thus it involves no deliberation regarding means and ends, yet is
the wisest, the most intelligent of all acts It involves no great effort
or strain of any sort, yet is the smoothest, the most perfect of all acts. It
involves no desire for any pleasure, yet isthe most tzanquil, the most

blissful of all acts.



The Glory of Niskama-Karmas 193

Thus, a 'Nigkama-Karma' is, indeed, a most unintelligible kind of
Karma to ordinary persons. It is also 2 most difficult kind of Kzrma,
at the same time. Ouly those who have risen to a bigher status, are
capable of performing such ‘Nigkaima-Karmas’. For, according to a
fundamental psychological law, cognition, emotion and conation—
thinking feeling and willing—are organically, most intimately counected.
Hence, naturally, when there is a higlier kind of Knowledge aud Devotion
—Jnana and Bhakti—there must also be a Ligher kind of Action—
Karma ; aud this is votltling but 'Niskama-Karma’,

In fact, an automatic or a mechaunical action, as the name implies,
follows automatically, or mechanically from the automatonor the machine:
viz. body., But, a ‘Niskama-Karma’ follows spoutaneous'y and naturally
from the Soul, endowed with all the beauties and all the g'ories of the
All-beautiful and All-glorious Soul. So, is it not a manifestly absurd,
false Analogy to hold that a ‘Niskama-Karma’is an Automatic Action,
because of involving no prior deliberation and later effert, asin the latter—
just as it is entire'v laughable to say that a diamoud is a piece of
broken glass, because of glittering like the latter.

The Glory of Niskama-Karmas.

Indian Philosophy, as well-known, consists of a large number of
Systems, six Astika or Orthodox Systems, three Nastika or the so-called
Heterodox Systeme, as well as many other Systems, some miuot, some
important, besides the nine maiu Systems, like tle Samkbya, Yoga,
Nyaya, Vaisesika, Mimamsi, Vedauta, Carvaka, Bauddha and Jaina.
Naturally, all these various Systems differ from one another in many
poiuts from the philosoplical standpoint ; and because of this, we have
perhaps, all the known philosophical theories in Indlan Philosophy, from
Monism to Pluralism, Atheisn to Absolutism, Materialism to Idealism.

But in spite of such diHercuces, there are some fundamental points
of similarities, some innermost bonds of unity amongst these Systems
which, iu the final analysis, cnable one easily to identify all these Systems
as apringing from the very same soil, as being nurtured by the very same
light and air, as blcoming ferth, finally, as symbols of the very same
spiritual beanty and fragrance of the very same age-old Culture and
Civilisation, One of such universal and eternal Coucepts in Indian
Philosoply is that of Nigkama-Karma,

This Concept has at once a simplicity and a grandeur that have
never failed to capture the imagination of our saiuts and sages, seers and
devotses, all throughout the ages. To those wise minds and pure hearts,
this simple and ever-green truth flagshed forth in its pristine purity

25
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that to work for selfish ends was to live the life of a brute ; while to work
for the sake of duty, for the sake of others, with no selfish end in view,
is the least one can do to live the life of a Man. Ou one side, this is
indeed, a very simpla Concept; Work uuselfishly, do not think of the
self at all, Bnot onthe other hand,it is also the grandest, vastest conception,
one that is the very foundation, the very life-blood of all Philosophy
and all Ethics.

(i) Philosophical Concepts of Unity and Usniversality
Now, Philosophy, by nature, aims at Unity and Universality.

'The former means that there is one fundamental Troth, or Law, or
Principle —call it by any name-~which alone affords a full and a satisfactory
explauation of all other truths, or laws, or principles, In fact, there cannot
be, from the standpoint of Philosoply, Religion, Fthics or Scieuce—really,
fromanystand point whatsoever— morethan one Truthor Law or Principle.
For, from no conceivable standpoint whatsoever can a sell-contradictory
system exist So, if many truths, many laws, many principlesco-exist, then
cither they are mutually inconsistent as being really and absolutely
different from one another; or they are only apparently different from one
another, but really nothing but various manifestations of the very same
fundamental Truth, or Law, or Principle.

However, as the very idea of a self-contradictery system existing for
auy length of time is wholly fantastic, it Las been admitted, from all
standpoiuts that this vast and wvariegated Universe of ours is really the
manifestation of Lhe very samne, universal Truth, ot Law, or Principle.

In this sense, Unity and Universality, indeed, constitute the very
ground of Philosophy and Ethies.

“Unity” is applicable from the side or standpoint of the Uuiverse
or Multiplicity, implying that all the multifarious things unitedly
proceed, finally, from the One,

* Universality” is applicable from the side or standpoint of the 1'ruth
or the Oune, implying that the One is present universally in all things,

In this sense, the Concept of Unity and Universality, taken
together, is the grandest and vastest of all concepts, comprising, as it
does, the eatire expanse of the Heaven and the Eatth,

{(j). Niskama-Karma involves Unity and Universality

The Concept of Niskama-Karmas, too, is nothing in essence but
this Coucept of Unity aud Universality.

For liere, to work for oune is to work for all ; to think the of self is to
think of the the world,
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Really, however, in Niskama-Karmas, there is no place, for one, no
place for self—either cne’s own self, or that of another. It is, by nature,
entirely and eternally selfless, without any desire whatsoever for any
gain =~either for one's own self or for that of another.

{(A) Funya-Karmas, too, are Sakama.

Accordingly, even the ordinary Punya-Karmas (P, 199)or benevolent,
pious acts, wholly meant for the good of others, are regarded as Sakama-
Karmas, and as such, detrimental to Moksn or Salvation, in Indian
Philosophy.

Undoubtedly, from the worldly point of view, these ars infinitely
hetter and mote laudable than Papa Karmas or selfish, sinful acts ; and

that is why, while Punya-Karmas entitle one to Svarga or Heaven,
Papa-Karmas only to Naraka or Hell.

But, as according to Tudian Conception, even Svargaor Heaven means
nothing, as compared with Moksa or Final Beatitude, in the eternal
flight of the soul towards Infinite Expansion, Infinite Perfection, Infinite
Realisation, even Pupva-Karmas, so very useful and essential from the
worldly point of view, have to be discarded from the spiritual point of
view by the aspirers after Moksa or Salvation,

It is this entirely impersonal nature of Niskama-Karmas, that
makes for its inherent grandness and vastuess, referred to above, Tor
what is impersonal or not confined to a person, is, naturally universal or
embracer of all persons. In this sense, the very simp'e conception of
Niskama-Karima is at once, as mentioned before, the grand.st of all
conceplions,

(B} Niskama-Karmas are Impersonzl, yet not Cold

A question may legitimately be asked here: If Niskilwa-Karmas
are so very impersonal in pature, are they wnot also the ecoldest, most
colourless, most meaningless kinds of Karmas ever imaginable ¥ For, if
a thing be not done out of the depth of one’s heart, if it lacks the
warmth of fellow-feeling and the tinge of benevolent desires, if it does not
aim at any eud whatsoever—then, how can it lead one to that state
which implies the fullest expansion, manifestation, development and
perfection of all the sides of one’s being ?

(k? The Concept of ‘Development.’

This raises a foudamental questicn in Todian Philosophy, viz
whether ‘Development' means negation of the undeveloped state and
cmergence of a new ofe ; or, ounly its fuller manifestation ; or, in other
words, whether the developed and undeveloped states differ in kind, or
only in degree,
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T 1us, the point at issue licre is as to whether the ideas and feelings
and desires of the state of Boudage are purified, and perfected, expanded
and developed during the state of Salvation ; or, are timply annihilated to
give way to some new states and processes,

The solution offered by our holy saints and sages for this iutriguing
problem is, indeed, au ingenious one.

According to this, the very concept of '‘Development’ has no place in
Indian Philosophy from the ultimate or transcerdental standpoint. {For
“T'he Concept of Fmpirical Deveclopinent, see under the Section on
“Refutation of the Second Objection agaiust the Law of Karma).

Que of the fundamental tenets of Indian Philosophy”, is that 'Satya’
is ‘Nitya’"; or “I'ruth’ and ‘Eternity’ are identical. ‘That i3, what is true
is eternally true—it caunot change its nature, either for the better or for
the worse. In this sense, the Self, the Eternal Truth, cannot be developed,
but cau only be maunifested, T'hat is, it cannot be asserted here that at
first, in the staie of Bondage, the Seif was in an undeveloped state; and,
then, in the state of Salvation, it comes to be or becomes developed,
For, this will go against tlie Universal Indian Conception of Self as
ever-perfect.

Hence, according to this view, the ever-perfect, ever-full, ever-
glorious Self only temains hidden in our veil of ignorance during the
state of Bondage ; and is only maunifested in its pristine purity, perfection,
fulness aud glovy in the state of salvation when that wveil is removed.
Heuce, really, there i3 no question of a higher and a lower, a developed
and an undeveloped state lere. The so-called lower aud undeveloped
state is not a real state of the Self at all; it is ouly a passing phase, a
mere screen to veil the ever-real, ever-perfect, eve-peresent Self. In
this sense, the ideas, feelings and desires of cur empirical existence,
however full, however sublime, however noble have no place during
the state of Moks1, or Self-manifestation, and Self-realisation,

(1 Niskams-Karma, no* a Developed form of
Sakama-Punya Karma.

In this sense, Niskama-Karmas are not more perfect forms of
Sakama-Puyya-Karmas. That is, they are Karmas without any trace,
whatsoever, of even any lofty feeling and benevolent desire. But that
does not make such Karmasg cold or calious or colourless or purposeless
or valuless,

(m) Two kinds of Niskama-Karmas ! Preceding Mokia and
Succeeding Moksa.

There are two kiuds of Niskama-Karmas, viz. thoge that precede
Moksga and those that follow it.
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(A) First kind of Niskama-Karma, preceding Moksa.

The first kind of NiskaAma-Karinas constitute the preliminary steps
to the Sadhanas, like Jniva aud Bhakti, which actually lead to Moksa,
For, g0 long as the mind is swayed by Raga-Dvesa,—wordly passions, like
attachment and aversion, it cannot, evidently devote itse!f to anything
higher and nobler. Hence, when through the perfermance of Nigkama-
Karmas, Sakima-Karmas together with their springs: selfish desires,
are totally suppressed, the miud fs purified of all lower, anuimal, base,
worldly tendencies and in such a pure mind alone can there ever be
the rise of knowledge and Devotion which finally bring about Salvation.

(B} Secand kind of Niskama-Karma, succeeding Moksn.

The second kiud of Niskama-Karmas, on the other Land, are those
done by the Free Soul, the Jivanmukta, after Moksa or Salvaticnm. The
Jivaumukta, has indeed, no duties to perform, no ends to attaiv, no
obligation at all to anv one, in the ordinary sentses of the terms. Still, he
does not, by any means, lead a lazy, inactive, purposeless life. On the
contrary, as he stands as a living example to all, showing them the Path
to Salvation, he has to act constantly for teaching others.

Thus, the Niskama-Karmas of the Mumuksu or aspirer after
Salvation purify his mind and make him fit for undertaking Sadhanas or
adoptlng direct spiritual means to Salvation. The Niskama-Karmas of
the Mukta or Free Soul, help the other Mumukgus in the Path to
Balvation.

{C) Is M kama-Kirma purely lmpersonal ?

Of these two kinds of Niskama Karmas, the first, evideutly, is not
so full, and perfect and spoutaneous, as the second.

Nitkama-Karmas, preceding Moksa, not so perfect as th:se
Succeeding it

Thus, in the first case, the aspirer after Salvation is still a novice, a
traveller who has just taken the first step in his long, and cifficult and
hazardous journey to an altogether new realm. Asg such, his Nigkama-
Karmas may, excusably, be something more or less forced, and all his
feelings and desires may have to be suppressed more or less, with effort,
leaving his mind in a more or less blank state.

Thus, Ite may performn his duties only for the sake of Duty itself ;
and all the ordinary charges against that well-known aud Sublime Ethical
Doctrine of “Duty for the sake of Duty” (cf. Kant) maybe brought against
such Niskama-Karinas, at the most.
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For, the Mumuksu or the aspirer after Salvation is yet a Baddha.
Jiva, a Soul in Bondage; and, as such, his actions are susceptible to
ordinary eriticism and evaluation according to the ordinary standards of
ethical judgement. According to such a staudard, of course, Sakama-
Punya-Karmas, flowing with the milk of human kindaess, proceeding from

the warm feelings of love and sympathy, sublime and benevolent desires
for lelping others, may appear to be far better than such strictly neutral
Niskama-Karmas, devoid of all these,

(D) Orxdinary Alteuittic Acts ate really Selfish

But here alsc the question remains as to whether any kind of
feeling and desire and satisfaction, even euntirely for others, that is,
any kind of personal elements, even entirely with regard to
others, is desirable at ali or not. In fact, when we do something
out of selfish motives for our own good, we aim at our own personal
pleasure. But even when we do something out of those so-called unselfish
motives for the gond of others, then, too, in exactly the same manuer we
aim at our personal pleasure—as here, too, the good of others will give
us intense pleasuré. Iu this sense, even the benevolent acts are not reaily
unselflsh, and that is why, in Indias Philosephy, even the Punya-Karmas
have been brauded as * Sakama” or selfish, and rightly so.

(E} Niskama-Karmas are entirely Altruistic

Herein lies the crax of the whole problem, as well as its solutionm.
If a Karma or an act, though springing out lofty feeling of love for others
and sublime desire for the good of others, is undertaken for the personal
pleasnre of the Karta or ageunt, it is really a Sakama or selfish act. But
if a Karma or an act, springing from the above cauces, is undertaken only
for the good of others and not for any personal pleasure that this good will
yield to the Karta or the agent, then only is it really Niskama or unselfish,
selfless act, In this seuse, in the case of Niskama-Karmas of the first
kind, viz. of a Mumuoksu or aspirer after Salvation, lofty feelings of
vniversal love and sublime desires for universal service gre indeed,
present; but no desite for personal pleasure at all. So, this first kind of
Nigkaima-Karmas are neither cold, nor callous, nor colourless uor
purposeless, nor valieless, in any sense whatsoever,

(F) Miskama-Karmas, succeeding vloksa, cannot be due to
f motions at all

But, in the case of Niskama-Karmas of the second kind, viz. of a
Mukta or a free soul, the above questions do not arise at all. Iu this case,
the Jivan-Mukta is, indeed, not an ordinary Jiva subject to ordinary
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feelings and desires and so his actions, too, cannot be judged by ordinary
standards. Hence, really here there can be no questions at all of even
sublime feelings of love and benevolent desires to serve.

For, the Jivan-Mukta realises all beings as Brahmaun, or what is the
same thing, as Atman, and so can no longer hiave any feelings of love,
sympathy, mercy, pity, and the like for them. He conly tries to help them
to remove their evils of ignorance and thereby make them realise their
own real nature or Self in its pristine purity. Thus, the Niskama-Karmas
of a Jivan-Mukta or the Full and Perfect Soul, though not proceeding,
from the mundane standpoint, from what is called lofty feelings and
desires, are essentially fuller, and more perfect {tlian even the most
loving and most beuevolent actious of Punya-Karmins or virtuous memn.

(») Nitkama-Karmas, Higher {than Punya-Karmas

This brief survey wiil, however, be enough to show that this
Tudian Concept of Niskama-Karmas is, indeed, unique in the history of
human thought. For, in Western and Islamic Systems of Philosophy,
Religion and KEthics, ordinary Punya-Karmas or virtuous deeds are
taken to be Niskama or unselfish ; and the Papa-Karmas; Sakama or
selfish. Here, the Pugya-Karmas are regarded as the highest possible
kind of Karmas performable; Svarpa or Heaven, the highest possible
kind of goal attainable. In Indian Philesopliy alone, Karmas, higher
even than the Punya-Karmas; a Goal, higher even than Svarga, are
conceived and recommended as the Summum Bonum of life. Here alone
we have that supreme and sublime concept of ‘Auanda’ or Bliss, infinitely
superior to and essentially different from ‘*Sukha’ or Pleasure, which
other Systems aim at, (P, 1£5)

(n) Two kinds of Niskama-Karmas, from another Standpoint 3
Egoistic and Altruistic.

Nliskama-Karmas have been classified above as (i) those of a
Mumukgu, (ii) those of a Mukta.

Nigkama-karmas may, also, be classified as (ii) those referring
to self, (ii) those referring to others.

In fact, any Karma mav be classifled like this, according to the
most common process of classification. A Karma, from its very nature,
refers to some thing else—and that ‘somethiug’ may be either cne’s own
self, or ‘egoistic'; or that of anotler or ‘altruistic’. For example, eating,
drinking, resting, reading, writing, laughing, erying— and so on, and so
on—far too numerous to be even attempted to be mentioned, beloug to the
first class, Feeding, serviug, teaching, scolding, cousoling, pushing,



200 Doctrine of Srikantha

holding —anid s0 on, and so on-—far too numerous to be even atiemnpted
to be mentioued, belong to the seeond class. Of course, all these are
ordinary -Sakama-Karmas',

(A) ! iskama Egoistic Lcis

But NiskAma-Karmas of a Mumuksu or aspirer after salvation,
and a Mukta or free soui—also are of the very same kinds. For, a
Nigkama-Karmi or a performer of Nigkama-Karmas also perfors daily
the ahove two Lkinds of Nigtama-Karmas. He also eats and drinks,
reads and writes, Jaughs and cries. Again, e also feeds and serves
others, scolds and consoles them, pushes and holds them, So, what
kinds of acts are these, in the case of Nigkfina Karmis or those who
perform Niskima-Karmas? Fot, how can there be Nigkama eating
and drinking, and all the rest ?

But, if we accept the Doctrine of Nigkama-Karmas, we have also
to admit that NigkAima eating ond drinking, and all the rest, are possible
Sakamna eating and drinking and all the rest, serviug as they do,
biological purposes, spring from the fundamental selfish Instincts of
Self-preservatioi and Race-preservation. But NigkZma eating and
drinking and all the rest, although serving ULiological purposes, willy~
nilly, do mnot spring from the Instinct of Self-preservatiotn and Race-
preservation, at all. For, these instinets are purely animal instincts,
shared alike by all living beings, But a Nigkama-Karmi has risen above
the avimal side of bis nature and iz, accordingly, no longer guided and
driven by -animal, physical, selfish instiocts, As he has a physical
body, he, natnraily requires physical things, like food and drink, for its
maintenance. But be Las no desire for the satue, as an ordivary man
bhas; and his acts of eating and drinking {ollow spontaneously, naturally
from his very nature. as explained above ( see P. 152 ),

(B} Niskama Egoistic Acts passible
Cf course, such a selfless, effortless biological act is very difficult
to be conceived of. But is it very easy to conceive of 2 *Jivan-Mukta—
one who is in the world, but not of it ? ( Seec below the Chapter on
“Balvation” ). Is it, even, very easy to conceive of a ‘Mumuksu’—one
who is in the world, but gradually rising above it ¢
( ) Jivon-Muktas and Mumuksns are exmples of the same
Who can, really, conceive of such a person, one amongst a million,
who looks just like an ordinary man ?
With hands and feet, with hunger and thirst, with likes and
dislikes, with joys and sorrows, yet far above these, and unot subject
to any biological, psychological, physical, empirical conditions—such a
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conception, inevitably, is. such a person, 4 hnmanly divine, or a divinely
human person, does exist. For otherwise, who would have brought forth
with him a Divine Message—the Message of an All-beautiful, All-
bountifil God to etnancipate Mankind ?

In fact, the very existence of Religion and Morality on earth
shows that Man is not all Mud, but really Gold within. When this Gold
gradually shines above the Mud, gradua'ly does the divine in the human
reveal itself. Aud, this is possible.

But not only that , this must happen, for how can & lower thing
obliterate, for ever, a higher one? C(louds cannot, forever, obliterate
the shining suu ; nor can the boulders, cbstruct, for ever, the dancing
streamn ; nor cau the dark layers of earth prevent, forever, the tiny
seed inside, from springing up into a lovely sprout. In this way, the full
manifestation of the Divine iu the huwan is, undoubtedly, possible.

If this be so, then, uudoubtedly, purely Niskfina or selfless,
biological acts are possible on the part of such a biglogically existent,
vet biclogically unconditioned Munuksa or Jivanmukta,

W) Niskama Altruistic Acts

In exactly the same manuner, his Niskama-Karmas, referring to
others are, also, entirely selfless. e loves and serves others, not because
he feels pleasure, not because he hopes for some ultimate gain, not because
of some earthly comsideration, not even out of a sense of duty,—but only
and solely because it is his nature to do so  This has been fully explained,
above (Pp. 152, 1881f).

In this way, all the so-called egoistic and altruistic acts of a
Niskama-Karmi are, really, neither egoistic, nor altruistic, as both of
these refer to a ‘self'—of onc’s own or of others. But who is seeing 'ie a
Mamuksu), or has seen ‘ie. Jivan-Mukta), the Universal Soul in
everything, in all has nothing further to desire for, for, ‘desire’ requires
a distinction betweenthe ‘desirer’ and ‘the object of desire.” But ifall be
Oue Self—who will desire for whom ?

(D) Two kinds of Niskama-Karmas 2 Punya and Papa.

Sakama-Karmas, too, have been classified under two heads :—
(1} Punya or virtunous deeds ii} Papa or vicious deeds,

{A) Even Puaya-Karmas are Sakama.

That ‘PapaKarmas' or vicious deeds are ‘Sakama-Karmas’ or
thoroughly selfish ones, no one can doubt. But the que tion may, legiti-
mately be asked as to why even ‘Punya-Karmas’ or virtuous deeda have
been here stigmatised as 'S-kama-Karmas’. The answer has already
been given above. Such virtuous deeds are, of course, infinitely
better thanr vicious ones Still when csrefully analysed, these, too,

26
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are found to be salfish in nature. What does, really, a ‘ Selfish” action
imply ? It simply implies an action that has reference to a "self”’—
one’s own or of another. That is why, according teo this criterion, egoistic
acts, referring to one’s own sel{; as well as altruistic oues, referring
to other selves, are equally “selfish” in nature.

As a matter of fact, so long as one's own self, as well as other selves
are not realised as Oue Universal Self, any reference to any kind of
Uiself” at all is bouud to produce soniething “selfish™.

Take an ordinary “Punya-Karma” or virtuous deed, like establishing
a schoo! in a village., Here, the philanthropic agent desires for the
good of the poor villagers, and not appareatly for his own pleasure. Stil),
how can it be denied that the good of the poor villagers brings inteuse
pleasure to that person himself, no less? Take also the case of Mother-Love,
in praise of which, poets have sung lustily. But is it really and
ultimately unselfish ? By no wmeans, For, the well-beiug of the child
briugs a very great pleasure to the mother herself, So, how can her
love for her child be described as “purely unselfish’ ?

1t may, of course, besaid here that the mother does not herself
aim at such a pleasure ; what she aims at is only the good of the child;
and the pleasure that she feels is not the iutended result, but only an
incidental, unintended cne. But the whole point here is that
ordinary love, referring to certain beloved persous to the exclusion of
others, is its<lf, when you come to think of it, a selfish one. This is true
of all emotions, Ordinary emotions attach themselves to certain
selected objects ; and are, as such, very narrow in extent and selfish in
content,

The Peculiarity of Indian Ethics : Real Distinction beetween Egoistic
and Altruistic Acte.

Undoubtedly, there ‘s a distinction between Ilove for one's
own self aloue, aud love for others, The former, we call, ‘egoistic’;
{Svarthapara) the latter, ‘altruistic’ tPararthapara). But, really, the
two do not differ in Liand, bat cnly in degree—uot qualitatively, but
only quantitatively. For, in both, a ‘Desire’ is present—egoistic or
altruistic, for one's own self or for others—still a ‘Desire’, qualitatively
the same kind of ‘Desire’, although quantitatively it is different,
referring to one oniy, or to more. Thus, egoistic love refers to one
only ; altruistic, more than one.

1. From the Psychological Standpoint.

It may be objected here that, egoistic love and altruistic love are by
no means of the same kind qualitatively—egoistic love alone is selfish,
impure, not altruistic. The reply to this is that, psychologically,
the fecling of love sud the consequent desire for the well-being of the
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beloved object, as well as the activities that follow from the same, are
exactly the same in all cases, whatever bes the objects to which these
are attached and directed.

Take two simple cases. A ‘selfish’ father loves himself; an
funselfish’ mother love: her sou. Here, the first kind of love is
characterised as ‘egoistic’ ; the second, ‘altruistic’.

But do these really differ in any way, psychologically ¢ Evidently
not. Psychologically, a mental process does not'change when its object
chamges. For exampie, whether we perceive an elephant or an ant,
psychologically, the process of perception is exactly the same.
Similarly, whether we love Ram or Sam, psychologically, the process
of loving is exactly the same. In the very same manner, whether
we desire for sugar or salt, psychologically, the process of desiring is
exactly the same. FHere also, the love of the selfish father for his own
self, and the love of the unselfish mother for her son are, psychologically,
exactly the same. Again, the desire of the selfish father for his own
well-being, 'and the desire of the unselfish mother for her son’s well-being
are, psychologically, exactly the same. Finally, the activities of the self-
fish father to keep himself well, and the activities of the unselfish mother
to keep her son well are, psychologicaly, exactly the same. In this way,
psychologiclly, the so-calied ‘epoistic’ and the so-called ‘altruistic’ acts
are exactly of the same kind.

2. From the Metaphysical Standpoint.

Now, do these differ from any other standpoint—metaphysical or
ethical ? Now, inetaphy-icaily, from the standpoint of the ‘Noumenon,®
the Ultimate Reality, all empirical objects are of the same status, and the
same is the case here, no less.

3. From the Ethical itandpoint.

Ethically, also, can any real distinction be drawn between the two }
This seems to contradict flatly the ordinary view, which makes so much
of the distinction between an ‘egoistic’ and an ‘altruistic’ act, taking
the former to be entirely vicious abd the latter, virtuous. But this is an
undeniable fact. If by an ‘egoistic’ act we mean an act, referring to
one’s own self—then that is not necessarily vicious; and if by an
'altruistic’ act we mean an act, referring to others,~—then that, too,
is not necessarily virtuous. Here, really, evervthing depends on the
actual behaviour of the person conerned.

Suppose a starving father steals some food to feed himself, and
suppose a poor mother steals some food, exactly in the same manner, to
feed her starving son—are not both the same kind of stealing,
and ethically condemnable in exactly the same way? Again,
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suppose a father arranges for the murder of his business rival to
get rich himself; aund suppose 2 mother arranges for the murder
of het son’s buiness rival to make het som rich—are not both exactly
the same kiud of murder and ethically condemmnable in exactly the
same way ? In the same manner, if the ‘seifish’ father looks after his own
interests as a moral, law-abiding citizen, demanding only what he is
socially aud morally entitled to and trying to get only what is neccssary
for his own proper maintenance ; and if the ‘unselfish’ mother does the
same for hier son—are not both these acts equally right, ethically?

In this way, the common distinction between ‘egoistic’ and
‘altruistic’ acts, as vicious and virtuocus, 1espectively, does not really
stand to reason. As a mnatter of fact, both are equally ‘selfish,’ and
whether one is vicious and the other virtuous depends ot something
else—as shown above~—viz. on the actual activities of the persons
concerned,

(C} Uniqueness of Indian Ethics

This is the view of Indiam Ethics, and n this respect, this is
ebsolutely unique and unparalleled in the History of Ethies For, in
all other ethical systems of the world, the final critericn of Morality is
fvirtue-vice’ and ‘virtuous acts are taken to be the highest, purest,
aud most perfect kinds of acts, tending to the Sumuoum Bonum or the
Highest End of Life. But in Indian Ethics, both the vrituous acts or
Punya-Karmas and the vicious ones or Fapa-Karmas, are, as shown
above (P ), equally ‘Sakama-Karinas' or ‘selfish acts’ Hencey these
can never lead to the ‘Summun Bonum' ot Life,i e. *Moksa or Mukti-
or Salvation. On the contrary, as shown absve the Punya-Karmas
and the Papi Karmasg equally lead to "Samsara® or worldly existence
repeatedly ; and, the first condition for Moksa is the complete cessaticn
of such ‘Sakama-Karmas'—Punya and Papa,

From the strictly narrow empirical point of view, of course,
a distinction has to bs drawn between ‘Pnnya-Karmas' and Pipa-
Karmas,—otherwise, ordinary, everyday, piactical life will be impossible.
That is why, as stated above from the siandpeint of this
Ewmpirical Ethics, it is said here that ‘Punya-Karmas’ lead to ‘Svarga’
or ‘Heaven’, while 'Pipa-Karmas’ to ‘Naraka' or Hell; But ‘Svarga’ is
by no means ‘Moksa,’ which alse i3 a unjque yoint in Indian “Moksa-
Tattva’ or Doctrine of Salvation. (See below the S=ction on "“Salvation}

(&) Egoistic and sltruistic, Selfish and <'neelfish &cts.
To recapitulate, let us once again, in the end, refer to the real

distiction between, (i) ‘Kgoistic' or ‘Svarthpapara’ and ‘Altruistic’ or
‘Pararthapara’ Acts, or ‘Karmas’. (ii} *Virtuous’ or ‘Pugyya’ aud 'Vicious,'



Mutuality of Cause and E fect 208

ot ‘Papa’ Acts or ‘Karmaa,' (iii} ‘Selfish’ or ‘Sakama’ and ‘Uunselfish’ or
‘Niskama’ Acts or 'Karmas." (P. 293, 302

As we have seen, the Classification or Division of Acts, as under
(i’ and (ii), involve the logical fallacy of Cross Division. This means
that an KEgoistic Act may be both virtuous and vicious; so alsoan
‘altruistic’ one.

Again, ‘egoistic’ and ‘altruistic’ acts do not differ qualititatively,
both being equally ‘Sakama-Karmas', but may do so only gquantitatively.
(P. 302). An 'egoistic’ act necessarily refers to one, while an ‘altruistie?
act may refer to one or more, When it refers to more than one, it differs
from an ‘egoistic’ act quantitatively ; and not otherwise

Again, ‘virtnous' and ‘vicious’ acts alse do net differ qualita-
tively, both ceing equally ‘Sakama-Karmis’ But from the standpoint
of Empirical Ethics, these differ in their resutlts, viz. Heaven and Hell
(P. 306).

Again, ‘Sakima-Karmas' and ‘Nigkama-Karmas' differ qualitatively.
{P, 233). For, even when an altruistic act, which is at the same time
a virtuous one, embraces the whole world, aiming at the goolof the
entire mankind, it remains a ‘Sakama-Karma', involving, as it does, a
‘desire’ for the well-being of all. Thus, the real distinction between
‘Sakama-Karmas' and ‘Nigkama-Karmas’ is due to the presence or absence
of *desire’—and not to number.

(M) Niskama-Karmas: Supra-Moral,

We have above referred to the 'Hmpirical Ethics’ (P. 308) of
Indian Systems. PFrom the standpoint of ‘Empirical Ethics’, Heaven
is the Highest End aud ‘Virtue is the Highest Means’. But from the
standpoint of ‘Supra-Empirical Ethics’, Salvation is the Highest End,
and Niskama-Karmas, leading to Jpana and/or Bhakti, are the Highest
Mezns, Such ‘Niskama-Karmas’ are supra-moral. As the agent here
is not responsible for his acts, in the ordipary sense of t e term,
\P. 283—~4) he cannot, also, be judged as merally good or bad for
his acts. Just as the ‘shining’ by the sun. the blowing’ by the wind,
the ‘flowing’ by the river, the 'bloomiang’ by the flower (See P.281)
are neither morally good, nor morally bad, so the Niskama-Karmas of
a Mumuksa and a Mukta, also are neither morally good, nor morally
bad—but above such ordinary ethical judgments, (See below the Section
of “Salvation”).

(N) Mutuality of Cause and Effect
inana and Karma : Births and Selfish Acts.

In counection with the Law of Karma, two difficult questions
were raised above (See P. 185. Again, in connection with the first
guestion.—viz. What, if any, is the way out of the ‘Samsara-Cakra’ or
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seemingly endless series of Births and Re-birtha ? —, the nature of
Nigk#ma.Karmas, the only way out, has been discussed above. (P. 187)
Now, the second, still more difficult question remains to be

disposed of. (See P, 277},

{A) Mutusl Relation between Jnana and Kerma

The difficulty, here, may be stated as follows :—

According to the Law of Karma, *Sakima-Karinas' lead to a
new birth, so that its ‘Phalas’ or appropriate results may be experienced
there, as required by the canons of Justice. But in this new birth,
new Sakima-Karmas, are performed, leading to a further new birth and
soou. {See P, 185)

Now, here we fiud that ‘Karmas' require ‘Jauma’, for, ‘Karmas’
or acts can be performed only in a particular birth. But, again, ‘Janma’
requires ‘Karmas', for the Jiva is born for experiencing the results of
its past ‘Karmas’. In this way, unless there be ‘Janmas’, there cannot
be any ‘Karmas’; again, unless there be ‘Karmas’, there cannot be any
‘Janmas’. So, which precedes whichi ? Is Janma' first, or ‘Karma'}
How to explain‘the very beginning of Creation ¢

{B) Autuality of Cause and Effect.

In Western Logic, we have a similar instance in what is ordinarily
called ‘Mutuality of Cause and Effect’. Take the ordinary example
of a hen and an egg. Here, also, the very same question may be asked:
‘Which precedes which?' From a heun, we get an egg , from an egp,
we get a hen, and so on, continuously. So, which do we have in the
very beginning t a hen or an egg? Hence, the concept of Mutuality
of Cause and Effect has been brought in to solve the problem. It is said
here, that each of the terms, viz. ‘hen and egg’ in the two-term series,
is a cause and an effect, in rotation. Thus, when a ‘hen’ preduces an
‘egg’, she is the cause of the effect ‘egg’; but when an ‘egg’ produces a
‘hen’, it iz the cause of the effect ‘hen’. In this way, a ‘hen’ is both the
cause and the effect ; so is an ‘egp”.

(C) Bijankura-Nyaya.

In Indian Philosophy, we have, the famous Maxim ‘Bijankura-
Nyaya’; or the ‘Logical Maxim of Seed and Spirout’. As in the case of
the hen-egg mutuality, so in this case, no less, there is a relation of
‘Mutuality of Cause and Effect’ or Inter-dependence between a seed
and a sprout. Thus, from a seed, we get a sprout; again, from a
sprout, we get a seed, and so on,

So, according to this Logical Maxim of ‘Mutuality of Cause
and Effect’ or Inter-dependence, it has to be admitted, willy-nilly, that
the very first beginning bere cannot he logically explained. In fact,
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it is not possible for us to say definitely as to whether atthe very
beginning, there was a hen or an egg, a seed or a sprout, and sc on.

( ) Samsara is Anadi.

According to Indian Philosophy, also, it is not logically possible
for us to explain the very first world-creation. Heuce, the above
“Samsara-Cakra” or wheel of Earthly Existeuce has been taken to be
“Anadi”, or without a beginning, but not ‘Ananta’ or without an
ead, for separate individuals, (See P. 190). As in a wheel or a circle,
there is no begiuning—every point may he the beginning and the end
at the same time, so in this ‘Wheel of Earthly Existence’ or '‘Samsira-
Cakra’, also, there is no beginning. Hence, it is not possibie for us to say
definitely as to whether ‘Janma’ precedes ‘Karma® or ‘Karma’ precedes
‘Janma’,

But is this not an admission of ignorance regarding a fundamental
philosophical fact, viz. that of creation If the very beginning of
creation cannot be logically explaiued, then what philosophical system,
worth the name, can ever hope to stand on its own? For, is not
‘Creation’ a fundamental Philosophical Problem ? (See P. pR

{E) Solution of the Problem from the Temporal Standpoint.

The answer to this very legitimate query is as follows (See
below) \-—

From the temporal standpoint, such an ignorance is but natural,
If we speak in terms of the ordinary canse-effect relation, involving
an antecedent and a cousequent $ a thing preceding and a thing succee-
ding, then we have also to admit that as time canmnot stand still, what
is ‘preceding’ is also ‘succeeding’ simultaneously. Thus, there is no
absolute point in Time, to be characterised as the ‘first’ or the ‘last’.
In fact, the very conception of Time implies ceaseless flow or changes,
and all changes are relative, and what is relative, can bhave no absolute,
existence.

Thus, although, from the worldly slandpoint, we separate the
‘canse’ from the ‘effect’, as two absolute existences, that is really
sowething artificial. So, as the very concept of Time is not applicable
to God, the Timeless, Never.changing Being, it canuot also be applied
to His acts of Creation. Hence, if we try to explain creation in terms
of T'inte, it paturally becomes unintelligible to us. That is why, the
woild has been taken to be ‘Apadi’, or something the first beginning
which cannot be logically or intelligibly explained.

{7) Solution of the Problem fro u the Divine Standpoint.

But from the Divine stand point, it is “Anadi’ in a quite different
sense. (P.284). From this standpoint, creation is but a ‘sport’ or
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a 'Lila’, on the part of Brahman. (P.52~53, P. 246), and tollows {rom
His very nature as a Loving Blissful, Playful God. Hence, as such a
Loving, Blissful, Playful God is eternal, having no beginning and no
end, His Cosmic Play with Himself, viz. the Universe of Souls and
Matter, is also eternal, having no beginning and ro end. So, fiom this
standpoint, there arises no question as to which ‘precedes’ which, and
which ‘succeeds’ which. (P. 370.

Thus, here, we are on the Horns of a Dileimnma t—

If Creation be a Creation in ‘Time, then no Beginning is
couceivable ; aud if Creation be a ( reation not in Time then mno
Beginniug is possible.

Either, Creation is a Creation in Tim=; or Creation is a
Creation not in Time.

Therefore, ¢itler, no Beginning is conceivable, or, no Beginning
iy possible.

But as unusual with Dilemmas, the above Dilemmsa is both
formally and materially valid.

Iu this way, the * Anaditva® or the state of being ‘beginningless’
quite fits in on the part of the Universe.

This, in fact, simply shows the inadequecy of ordinary categories
of Substance, Cause, Space, Time, Change etc, in the case of transcen-
dental realities. 1'bus, Brahman, or the Transcendent Being does pot
exist as a Substaunce that becomes, does not produce as a cause an effect
outside Himself, does not occupy space, there being no space, nothing
outside Him ; does not occur in Time, does not change. Such a unigue
Brahman is Brahmau of the Vedanta, One only without a second,
without comparison, without parallel or analogy of any kind whatsoever.

{G3) First objection against the law of Karma ¢
Self-completeness of Life.

As has been said above, Karma-Vada, or the Law of Karma is a
fundamental prop of Indian Philosophy. T, ). But it is, indeed, a
usique Doctrine, not found in any other Philosophical system of the
world. Hence, naturally. it has been deeply misunderstood ard wvastly

villified by quite a few foreigners.

Thus, three tnain objections may be raised against the Law of
Karma.

The first objection is as follows: —

According to the Law of Karma, past zctions produce results int
a future life. But, this surely, is very unjust. Why should events of
life be dragged on to a different life—if, of course, there is actually such
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alife! Ouelife is one complete whole—trom birth to death. Even if
there be more than one life for an individual, then each tife should be
taken to be self-sufficient and self-complete. Death is an absolute break,
If there be anything beyond it, let that be a new something,—a new
beginning, 2 new life, a new birth, ILifeis au absolute beginning. If
there he anythiug prior to it, let that be taken to be past and gone, dead
and buriel with no overhanging shadows, with no extending hands,
with no penetrating gripe.
{A) Refutation of the First Objection against the Law of Karma.

If we pause a little to grasp the real implication of the Law of
Karma, then we shall see that, as meutioned above {P. 184), it is not
at all an unjust Law, but, on the contrary, a stupremely jnst oue.

(A) Law of Karma is a Law of Justice.

First, what is ‘Justice’ and, what, ‘Injustice ' ‘Justice* means
that one gets what is one’s due, Due as what ? Due asa human being,
in the proper sense of the term. Awnd, the maiu content of Justice is
that the individual gets proper results for that for which he is responsible.
This ‘responsibility’ is a fundamental ethical concept. If we are free,
we are responsible ; if we are responsible, we have to face the results.
Suppose, we canuot do so due to some other extrauneous causes. But
will that wipe awayour respousibilities ? Lvidently not. For example,
a murderer who fless to another country may temporarily escape
punishmeunt ; but will any one say that it is just ¥ In the samne manner,
Death also, cannot put a sudden eud to all our responsibilities and
liabilities, at all. Is this something very absurd, vere impossible, very
unintelligible ?

Now, what, after all, is the simple implication of the ILaw of
Karma p Ethically, as we have seen, it is, indeed, a Law of Justice. And
metaphysically, it is nothing but a law of Continuity.

(B) Law of Karma is a Law of Continuity.

It simply implies that Life is one contiunous whole; and every
part of ILife is organically and indissolubly conuected with every other,
Hence, what is past, is uot really ‘passed’—dead and gone, and over and
finished. But it relives in the present, which. again, flows on into the
future. In this way, Past, Present and PFuture formn one continuous,
unbreakable whole.

Now, according to our Indian View, Life is not confined to the
present birth in the present world only. For, "Life’ is that which, from the
beginning to the end, is directed towards asiugle end. Asa watter of
fact, in the present birth, no less it is continuity of parpose that binds all
the varisgated and even apparently contradictory interests and events

87
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together in course of the very same birth. According to the same criterion,
Life, say the Indian Sages, is not confined to the present birth only.
For, the end or the purpose remains the same ail throughout, viz.
Mokga or Mukti. ‘Till this purpose isnot fulfilled, Worldly Life is not
ended, and continues birth after birth, till, there is ‘Moksa. That is why,
births and deaths are not given so much importance in India,- for, birth,
after birth, the very same individual continues,~naturally being affected
by his previous births, naturally affecting his future births—in one
continuous series,

Hence, it is held by Indian Philosophers that, just as a prior
moment necessarily affects a later one ; just as Monday affects Tuesday ;
just as 1959 affects 1960—so exactly. does one life affect another,
inevitably, indubitably, invariably,

Is that not very appropriate from the Metaphysical standpoint ?
For, Metaphysics cannot tolerate any gap or interruption in the world-
system, at all. Really, the special task of Metaphysics is to bridge
over all apparent gulfs, to heal up all apparent breaches, to bind
together all apparent breakages, thereby, bringing to light the inherent
unity and continuity of life and the world.

If we take such a panoramic view of life, then why should not the
Sakama-Karmas of oue life produce effects in another ?

Now, let us see as to whether any justification can be found of the
Law of Karina in other spheres of knowledge.

(C) Sphere of Biology : The Law of Heredity.

Biclogy, by common consent, isa very important science. Aud, do
we not find the Law of Continity lLere, toop A fundamental Law of
Biology is the Lw of Heredity. And, according to this Law, physical
and mental characteristics are trangmitted through the ‘genes’, generation,
after generalion, from parents to children, fromt forefathers to progeny,
from ancestors to descendants.

This is a clear evidence that Science admitsthe Law of Continuity,
Ag a malter of fact, whatever may be asserted by the Euvironmentalists,
it is ap accapted fact that after all, Heredity is much more important
than Eavironment. A proper kind of Eavironment is, of course, necessary
for the development of a characteristic. But still, if a characteristic be
not already present, how can it, then, be developed 7 1f the seed be bad,
how can excellent seil, light water, air producea good plant ? Thus,
what the individual inherits at the very beginning of his existence,
determines the whole of his life to a very large extent,

1. First Difficulty with regard to the Law of Heredity.
But if you come to think of it, is not this Law of Heredity a very
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unjust one? We koow that certain heinous diseases are hereditary,
and “Sins of fathers are visited on their children.” But why should the
poor children suffer for the sins of their fathera? Why should they
be baru blind, cripple, feeble-minded and the like for no faults of their
own ? Isthat not very unjust ?

Is not, the Law of Heredity, as a matter of fact, far more unjust than
the Law of Karma—stigmatised as unjust, by many ¢ For, according to
the Law of Karma, one’s own voluntary acts produce their appropriate
results in the next birth. But according to the Law of Heredity,
others’ acts produce their appropriate results, generations later, in the
lives of innocent victims, or otherwise. Is it not far more unjust that an
individual should experience the resulis of others’ acts than that he shouid
experience the results of his own? In fact, as showu above, there is
really nothing uanjust if one undergoes the results of one’s own voluntary
acts. But if this L,aw of Karma be not admitted, then the Law of Here=
dity, ordaining that an iudividual has to undergo the results of others’
voluntary acts, and others’” constitution—physical and mental—and so
on—becomes neces:arily a supremely unjust Law.

2. Second Difficulty with regard to the Law of Heredity.

There is also another difficulty in the Law of Heredity. According
to this fundamental, biclogical Law, the fertilized ovum, the first
beginning of an individuai’s life, contains all the elements of Heredity,
and is responsible for the whole future life of the individual. Now, this
fertilized ovum contains half the characteristics of the father, and half of
the mother. Here, naturally, many combivations are possible. For
example, suppose, the father possesses A, B, C, D ; the mother, P,Q,R:S;
then the combinations may be ABPQ, ABRS, CDPQ, CDRS, ABPS,
ABQS, and so on. Now which combination a particular child will inherit
is entirely accidental—Biology can afford no explanation at all for it.
Yet the whole life of the child depends on that combination.

Take an ordinary example, Suppose, the father is physically ugly,
but mentally brilliant ; while the mother is physically beantiful, but
mentally deficient. Now, suppose, the first child Ram inherits the mental
brilliancy of the father aud the physical beauty of the mother ; while, the
second child Sam inherits the physical ugliness of the father and the
mental deficiency of the mother. Thus, Ram grows up to be a handsome,
intelligent boy ; Sam, an ugly, foolish boy. Now, why should there be this
kind of difference between Ram and Sam 7 Why should Ram be favoured
with all the choicest gifts of God, and not poor Sam ¢ DBiclogy or any
other science, cannot reply. The different combinations which different
individuals inherit are, thus, taken by science to be purely accidental, for
which no reason can be assigned,
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Here, the Indian Law of Karma is the only possible explanation.
Ram and Sun, inherit different combinations according to their own past
Karmas. In this way, the present distinctions between Ram and Sam
—physical, mental, social, economical and so on—are due to their own
past Karmas whicli were not able to produce their appropriate results
before.

In this way, eithet the Law of Heredity—which is essentially a Law
of Continuity—is absolutely uniutelligible, hapbazard and wojust. Or, it
is also an application of the more fundamental Law of Karma. [s there
any way out ?

(D) Sphere of Peychology ! The aw of Relativity.

As in Biology, dealing with Life, so in Psychology, dealing with
Mind, continuity is a fnndamental Law. The very description of Mind
as ‘“‘a stream cousciousness”’ shows that in the mental sphere no less, the
past essentially influences the present; the present, the future.

Take any Psychological Law, e.g. the Law of Contrast, or the
General Law of Relativity., In all (hese cases, the prior influences the
later in such a way, as even to change the later’s very nature. Take half
of an orange peel, tasted before tasting sweets, and half, tasted after.
Are not the sensations quite different,—one sweet, the other sour ? Is this
not continuity ?

Take, again, Laws of Educational Psychology. All of these hold
that lassons icarnt in very early life, maxims practised then, habits formed
during that period—continue to affcct the whole of the later life.

Take, again, Freud's Depth Psychology, According to this, the very
early desires of a child vitally affect the whole of his future life. For
example, the celebrated theory of ‘(Hdipus Complen’ of the Freudian
Schoo! implies that the first, fundamental sex- impulse of a child, called
the ‘B dipus Complex’, though repressed very early, continues to influence
materially the whole of the child’s future life.

Examples may be multiplied to show that in all scietices, the Law
of Continuity is a fundamental Law.

All these, of course, refer to the same Life, But the principle is
just the sanie, if another life can be conceived of. And, why cannot such
a life be couceived of ¥ In fact, as showu above, also to be shown below
(P. 18%), "Janma Janmantara-Vada’ or the Doctrive of Births and Re-
births, has to be accepted for explaining many otherwise inexplicable

facts.
" {(E) Sphere of Logic ¢ The Law of Causation.

Logic, as a science, takes the Law of Causation as its very
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foundation. But this I,aw of Causation, too, as we have seen, isa Law
of Countiauity. ‘A’ as the cause, continues into ‘B’ asthe effect. If this
be 50 in the present lifs, why caunot the causes continue into tlieir effects
in the nmext? Otherwise we have to say that some causes produce
their effects, some do not. But whyt No legitimate answer can be
given. It cannot be put at the door of natural phenomena, for, occurrences
in Nature can afford no esplanation at all, being purely mech-nical in
nature. It cannot be atiributed to individual efforts, for, often indivi-
dual efforts do not bear appropriate fruits, here and now ; while effortless
results may follow (See below).

What can  explain all these, except the Law of Karma?
In fact, if we coufine ourselves to the present life only, our outlook
b:comes so narrow that mauny facts, requiring expianation, escape our
notice ; or defy our attempts at comprehension and explanation, and we
happily. substitute the Law of Chance and the Law of Indetermini-m
for the Law of O:der and Harmouy. Is that not a retrogade step?

(F) Sphere of Ethics: 1he Eawofa ecessary Relation
between Virtue and Happinesas.

Hthics, as the Science of Conduct, makesa fundamental distinction
between ‘Right' and 'Wrong', ‘Virtue' and Vice'. Also, according to
Ethical Maxims, ouly those responsible for their own a:tts, are liable to
be judged as ‘good’ or ‘bad’, ‘viriuous' or 'vicious’ for the same. And, also,
according to Ethical Maxims there should be an essential relation bet-
ween *Virtue' and ‘Happiness' ‘Vice’ and ‘Unhappiness’.

All these fundamental Ethical Maxims imply two main things: —

(i) Anagent is {ully responsible for his Voluntary Acts, and
has to be judged as morally good or bad for the same.

(ii) A morally good act should bring its own rewards, a morally
bad -ct, its own punishment,

How is a Voluntary Action Judged ?

Now, let us take these two, one by cne,

(i) Here, the fundamental question is: By what part of a
Voluntary Action i8 the action to be judged ? (See P, 184'. By ‘Motive’
or intended end alone ? By ‘Intention’ or intended end and intenced means
alone * By ‘Work' or the actual result alone?

£ ceording to Western Ethica, [vtended Rerults are to be
morally Judged.

The Western View is that a Voluntary Action has to be morally
judged as ‘good’ or ‘bad’y mot by ‘Motive’ or End, as the end does not
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justify the means ; not by ‘Work’ or the actual result, amactsal results do
not always tally with the intended ones; but by 'lutention’ or Intended
End and Intended Means, taken together.

Now, what is the Indian view ? The Indian View, as referred
to above 'P. 181), cleatly states that every 'Karma’ (meaning, of course,
Voluntary Action) must produce a "Karma-Phala ; (or appropriate result) ;
and every 'Karma-FPhala’ must produce ‘Karma-Phala-Bhoga; (or ex-
periencing of the results), or be exper'enced by the Karma-Karta ; (or free
and rational agent), Hence, according to the Indian View, the ageut
here, must experience the actual resuit, and not the intended one,

Here, what exactly is the distinction between ‘actual result’ and
‘intended result’ ? When the actual result tallies with the intended result,
there is, of course, no distinction. When the actual result does not tally
with the intended result, then, there is, indeed, a d‘stinction ; aund that
may be due to many causes, as the case may be. Many of these causes or
ecircumstances are due to the individuval concerned himself, ¥, G., when
a student slips and falls, thereby dislocating his wrist, and fails in the exa-
mination, as a result that slipping oo his part is ealled an ‘accident’—
but in the universe which is a ‘Cosmos’, there can be no ‘accidents’ acci-
dents are only causes unknown So, this ‘slipping’ must be due to causes
—and who knows it may be due to the student's own carclessness. In
that.case, naturally, he himself is fully responsible for it, and so fully
responsible for the actual result, though it does not correspond to the
intended one.

But cases may occur where 1he causes or ¢circumstances, that make
the actual result quite different from, even cpposed to, the intended one,
have nothing to do with the iadividual concerned himself. Eg., here, the
student might have been pushed suddenly by a mad man, and hence slip-
ped. So, how caun he be, then, Leld respousible for this 'slipping’, and,
for that, the actual resulls, quite distinet from the intended ones?

The answer is that, this very circumstance of being suddenly push-
ed by a mad man occutred to him alone, and not to his friends, Why? If
this cannot be explained by his present Karmas, the only explanation is
that this was due to his own past Karmas. In this way, willy-nilly,
knowingly or unknowingly, because of his present action, or because of past,
he himself is responsible for the causes or circumstances which produce
the actual result, as distinct from the intended one.

The fact is that, as will be shown later on {Section on ‘The
Refutation of the Second Objecticn against the Law of Karma’, included
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uvoder the Section, ‘“The Refutation of the Seventh Objection agrinst
the Law of Xarma”), an individual is born with certain lieredilary
characteristics atd environmental circumstances, according to his own
past Karmas, but for the rest, he is free. So, if the actual results do not
tally with the jutended ones, then the circumatances responsible for the
same must be due to his past or present Karmas. So, he has to be held
fulty responsible here, no less.

I the above example, the fact of being suddenly pushed is taken
to be merely ‘accldenta!” ¢r something ‘inevitable’ over which oune has
no cotrol at zll, But how can Science really recognise something that
is purely -accidental” or ‘imevitable’? 8o, according to the Law of
Karma, the so-called accidents or inevitable occurrences are due to
the past or present Karmas of those particular individuals themselves.

According to Indian Ethics, 2 ctual Results are to be

morally . udged.

Thus, according to the Iudian View, Karma means 'Voluutary
Action’, (P. 184), ‘Karma-Phala’ means "Actual Result, iuteuded or not';
‘Karma-Phala-Bhoga® means experiencing the consequences of the
above actual results. As here the individual is—willy-nilly, knowingly
or unknowiugly, because of his present action or because of past—
responsible for the actual results, whether interded or not, it is bnt
Jjust aud proper that he shon'!d experience joysor sorrows and the like,
as the appropriate consequences thercof,

This hasbeen fully explained above (P. 184),

It has also been shown adequately as to how this is a Law of
Justice (P. 184).

The Place of Death in Indian Philorophy.

8o far, Western Ethics fully agrees with Indian FEthies. But
according to the Indian Standard, Western Ethics deces not proceed
to the end, but stops in the middle, For. Western Eihics does not admit
‘lTanma-Janmantara-Vada’ or the Doctine of Births and Re.births. But
says Indian Ethics: Can Death obliterate everything, stifiling the voice
of Justice ? Can an individual escape the just consequences of his
own voluutary acts, simply because Death spreads its ominous pall over
him ? Is Death such a great blessing as to make him enjoy all the
pleasures of all his numerous good deeds? Is Death such a great curse
as to make him suffer all the painsof all his numerous bad deeds, the
results of which have not yet been experienced ?
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N, according to the Indian View. Who knows—to a virtuous man,
Death may prove to be a curse ; to a vicious man, a blessing ?

Hence, the Indian tendency is not to give so much importauce to
Death, as such. It is simply the Door to a new life— wlhich may prove to
be really a ‘new’ life, with further ‘Sakama-Karmas,’ a]l given up, and
Niskama-Karmas performed; or, which may prove to be only anew
repetition of the old life of czdinary cravings and failings.

That is why, to givea full scope to the Law of Karma to the end,
Indian Philosophers bave unhesitatingly formvuleted the further Law of
Births and Re-births, ‘Janma-Jaumintara-Vada,' as noted above. This
simply implies, that under no circumstances whatsoever should the
individual be allowed to evade his moral responsibilities and the just
consequences of his own voluntary acts.

In this way, from the sphere of Ethics also, we get, a full justifica-
tion of our Law of Karma. Can a more just Law be concejved of 7

1. Relation be'ween Virtue and Happiness.

{ii) Now, let us cons'der the second fundamental implication of
Ethical Maxims, referred to ahave, (P.185),
if an act be morally good, then it is expected,according to all canons of
Justice, that it will bring happiness, name, fame, health, wealth, success
and the like fo the agent. Qu the contrary, if an act be morally bad, it is
excepted that it will bring unhappiness, condemntion, poverty, failure
and the like to thie agent, But dces this realy happen ! Seldom. For,
is not the world fall of of instauces of virtnous men suffering, and vicious

men prospering ?
Difficulties in Western Solutions :

Western Ethics seems to have no solution of this very difficult
problem:,

Oue comwmon solution may be that—what is apparently suffering in
the eyesof the weorld, is really not so in the eyesof the virtuous man.
In the very same jnauner, it may be said that, what is apparently happiness
in the eyes of the wrld, is really not so in the eyes of a vicious man. Thus,
even in the midst of all poverty, diseases, infamy, failure and the like, a
virttous mau remains unaffected and unperturbed, calm and peaceful,
satisfied aud and biissful in the firm conviction that he is doing his own
duties, that e himself is really untouched by all these worldly sins. Ina
similar, way, in the midst ofall wealth, name, success, a vicious man really
suffers immeuasely due to the constant prickiogs of his own conscience.
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But this solution does not seem to be logically tenable, After
all, here we are dealiug with ordinary men ordisary "Sakama-Karmis’
ordinary individuals, aiming at pleasure and striving to avoid pain. In
such a case, it is not to be expected that even a virtuous man should
rise to such a height as to be unaffected by worldly pains and sufferings.
After all, the pangs of hanger, the torture of diseases, the paivs of
bereavement, povertv, infamy etc. cann t be dismissed off simply as non-
entities, These are bound to aff=ct even a goaod, vittuous man and make
his life totally miserable Similarly, it canpot, lecitimately, be expected
that a vicious man should possess a conscience, Thus, we lave to admit
that virtuous men do suffer and vicious men enjov in the world often.

Merits of Indian Solution.

So, what is the way out ? ‘The way out, as nsual, is this celebrated
Law oi Karma. Accordiug to this Law, as we bhave secen, acts, if not
capable of producius their appropriate results in the present life, have
to do so in a future vne. Hence, if we ind in the world that a virtuous
man is sufferiug sorrows, we have to explain this by his past Karmas,
Also His present good deeds are not bearing their appropriate “fruits,’
and are being accumnlated for 1 future-occasion. The same is the case
with a vicious man,

Law of Karna is the best possible Solution.

Iz there any better explanalion? Pause and think, It will be
very difficult to find any. The ordinary reasons advanced,—viz. that the
proper formation of character requires trials and tribulations, i. e, the
capacity tosuffer for che sake of righteousvess and come out victorious
in this moral struggle—do nut seein to be of any use here, For, althoupgh
it is true that the real moral worth of an individual comes out wore
clearly in the inidst of sins and sorrows, failures and frustrations,
degradations aud diappointments, yet the question may legitimately be
asked as to whv the ultimate victory, with all its rewards, sheuld not
result here—before the eves of all, to show the rewards of virtues, and the
punishment of vices. “Why should these te left for a future occasion—
Heaven or Hell, as the case may be ¥ Ate we to take it, then, that virtue
will b*ing sorrows here, ouly with the hope of joys in Heaven . Vice
will bring joys here only with the apprehensjon of sorrows in Hell 7 But
why ¢ Ifa voluntary action is « estined to produce an appiopnate result
in the world, it should do so here in the world—why should everythicg
be left for a future world ¢

28
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Some | egitimste Questions Replied.
The Crux of the whole thing here is this :—

First Question.

( If we take an ordinary worldly action, good or bad, it is meaut
for producing an appropriate result. In tae langnage of Indian Ethics, it
isa *Sakama Karma’, aiming at a definite ‘Pbala’ or result. In the
language of Western Ethies, it is a ‘Voluntary Actiim’, having & definite
end. 8o, according to all criteria, its most essential part is the resnlt
that will follow from it ; and so, there is an organic, necessaty relation
betweets the act and its result ; and an act is an ‘act’ because it leads
to a result ; while an act is a mnere ‘movement’, if it does not. If there
be such an essential, indissolub’e relation between an act and its reeult,
then it is expected that the two should be always together. In that case,
only one definite and particalar kind of result can foilow from only one
definite and particular kind of act. As a ma:ter of fact, there isa
necessary relation between a cause and its effect ; and one particular cause
produces one particular effect ; and one particular effect follows from one
particular cause,

Here, a voluntary action, that is, a virtuous or a vicious deed, has
an appropriate result viz.,, pleasure in the case of the former ; and pain, in
that of the latter, according to all canous of Justice and Morality S, if
we admit a necessary relation beiween a cause and its effect, then we have
also to say that the cause must produce that definite effect, one day or other,
—it must of necessity., Hence, a virtuous act must produce pleasure or
happiness in the world, cue day or cther,

Now, suppose, a virtuous deed fails to produce its appropriate result :
pleasure or happiness, in this world, What, will, then, bappen toits
appropriate result? pleasure or happiness ? According to the, Western
View, it will be produced in Heaven. But is that logical or just ? No,
for, logically, if an elfect is scheduled to be an earthly one, it cannot be
logically a Heavenly one. Aad, moraily, an earthly result should he
experienced on earth, and not elsewhere.

Reply to First Question.

However, let us consider the Indian View in this respect. Aceor-
ding to this View, there are two kinds of Pugys and Papa-Karmas, virtuous
and vicious deeds, viz those leading to resul's on earth ; and (hose leading
to results fn Heaven or Hell, as the case may be. The frst kind of
virtuous and vicious deeds are expected to produce their appropriate
results here on eanhi. But these may fail to do so due to many circums.
tauces, viz, -other connected events or circumstances, and the like,
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HK.g., a pitriotic person helps a fighter for the country’s freedom, during
a foreign rule and is severely punished for it. Here, due to other
connected circumstances, his virtuous deed of helping a patriot cannot
now produce its approprate results, viz. honour and happiness; and
pain results due to a previous vicious deed, the result of which could not
be experionced before, due to similar causes. So, this virtuons deed
should produce its appropriate result, pleasure or bappiness, later on in
the same life; and if that be not possible, in another life, But it has to
follow in an earthly life, not in Heaveu. Again, a patriotic person who
helps a patriot iu a free country inay be honoured immediately and thus,
this similar virtuous deed may lead to the appropriate result, pleasure or
happiness, here and now ; as the connected circumnstances are different.

In this way, accordivg to the Indian View, the appropriate
results of the first kind of virtuous or vicious deeds must be produced
either in this life or birth, or in a next—and not in Heaven or Hell, as

the case may be. Logically and morally, this seems to be the only
way out.

Of course, logically and morally, it would have been best, if the above
first kind of wirtuous or wicious deeds were able to produce their appro-
priate results actually lere and now, 1n the present birch or life on carth,
Logically, it would have been best, as the cause would have, then, preduced
its effect immediately. Morally, it would bave been best, as the demands of
Justice weuld have, theu, been tulfilled immediately, serving as perceivable
examples of the fundameuntal Ethical Muxim t Virtue brings its own
rewards ; Vice, its own pumshment.”

But as this is, unfortunately, not possible, three alternativea
are left :—
(i) The appropriate results never follow.
(ii} These follow in Heaven or Hell.
(iiij These follow in a next birth or life, as the case may be.
(i) This, evidently, is not acceptable at all, according to the Law
of Karma.
(ii) This is the Western View, not acceptable to Indian
Philosophers, as shown above (P. 218).
(ii1) ‘This is the Indian View, and under the circumstances, the
only possible solution.

Second Question
A question still remains. Jt has leen said above that if on 2
particular occasion, a virtuous deed, e. g, fails to produce its appropriate
result pleasure or happiness, then the actual result produced them, viz
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pain or sorrow, is the appropriate result of a prior vicious deed. But is
that not itself rather unjust ?

Reply to Second Question

The reply is : It has already been pointed out above that it would
have been best if all virtuous or vicious acts, scheduled te produce their
appropriate results on earth, did so here and now. Put untertunately,
as we have seen, Lthat is not always, rather, often, possible. The worid
is so vast and complex, and there are so many complex ‘Karmas® of so
many complex individuals, that simple, straightfirward re-ults cavnot
always follow. Uuder the circumstances, it would have been far wmore
unjust to allow a virtuous or a vicious deed to remsin, totally unexperien-
eed, with its appropriate result, than (o bave it experienced on a diflerent

occasion, later oH,

Third Question

A further qustion remains, If this te so, then, what, after all.
will be the moral value of such acts? For, if a virtuons man suffers
immensely for his good deeds, them even if these be the appropriate
results of his prior bad deeds, still, then will not the incividuval bimself
think that virtue leads to sorrows and sufferiogs, and be discouraged
from following the Path of Virtue ? Again, if a vicious man prospers
greatly for his bad deeds, then, even if these bLe the appropriate results
of his prior good deeds, stiil, then, will vot the individual himself think
that vice leads to joys and pleasures, and be encouraged to follow the
Path of Sin ?

Reply to 1hird Question

The reply is: It is true that in individoal casesy, this might
happeu. But what is the aliernative ? This is, inceed, a fundamental
difficulty of tbe Ethical Systems of all countnes, throughout the ages.
That virtue shoula brii g its own rewards imwediately, and vice its owuy
puuishmem-—-isafundameutal Maxim of Etuics ; that these do uwot—is
an equally fundamental Fact of Experience. So, the problem of protlems
here is: How to reconcile the two? Inilosophers after Vbilesophers,
Ethicists after Ethicists have ired to solve the problem in different ways,
but in vain,

You may say :

(i) External pleasure or pain, success or faiure do not realy
count here. What counts alone is internal peace or happmess, llence,
virtuous men, who exterually suffer, are, however, internally happy;
while, vicious men who externaily prosper, are, however, iuternally
ushappy.
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But this has been replied to before (See F. 216

(i) Virtuous men do not act or care for rewards.

This, tac, has been replied to ahove ( Ses P. 217 ). As even a
virtuous meu is a ‘Sakama Karmi', he aims at an end ; and as to whether
he expects,or not, a reward, is pot the mam point here, the main pont
is as to whether he should get a reward accord:ng to the Cauons of
Morality : and if he shoild, why he does not. Seo, the very same
difficulty remains.

And, what about a vicious man, under this head :

(iii, The prerent world is not a perfect one, but still in the precess
of evolution. So here there 18 10 nece-sary relation between ‘Virtue' and
‘Happinsss’, ‘V'ce’ and 'Unhappiness’, as demanded by Justice and Mora=
lity. ‘T'hat is why, at preseur, ouly in a lew cases, is Virtue actually
fullowed by i1s appropriate result viz. bappv ess ; for the rert, it takes place
in a perfeet place, viz. Heaveun. Batina future, more perfect world, we
may expect that virtue will bring its own rewards immediately, and sin its
own punishment.

But this is not the Indian View. Tuis kind of Daoctrine of Evolu-
tion is not aceepted by Iudian Philorophers. {¥ee below under the Section
on The Acit: Jagat'), According to the Indian View, the world is w hat
it is from the very beginning, and it has been shown many times alove,
that the warld is not “World’ as such, but. Brahman or His Sakti (See P. 69,
127 185). And, it depends on you how you takeit-—but ikat will not
change the nature of the worl) itseif.

Dactrine of Eveolution of no help here,

As a matter of fact, the Western Docirine of Evolution, applied to
the sphere of Ethics, does not seem lo be ef much help here in solving the
above problem. For, the question of questions here is : What would be the
jorm of the tinsily evolved, perfect world 7 Wiil there be, ¢an there be
sins and sorrows at all in such a perfect world ¢ Jf:o, Low canit be
called ‘perfect’, aud what distincrion would, then, there be between a perfect
and an ‘impertect’ worid. If not su, will not that perfect world
be ‘supra-moral’, outsrde the pale of ordinary morsl Judgements?
1n that case, really, tl:e above question does not arise at all. This, in fact,
is nothiog but the sphere of Niskdma Karmas', as explained above P.i¥7).
Here, as we have secn (P, 18v), there is no question of anv ‘Karma.Phala’
and ‘Karma-UCbala-Phoga'. So, the above question astc why a virtuous
or a vicious act does not lead to its appropriate result here and now, does
not arise at xll. In a perfect world too, if and when existent, there cavnot
be any distinction between 'Virtues' and 'Vices’, and so, there is really, no
ethical problem at all. The pr blem has to be faced really in an imperfect
world, like ours ; and solved there.
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From this standpoint, from the stacdpoint of the present world,
from the standpuint of ‘Saklima Karmas' perfortned here, the Law of
Karuta appears to be the ou'y possible and plausible solution. In this
way, in the sphere of KEthics, uo less, the Iaw of Karma stauds fully
justified.

{G) Sphere of Theslog: he Law of God’s All-mesrcifulness

and Impariiality.

The questions that may be raised in the sphere of Theology has
already been refer.ed to in the ve'y beginning of the Section, under the
heading : “Seventh Objection against Brahma-Karana Vada™. (P, 179).

As has beeu stated above, two grave charges may be brought
against God, the Creator of the univer-e, from the The logical Stand-
point, viz. (a} that of Cruelty or "*Nairghrpaya", (b) that of Partiality or
Vaigamya.

(H) Refutation of the charge of Cruslty against Brahman,

As has been mentioned above repeatedly, if the Law of Karma be
admitted, then the otherwise insoluble ethical and theological protlems
become easy to be solved. (P. 1£6)

Az we bhave seen, Indian Philosophy is initially pessimistic,
as it starts with the undeniable fact of pa‘us and sorrows as foond in
the world. 1t has a'so been exp'aised there that all these sins and
sorrovs are due the ‘Saklma -Karmas’ of the ‘Baddha-Jivas' themselves
(P. 186). For naturally, most of toe Karmas of the Baddha-Jivas or souls
in bo.adage, are vicious acts, leading to sorrows snd sufferings as their
appropriate sesults. Not only that, even the virtuous acts of the Baddha-
Jivas, though leading to joysaud pleasures as their appropriate results,
caunot bring about real bappiness or bliss. For, as explained above,
(P. 184, 204.., even these virtuous deeds are entirely *Sakama’ or ‘selfish’ in
nature aiming at trapsitory, earthly joys and pleasures. Now what is
transitory, caunot really be worth while or worthy in nsture Hence aven
the esrthly joys and pleasures cannot bring us real and permanent happi-
ne-ss. That is why, worldly existence has been rightly characterised as full
of intense sins aud sorrows, pains and suffer.ngs, imputities and imperfec-
tions. And “Mokga” or *Mukti” has been ¢ aracterised as “Salvation®
or “Emancipation” from such a painful, empirical existence.

Now, Lhe question naturally arises from the Theologial standpoint,
as to why sbhould God voluntarily create such a painful world and make
Jivas be born there ? Is He not, then, a very cruel, a very callous Being ?

Sins and Sorrows are due to the Sakama Karmas

As we have seen (P.150), this charge of Cruelty against Ged may
be eatily refuted if the Law of Karma be admitted. All these
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earthly sins and sorrows are not due to God, but to the individuals them-
selves. These individuals are subject to constant bisths and re births or
‘Sgmsara-cakra’ accerding te their own ‘Sakdma-Karmas’ So Brahman
caonot, evidently, be held respunsible for the sins ar d sortows, as found in
the world, So how can He be called 2 cruel or a callous Beirg?

Ethical Necessity for Creation.

Further, although the world is full of impurities and imperfections,
sing and sarrows, althaugh it is finally rejectille and “Moksa” or “Mukti”
means getting rid of this painful wordly existerce, stll, it too, has a pur-
pose and a value. For nothing can be purely useless or valueless in this
beautifully ordered, intelligently systematised Casmos of curs— so Dow can
the Cosmos itself be so 7 Now what is that purpvse ¢ The final purpose
in Indian philesophy is only sue——viz, “Mokga" or ‘Mukti”. The world,
too, serves that purpore,

But when it bas been said that "Moksa” or “Mukti” means getting
rid of 'SamsiAra’ or the world, is it not rather contradictory Lo assert, in
the same breath, that the very same ‘Saipsara’ or world serves the purpose
of *Mokga’ or ‘Mukti’'? No, it is uot s»ia the <ense tbat though ultima-
tely rejectible, the world is, indeed, » stepping-stone to "Moksa’ or "Mukti’
How ! Inthis way: The Law of Karma essentially implies that noless
and until the results of our ‘Sakama-Karmas' are fully experie ced,
births and re births will continue for the Jiva. sud 'Moksa’ or 'Mukti’ be-
come iwmrossible, Now, where can such Karma-Phalas or results of
‘Sakama-Karmas' be experienced ¢ In th: world only.

Thus, the world, too, has to be teleogically and never mechanically,
explained. ‘Thisis the, ‘Cau-e leading’ of the world, as mentioned above
(P 1&4). Thus the ‘Cause preceeding of the world is the ‘Sskama-Karma
of a Jiva ; while the ‘Cause leading’ is *Moksa’ or *Mukti',

Necessity for MNiskama-Karmas

Of course, as pointed out above, the world, or the present life or
birth of the individual wmay lead to new births, if new ‘Sakama-Karma
are performed unwisely :P.183:. But if 'Nigkdma-Karmas' are per-
formed, then the resulis of the old and accumulated *Sakima-Karmas® will
be experienced and thereby exhausted, openrng the way to “Moksa™ or
“*Mukti”, In any case, the would, the present birth or lite of the indivi-
dual is the only sphere where the K.irma-Phalas may be experienced
and exhausted, So, from the moral standpeint, from the standpoint of
Salvatiou-—the world, indeed, is essestial - although it sclely cepends
upon the Jivas themselves as to whether the same world will lead to the
tearing off of their bondage, or to further boudage.
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Hence, Brahman has to creste the world according to Lhe past
Sakima Karmas of tre Jivas, leavirg to the Jivas themselves as to whether
this will be beneficial or harmful to them. So, He cannot be accused of
cruelty at all.

In Western Ethics, all these worldly sorrows and sufferings are
taken to be esseutial for the formation and development of character,
as stated above (P. 217 This might be so, but this view fails to
explain as to why sauch sorrows and sufferings accrue more to
some, less to others, and here the distinction, evidently, cannot be ex-
plained except on the grounds of the Law of Karma.

2. Pefutation of the Charge of Partiality against Brahman.

"The second grave theological charge agaiust Brahman, as we have
seen (P. 185, is that of Partiality. That is, liere in the world, individuals
vary widely, and so it has to be said that Brahman is partial to some, to
the exclusion of others.

Individual Differences are due ta Sakama-Karmas of Jivas.

But here, tno, the same solation is the only possible solution. As
atready pointed out -P. 211), the main canses of individual differences are
the genes 1 the fertilized ova, or the hereditary characteristics nherited
by the Jivas at the very besinning of their individual existences, Now,
these as we have seen, are entirely due to the past Karmas of the Jivas
themselves P, 212}, Again, individual differences may, also, be dte
to environmental differences, which, too, are due to the past Karmas of
the Jivas themselves.

Failure of Modern Science in this respect.

Thus, Moderu Sc ence attributes individual differences to two main
causes ¢ Hered'ty and Environment. So, the parentage of an indivi-
dual, as well as the circumstasc=s under which he is brought up, and the
like, nake a'l the diferencesbetween individual and individual. But science
caunot explain as to why tnis child wli have this parentage and that
environment ; and that child that parentage and this envirvnment.
(P. 2111 This cau be explained by the Law of Karma alone.

Hence, all the ivdividua! difference are due to the individuals
themselves, and Brahinan cannot be held responsible for the same. Thus,
Brahaman caunot be accuse! of partiality at all, as He creatts the world
according to the past Karmas of the Jivas' themvelves,

Hence in common with other Vedautist Srikaptha, too, asserts
repeatedly :—
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“gft S AW —TIW WA GEA: REEE WIAg W A W
t N .
wHaRyEE gedera? | (092 )
“qa: wA AR afedeean P (k)
In refutation of the charges of Impartiality and Cruelty (Vaisamaya
and Nairghguva) against Brahman, it may be said, says Stikantha, that
these are entirely unfounded. For, all the differences, asfuund in the

universe, are due to the Karmas of the Jivas themselves. So, Brahman
canuot be held respousible for the same.

Objections against the Doctrines of
God s All-Mercifulness and Impartiality

In this connection, Srikaptha iu his Commentary refutes five
possible objectious against the above Doctrine that Brahman is not
responsible for the different lots of individuals, as found in the world—but
only the respective Karmas of those individuals themselves,

(i) First Cbjection and its Refutation
Cbjection

It has been said above (P, 185.86) that the world is created according
to the past Karmas of the Jivas themselves. Bot Karmas mu-t be done by
the Jivas, and cannot remain hanging in theair. However, at the beginning
of ¢creation, there are no Jivas, so how can, there be Karmas, and Creation
according to Karmas ?

Reply

As has been pointed cut above (P, 190 2(7), the ‘Samsara-Cakra®, or
the Series of Karma —Janma—Karma—Janma—and so on, is taken to be
‘Anadi’ or beginningless. Hence just as the Jivas are Anpadi, so are
their Karmas.

“qut SRS a1 SgEATEEAIRE Ed 5| seaTg-fadisd
"Hare: 1" (xt3k)
Creation is according to the Saka~ a-Karmas of Jivas

In fact, as has been repeatedly explained above ‘P, 185-186), if a Jiva is
born ou earth again, that only because its past Ksrmas have not been fully
exhausted or experiencel. Due to the moral force, latent in such ‘Karmas’,
the ‘Phalas’ or appropriate resultsof which have not as yet been experienced,
the Jiva has to be born again for experiencing the due results of such
Karmas. So, if there be no Karmas. there can be no ‘Systi’ or Creaticn
at all. Here. Creation beiug due solely to the Karmas of the Jivas them-
selves, Karmas must be there at the beginning of each Creation

Saka-na-Karma-Vijas reride in the “ubtle Body

But where do these reside t These reside in the Soul, or rather in the
29



228 Doctrine of Srikagtha

‘Suksma-Sarira’ of the Jiva, or the subtle-body of the individua! soul.
This subtle body accompaunies the Jiva till it gets rid of ‘Samsara Cakra’
or this cycle of births and re-births, and ia bleossed with ‘Moksa’ or
sMukti’, thongh the ‘Sthula-Satira’ of the Jiva is destroyed at the time of
death at the end of each birth (See below under the Section of ‘Cit 1 Jiva).
These are called 'Karmna-Samskara’ or impressions left by the past
‘Karmas' the results of whicl have not yet been experienced Thus, at the
beginning of each Creation, ! rahman, the Creator, makes each Jiva or
individual soul be boru agaiu on earth by associating it with a new
physical body and assigning it to a particular family, and so on, strictly
according to its 'Karma-Szmskaras’ o past Karmas, the resufts of which
have uct yet been experienced. The process sccording to which He
does so exactly, will be discussed later on.

Te this way, the above Objection viz. that at the time of Creation,
there are no Jivas, so there are no Karmas of Jivas—appears to be rather
a childish oue. As mentioned above (P. 84), the Jivas are eternal as the
Cit-Sakti of Brahman. So Pralava or Dissolution does not imply & total
destruction of the Jiva-Jagat; nor, Spsti, a new creation of the same.
Rea'ly, Creation means the manifestation of the Cit-Acit-Sakiis of
Brahman ; Dissolution means von-manifestaticn. 8o, the Jivas are always
there, in a manifested or in an unmanifested form. The real implications
of such a manifestation and nou-manifestation have been discussed
above {P. 68, 79).

Heunce, the Baddhas-Jivas, with their Karma-Semaskaras are ready
there at the time of Creation for Brahman to take note of and create each
accordingly.

$ays Srikantla in his Commentary :—

“qThea fg sari faf9a’ o8 @EAAERET @R GNegquAT

wnraes [kedT gafa )’ (R-g-34)

Being Ommiscient, the Lord knows all the numercus and varicus
Karmas of all the Jivas, and according to the same, creates the various
bodies and the like of those Jivas, so that they imay experience the
results of their past Karmas, in the new worid,

Appaya Diksita’s View

Here, Appaya Diksita iu his Subcommentry, “Sivarka-Mani-Dipika,
gives a nice example :—

qa’ = qur FEfy: g SqEagREnH al7-J YT AT ALQIGRE-

frogfatd @99 99qfia-age d99d 7 sfaggs, wadadsly agia-wd-

fElergery fMew-afd 39 7 6 AR9Td, SgA MIrEHUEiTET-geaRT
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IEYCARANFEUIIE  SqAERIRT  hater  awamag afe @ !
Qf TARgar Jerafgida A9 w-afEsh a1
( frars-wfa- Qe 834 )

An impartial Monarch cannot, evidently, favour some subjects and
prosecute others arbitrarily. Onr the contrary, he kas to take into
account their conduct, aud also consider whether their pleadings are
reasonable or not. Then al.ne can He, as an Impartial Judge, reward
or punish them, according to their actual acts. In the very same manner,
the Lord, too, rewards or punishes the Jivas, or creates them as having
different lots in the world. Tbisis the least that an Impartial Judge
can do. Otherwise, if He ereated all alike, in spite of their past Karmas
being different, then that would have made Him a totally Partial Lord.
Thus, creating Jivas as different is not at all unjust or partial. On the
contrary, cteating all J[ivas alike would bave been supremely unjust and
partial on His part.

{fi) Second Objection and its Refutation.
Objection

The creation of the world may be taken to be due tothe respective
past Karmag of the Jivas themselves, as shown above (P, 185-86) and this
may exonerate Him of the charge of partiality. But is wnot the wvery
creation of the world a very eruel act, as shown above (P.222}7 For no
one can deny that the worid is full of pains and sufferings, sins and
errors, impurities and imperfections. It is vo use being unduly and un-
justly optimistic and saying: “God’s in Heaven and all’s well with the
world.” God may be in Heaven or anywhere else ; but, at least, this much
iz certain that all is not well with the world. Just cousider the ccurse of
the world impartially, unemotionally, dispassionately—what will yru see ?
You will see but an unending series of : Birth—Growth— Decay— Death ;
or more properly, in the technical language of Philosophy—the
‘$ad\rikaras‘ or six kinds of mutations :—

Jabma, - Sthiti—Vyddhi - Vikara or Paripama—Jard or Ksaya—
Marana.

Ur Birth—Subsistence—Growth-——Change or Transformation—Old
age or Decav—Death,

Thus, from the beginning to the end, the life of a worldly soul, is
subject to counstant changes, and 1is, thus, essentially transitory or
non-eternal. So, how can permanent or eternal perfection and
happiness be ever possible here ? That is why, it is a well-known fact
that in the world, there might be a few pleasures, but pains are far
more nymerous ; there might be a few virtues, but vices are far more
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numerous ; there might be a few fulfilments, but frustrations are far more
numerous. In fact, it is also questionable as to whether any thing can be
really called 'pleasure’, “virtue’ ot ‘fulfilment in the world at all. So, it does
not need much argument to prove that the world is an intensely sinful
and sorrowf{ul one,

Aud, God in His supreme might and majesty, out of His own sweet
will and inclination, cteates such a world, non-chalantly and uncon-
cernedly. 8o, what kind of a (3od is He except a supremely Cruel One,
absolutely indifferent to the interests of the Jivas, absolutely unmoved at
the sorrows of the Jivas, absolutely untouched by the pleadings of the
Jivas, So, the charge of cruelty histo be br-ught against Brahman,
inevitably.

Srikantha puts the Objection thus :—

“ag M ga-geEt =Y. At sRaRaaaffagrew g sadd
QTR wd NA T §ff awsan | wuAdt @ W%, @ gd Wi aaaearn
Ha-g adgam, gfaat slam gt dedga odilg Awafa gw-
wrefgssfy affafaaq” (-taw)

Non-sentient Karmas cannot, at the beginning of Creation, create
the bodies and the rest of the Jivas. So the sentient Lord alone is
the Creator of all these. But how can Heever, being an All-merciful
Being, associate the Jivas. once again, with bodies and the rest and cause
them to be reborn, when prior to creation, they are quite bappy as not
being subject toany worldly experiences and pains ?

Reply

The above Objection has already been refuted above. (P. 1£6, 222)

 reation is necessary for Salvation

As Srikaptha and Appaya Diks'ta point out here, the act of Creatitn
does not, by any meauns, prove that Brahman is a supremejy Cruel Being.
On the contrary, it proves that He is a supremely Merciful Being and
the favourer of all—"Sarvaougrabaka*. And, iu what does His Favour
“Anugraha’ consist really?

“aigag: §9-f3937 GErFINRTET: °

( fomz-wity gifasr 2-3-3% )

Favour means enabling the Jivas to attain ‘Moksa’ or similarity with
Himself, after destroying their state of Bondage.

That is, God really favours Jivas, when He, according to their
8adbanas, leads them to ‘Moksa' or *‘Mukti’.

Now, this Moksa cannot be attained unless and until all Sakama-
Karmas are fully experienced and thereby exhausted, And for that, the
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Jivis have to be born oun earth., This is the great necessity of “Samsara”.
So, though ultimately rejectable, it is necessaryin the beginning Lo enable
Jivas to get rid of their Sakiima-Karmas. Thus, though paradexical, it
has to be admitted that *Samsara’ is the door to *‘Moksa” (P. 223). So says
Srikantha :—
“od FAIT NN 9% @FAY LEFTFQAT stami @fia’ gEgrag
fatfanaages argasdt gssmafar (¢30)

In this way, when the 'Karmas' are exhausted through ‘Bhoga’ or
experiencing, Brahman produces kunowledge regarding Himself in those
purified Jivas and thereby leads them to Moksa.

Appaya Dikeita’s View

Appaya Dikgita, with his usual sense of humour, here refers to the
case of 'Vrana and vaidya’ in his $iv3rka-Mar_1i-DIpika‘. Now, when a
patient is suffering from a boil or ‘Vrapa’, the physician or ‘Vaidya’
applies medicime to it to make it suppurated or *Pakva’, so that it may
burst forth, emitting the pus out, leading to relief and cure. But
prior to that, when the physician through the application of mediciue
and the like, tries to make the boil suppurate, that gives intense pain to
the patient for the time being ; still that cannot be helped and is meant
for the greatier benefit of the patient himself. In the same manner, the
physician applies different kinds of suppurating medicine 1o diferent
patients, suffering from different kinds of boils, Here, the physician is
never accused of eruelty and parliality., On the contrary, he is praised
as a very kiud and helpfal doctor tryisg to help his patients to attain
tieir euds, viz, cure of the discase.

‘3 fg AIfgal Aw-qsE SOEETNWEERY 9] @3E aiwEe

W-fRATIgE FHOAGVITTE: FISQTE 0 WAL 1T 9QsTd |7
( Fnars-afa s { 3-93y)

That is, when the doctor applies different quauntities of soda to boils
according to their nature, and also causes pain to the sufferers thereby, he,
as a kind doctor, is never open 10 the charges of cruelty and partiality.

Similar is the case with Brahman aud the Jivas. Brabman, as the
Supreme Physician of the Boil of Mundane Existence, has to subject
the mundane Jivas to the pain of mundane existence and apply the
medicine of ‘Karma’, or make them uudergo the results of their past
Karmas, so that the boil of Mundane Existence wmay burst forth and be
cured, leading to ‘Mokga®,

Taus, Brahman cannot be accused of Cruelty and Partiality simply
bacause He creates the world according to the past Karmas of 1he }ivas
thewmselves.
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(iii} 1hird Obgsction and its Refutation
Objection

Brahman is respousible for Pralaya or Universal Dissolution, Does
that vot prove Him to be a very Cruel Being ? For, destroying so many
millious and millions, of Jivas together, is, undoubtedly, the height of
cruelty and injustice (P, 56).

Reply
Destruction is according to the Past Sakama-Xarmas of Jivas.

Hence, it may be said, first, that like ‘Systi’* or *Creation’, ‘Pralaya’ or
Dissolution, too is due to the Karmas of the the Jivas themselves. The
exact process of this will be discussed later on (See the Section on '*The
Fifth Objection against the Law of Karma®’),

Utility of Jeath and Destruction

Further, itis wrong to hold that Pralaya is altogether a curse—-
for it may also be taken as a a great blessing in disguise. How ?

"o wamt dwe-sanr-affasami gafag  Asifadgem
TR T T WA 17 (R4-39)

In fact, Death, though so much dreaded and regarded as the greatest
of all worldly mishaps, sometimes proves beneficial to the Jivas them-
selves. For, what a great struggle-life is, according to common consent !
So, although led by our ows blind animal instincts, viz. the fundamental
instiucts of Self-preservation and Race-preservation, we harker for worldly
life, yet it caupot be denied that worldly life isa very strenuous and
tiring one ; and a rest and a respite are urgently needed. Death, surely,
affurds such a rest and a respite to such war-weary, life-weary, pain-
weary souls. In fa<t, according to the Videha-mukti-vadins, or those who
bold that “M ksa” or ‘Mukti"is poss:ble only after death, when all the
past Sakama-Karmas of Baddha-Jivas being fully experieuced are fully
exhausted, and the approriate *Sadhauas’ or spritual means fully foliowed
(See the Sectiou on "Salvation’). Hence, to such Baddha-Jivas, Death is
most welcome. To those also, who are destined to go to Heaven for
their Pupya-Karmas or virtuous deeds after Death, (P. 198), Death is very
welcome, But to those alone who are destined to go to Hell after Death
for their Papa-Karmas or vicious deeds, Death may prove to be a great
terror, and justly so. However, generally speaking, Desth is not an
unmixed evii at all {(P. 215-216).

Again, Pralays or Uuniversal Dissolution, when even Henven and
Hell disappsar for the time being, undoubtedly affords a breatbing-space
to all worldly souls, more or less exhausted after along spell of hard
struggles in the world.
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In this way, according to the Laws of Nature, Destruction is also
necessary like Creation, for, werldly objects must have a begivning and
an end, being essentially non-eterzal in sature. Thus. non-etlernal cbjects
come and go, to make room fur other non eternal objects which will also
come aud go, This being the Law of Nature, made by Brahman Himself,
He, too, ha: to abide by it, and fo'low the Liaw of Creation, Maintenance
and Destroction. Awd for that, He can, by 1o means, be accused of
Cruelty.

(iv) Fourth Cbjection and ite Refutation
Objection

it has bzen said above (P. 18°-18f), that Braliman creates the world
according to the past Karmas of the Jivas, or individual souls. Here, a
tormidable question arises. In that cave, who is, really, the Creato. here
—Xarmna or Brahman ? Here, we are ou the hornsof a Dilemma—

If Creation be due to the Karmas of the Jivas, theu Braliman is not
the Creator; and, if Creatiou Le due to Brahman, then Brahman is cruel
and partial.

Either, Creation is due to the Karmas of the Jivas, or Creation is
due to Brahman.

Therefore, gither, Brahman ic uot the Creator, or Brahman is cruel
aud partial,

The Sivarka-Mani-Dipika makes the difficulty clearer :—

“gff wN-AMNTIE WngANsE a1 HAMA oAl fafes’ waka.
AR G FAURTTAY  5qAET N3-FHYF-RAA GI@iSAEd  AARIGEGRA
Afia faufaggaase-aoudeaafafo mag | aar afe & a7 f@T sfa
AR faarga argatsdigaty | SagafesaE wedfesiva  fagaar
Feargugwar ! ( Frnwafo-After 3y )

If the different lo's of different individuals, as found in the world,
be due to the differences of the Karmas of these ind.viduals themselves,
then it has to be admitted that the Lord creates this variegated world,
as under the control of those Karmas. Ilence just as a Judge cavnof act
independently, but has to depend on the reasonable or unreasvnable arguing
by the lawyers—so, Brahman, too, i~ not an Independent Creator, but
depends entirely on the Karmas of the Jivas. So, how can [le be designated
as the Lord ?

Reply
What is the way out ?

1n bis usual succint wi:noer, srikamha tries Lo solve the priblem as
foliows :—
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“samisfy apfvam ae | enaesagif: | SUGEARAsAr
HEATIHAGAN] TERTET | FAUNA  @ulvama  afte-avaigs ag

SAACITEAMAET a6 A qvF 1 ( R-1-3y )

On the one band, Karmas are under the control of Brahman. So
Brahman doecs unot ceace to be Independent. On the other haud, Karmas
themselves are responsible for the differeut lots, as found iu the world,
So Brahman does not becoine open to the charges of cruelty and partiality.

In fact, theologically, this charge is, really, a formidable one. lor
if there be any thing that God cannot make otherwise, then God ceases
to be Omunipotent. This will be discussed later on. (Also see the Section
on “Lilavada aud Karwa-vata)

(V) Fifth Cbhjection and its Refutation
Chbjection

If God be Ounipotent aod All-merciful, then He can at once, and
immediately see to the expiring of the Karinas of the Jivas and thereby
exhaust these all. In that case, salvation would be atiained by all
immediately d4nd no further births and re-births would be necessary.

Reply

The reply to this has been given many times atove {P, 185-186).
Creation and Dissolution, Bondage and Salvation—everything depends,
as we have seen (I°. 183-186, 225, 216, 228} and as will be proved later on
{Section on “Salvation®) on the own respective Karmas of the Jivas
theniselves.

Divin: Grace is according to the Karmas of Jivas.

In fuct, the grace of God canuot bearbitrary (see P.224 God is, surely,
All-poworlul and Al-merciful; but all these do not imply that He acts
just as He likes accordiug to His own sweet will { See below the secticn
on “Salvation ) So, His "Anugraba' or “Grace”, which, accordiug to the
Monotheistic Schools finally brings about Salvation,is showered on different
individuals strictly according to their own Karmas. Hence, evidently,
Brahman cannot arbitrarily exhaust all the Karmas of the different
individuals to enable them to be free all at once. For that, every individual
will have to be born repeatedly till he himself actually ex-eriences each and
every Phala’ or appropriate result of his each and every Sakama.Karma'.

Srikantha here solves the problem very ingeniously thus :—

‘g’ GRIRT WA TATwgAy FETRGSA 3 cewmany meued,
HAGAA: FIARNYA | A%, QEfecm-gells Snua g@xdslt 9FAe

qaufs fesataa, aawifa 1’ (3w )
Here instead of saying that Brabman does not favour all, but only some
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desstving nersons according to their Saihanasor spiritual sirivings, it is,
perhaps, better, f-om the theolouical point of view to say that as Brahman
is All'mercful, He amits His Supreme Mercy always and for all, it being
impossidie for Him to change His Nature at any t'me, just as the sun is
all-luminous and emits its rays always aod for all. Here although the
sun shines for all equally, yet only those lotuses that are mature open up
their petals and bloom forth, and not those that are immature. Ju the
same maauner, Brahman's Grace is there eteruaily and for all impartially
and equally. Still only those who are fit to be free according to their own
Sadhanas' or spiritual strivings, are freed finally through His Supreme
Grace, and not others,
Appaya Diksita s View

Appaya Diksita comments in his Sub-commentary *Sivarka Mapi-

Dipika” thus ;—

“QAMET 47% wEUr-gElsfe  ffasaamal | agEda sagsat
HGAAT UFAUFATRITA GA%T FHR@HTR |

( fgars-afy fifawr 3-1-34 )

Although the Lord is All-merciful and the Favcurer of all eaually, yet
all are not fit to receive His Favour equally and simultaueously, as their
Karma blemishes are not rethoved equaliy and simultaneously, or their
Karma-botls suppurated equaily and simultanecusly. Hence, there is
no possibility of Uuiversal Relrace simultaneonsly.

Samkar .'s View

T'o show the strict neutrality or impartiality of Brahman, Samkara,
in his Brahma- Sdtra-Bhagya, gives another beautiful illustration, frem
the Vyavabarika or empirical standpoint, viz. that of “Parjanya” or clouds,
thus : —

“ga: geArA-sfipaanT fiew gEfiR amdmeEnue: | Ewg
QAT X257: | AW fg a5=a) sitfg-qafy-demy g swrgdiwnardamnaanta
|meAd sRfA qaf|, @Eafad Ra-agsnigst gamrg sid «@afq
d-wgraIfkaesd g aag stamardaeaafa swife swoft wsbag

oeHieAt: Qg dve-AguanaEl gsafa ” ( ag dgra-ws 1-aw)
Take the case of clouds. Clouds impartially shower down rains over
au opeu field in which different seeds have been sown by farmers. Vet,
when the seeds sprout forth in plants, these plants are found to be entirely
A:Merent in nature. So, what is the cause of such mutval differences
amoungst the plants ? The c'ouds, evidently, or ths rains canunot constitute
such causes, as shown above. So, the only explanation is that the seeds
of those plants are muatunally ditferent from the very beginning, and so
0
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the differences amongst the seeds initially are responsible for the
differences amongst the plants ultimately. In this way, the ciouds or the
raing are only “Sadharaga-Karaga” or Common Causes of the resulting
plants ; while the potencies iulerent in their seeds are the 'Asidharapa-
Karaga' or special canses of the resulting plants,

Exactly same is the case hrre, as repeatedly explained above, (P. '85-
188). I$vara or God is the 33dh#rana-Karapa or Common Cause of gods, men
and the rest; while the respective Karmas of those individuals are the
*Asadharana-Karana® or spacial causes of those individuals.

4. Concluding Remarks : Lilavada and Karmavada

In this way, from the sphere of Theology, no less, we get a full
support of the Law of Karma, Iu fact, every Theological System of the
world has to face three formidable questions; two of which kave been
already referred to (P. 170, 222), viz.

(i) If God be All-merc.ful, then how can there be a world full of
sins and sufferings 7

i1} If God be All-Impartial, then how can there be a world full of
individusal differences ?

(iii) If God be All-powerful and All-knowing, then how can there
be Freedom of Will in the ease of individual souls, making Morality
possibie ?

Attempts have already been made to answer the first two questions,
on the grounds of the Law of Karma, above {(P. 182 (). Now, an attempt
will also be made to angwer the third below. (Section on "Fifth Objection
against the Law of Karma’® iuciuded under the Section on 'Refutation
of the Saventh Objection against Brahma Vida).

ow can favara-Lila be reconciled with Jiva-Karmas ?
The crux of the whole matter is (his.

Under the Sectionon Lilavada (P. 52, 1514, 207-8), it has been shown
as to how the creation of the world is not really a kind of production of an
external effect—lhke the production of a clay-pot out of a lnmp of clay
by a potter; but it is really a kind of ‘sport’ on the part of Brabman
with Himself. It is because of His essent-al loving, joyful, playful Nature
that Brahman engages Himvself in a Divioe Sport with Himself, seemingly
bifurcating Himself into the Universe of Souls and Matter ; seemingly
separating the Jivas from Himself, seemingly making them be born in the
world, thereby, making them., “Baddha’' ; scemingly brmging them back
te Him making them **Mukta® or "Free”, We have here purposely used
the term “scemingly” several times to make it clear that all these pro-
cegscs are not ‘real’ processes, aa there cannot be any change of states on
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the part of Brahman, like expanding out or manifesting which is
“Creation™ or Spgti, and contrecting in or not manifesting which .is
Dissolution’ or "Pralava’ ; separating, which is ‘Bondage’ or Bandha, and
uniting which is *Moks1’ or Salvation (Pp. 70 71, 82, 147, 238). Yet, accord-
Ing to the Monotheistic Schools, Creation aud Dissolution, Bondace and
Salvation, Souls and Matter (Jiva-Jagattare ‘real’, not only empirically, or
phenomenally, as held bv the Advaita School—but also transcendentally or
noumenally. How is that possible > This will be discussed later on. See
be2low the Section on “Salvation”). For the time being, it is yuite sufficient
for our purpose to accept the Doctrine of Lili, as established above
(P. 549,151 ff, 207-8 ).

Now, it has been said under the Secti~n on ‘“T'he Refutation of the
9ixth Objection agiinst Brahma-Karapa Vada” (Pp. 151§, that Brahman
creates the universe of souls and mat‘er in sport. But under the Section on
“T'he Refutation of the Seventh Objection agaiust Brahma Karapa-Vada®
(P. 18ff |, it has, again, been said that Brahiman creates the universe of souls
and matter according to the Karmas of the Jivas themselves. Now, how
can thzse two apparently contradictory statements be reconciled 2 For, as
shown above, there is no necessity in Lila, except the necessity of Nature,
which, however, involves no compulsion of any kind at all «P. 82, 1£2, §78).
Thus, Li1&* or S,ort’ is due to the loving, jyful, playful Nature of
Brahmau which essentially or by a necessity of Nature, expres-esit-elfin
sports. Buat here there isno freing of any kind whatsoever either externally
or internally, and that is why, it is purely spontaneous Yet Braliman
cannot play’ or 'ereate’ in whatever way He likes, as He bas to coso
according to the Karmas of the Jivas—so far His act of ‘p'aying’ or
‘creation’ is a coutrolled kind of act, So, are not these two concepts ¢ the
Conzept of Lila and the Concept of Karma—Li'avada and Karma-Vada-
the two fundamental Concepts or Theories of all the Schools of the
Vedanta, inconsistent with each other # (P, 169)

lsvare-Lila and iiva-Karmie are not inconsistent.

Of course not, for how could bave Indian Phiiosophy stocd so long
and honourably, if its two legs were mutually auntagonistic,— can any one
stand or walk with a pair of legs moving in two opposite directions 7 So,
the above two fundamental Indian Doctrines are by no means o, posed to
each other. On the contrary, these two together make up a great and
grand Theory of Creation, unparalleled,—and may we say with all
humility—the best, in the world.

Marks of a Sport: Orderliness.
Now, first, creation is of course, a LilA or a sport on the part

of Brabman—an Iafinite Sport, expressing His infinite Love and lnfinite
Bliss (P, 52, 78, 181 ). But another equally important characteristic
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of Brahman is His Orderliness; another equally important charac
teristic of a sport is its variety. Thus, if a being be not as orderly,
systemalic being, it cacnot be a “being’ at all—for ‘existence’, implies
‘consistency’, ‘consistency’ implies ‘order' or *system’. Thus, what is
disorganised is disharmonious, and what is dichaimonicus is disinte-
grated soon, even if it bas a temporary kind of existence. Hence it is
thal Brahman has been described as “Hta” (P.29),
Marks of a tport ¢! Variety

Again, a sport, to be a sport cannot be monotonous— variely, and
novelty constitute its very essence, and make it what it is—an embodi-
ment of love and bliss. Thus, when Brahman engages Himself in His
Divine, Cosmic Sport, He naturally does so according toa Supreme System,
in an orderly, and not in an haphazard, manner. Again, He plays with
His own different ‘parts’—this term has to be used for want of a beiter one
(P. 225 B)—in different ways, making His ‘Play' variegated, rich, full.
In fact, as the Jives are mutually d-flerent (P.43), Brahman's plays
with them must also be s0. (Page 169 £)

Now, what is the principle of such an Orderly, Variegated Play ¢
According to what particular principle does Brahman—in empirical
terms--separate, 5o to speak, certain )ivas from Himself, and re-unite,
so to speak, certain others with Himself; makes for the “Bandha’ or
“Bondage"” of some. and *Moksa” or “Salvation” for others ? According to
the inherent individualities of the Jivas themselves (P. 43),—in empirical
terms according 1o the respective Karmas of those Jivas them-
selves. (P. 185) These ‘individualities’, from the transcendental stand-
point, and these ‘Karwas’ from the empirical, make for orderliness on
the part of Brahman, and variety in the case of His sport’. Asa matter of
fact, this kind of Divine, Zosmic Play is the only kind of Activity Lhat we
can conceive of on tbe part of Brahman, For, ds we bave seen (P. 52, 76,
14811, 151f7), all other ninds of activity are purposive in nature, involvirg
a kind of want or defect on the part of the agent himself ; and so, this
Activity must be a fully orde:ly ons, In this way, this Divine, Cosmic Sport
is essentially an orderly one, although t is spontanecusand nou-purposive,

Freedom and i eterminism not Inco sistent

Really speak'ng, Spontaneity and Regularity. Freedom and
Discipline, Bliss and O der, Love and Law are two sides of the same
thing. For, what is spcutaneous is only so because of a perfect regularity
within —if there be internal irregularity, then there will. patusslly, te
internal conflicts to conquer, in*ernal hurdles to cross, interpal olstacles
to overcome; and in that case, as vaturally, the spontaneous fow of that
thiug will be inevitably hampered. Cau the suu shine spontaneously, if
there be irregularities inside its own disc ? Can the wind blow spon-
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taneously if there be irregularities within its own course? Can the
stream flow spontaneously, if there be irregularities within its «wn
bosoin ? Then, everything will be impossible, or, at least, only forced,
halting, artificial,

In the same manner, Freedom essentially means Discipline or
self control. Asa matter of fact, uncontrolled Freedom is an impossibility
or a contradiction ia terms. For, the so-called uncoutrolled Freedcm really
amonnts to an abject surrender to the rule of An malism, to our lower
passions and impulses, to our physical eravings and stri ings. Thus, if we
csonot check our lower impulses, if we become slaves to our own blind,
irrat onal desires, if we are led by our animal instincts— then, where,
really is our freedom ? In this way, Freedom essentially means rule of
self, control of self, discipline of self.

Hence, it is said that real Bliss, Joy or Happiness is real Order,
System or Harmony. Real Love is Law incarnate. That is why, God of
Bliss is also God of Order, God of Love is also God of Law. Aoccordingly,
His Acts of Creation and Enaucipation—Sisti and Mukti or the two
sides of His Supreme Act of Playing, being exprersions of His Love
and Bliss, are inevitably orderly Acte, according to the Laws of His own
Nature. These Law and Order consist in creating, so io sveak, the
Jivas according to their own past, ‘Sakama Karmas or selfish, acts; and
emtancipating so to speak, the Jivas according to their own ‘Sadhanas’ or
‘'spiritual strivings’.

In this way, just as we can safely assert, in the same breath, that,
the sun shines spontaneously, withont any selfish purpose, vet is subject
to its own inner laws—so we can also assert safely that Brahman creates
the universe of Souls and Matter in sport, yet creates the same accordng
to the past Sakima-Ksrmas of the Jivas themselves. Thus Lia-vala
anl Karma-Viada: Doctrine of Creation in Sport and Doctrire of
Creation accordirg to Karma's—are fully consistent with each other—
rather, supplement each other, instead of being oppoted to each
other. And, here the second Doctrine is ezseniially neceewsaryto
make clear the first. For, our ordivary conception of “sport’ is t at
it i3 something absolutely free, untramelled., uncontrolled, without
any order, system, rule or Jaw, To controvert this, the Doctrine
of Karma i3 necessary, by the side of tbe Duetrine of Lila.

Moni: tic View regarding Creation.

In fact creation according to all the Indian Theories— Monotheistic
and Monistic—can be considered from two standpoints—Transcen-
dental and Empirical P 73 ff-. Of course, there is a distinction bewecen
Monistic and Monotheistic interpretations of these two standpoints.
According to the Monistic Standpoint, the empirical is ‘Mithya’ or False ;
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as such it is ultimately negated, and is qualitatively different from the
transcsandental. But according to the Monotheistic Standpoint, the
enp rical is not ‘Mithya' or False, but only “Apfirpa’ or ‘Tocomplete’,
as sueh, it is never ulimately negated, and is ouly guantitatively
diffarent from the transtendental. Thus, according to the Mon'stic
Standpoint, from the trangcendental standpoint, thete is no question of
Creation at all—there peing ounly one Reality, viz. Brahman, Jiva-Jagat,
the Universe of Souls and Matter being *‘M:thya’ or False. From the
empiricil standpont, however, Creation isa Lila or Sport of Idvara,
according to the past Sik@ma-Kearmas of Jivas themselves.

Monotheistic View regarding Creation.

According Lu the Monothei tic Schools, however, Creation is real
from the transcendental standpoint. po less, From this transcendental
staudpoint, C'reaton isa Lila or a Sport on the part of God, without any
reference to Jivas, w thout any reference to Karmas without auy reference
to birth and re-births { P, 532,76,14B,152 ) For all these terms ‘Jivas’,
‘Karm', Januta-Janmiantara’ are empirical in pature. That does not, of
course, inplv that these are false in nature, for, as shown jist above, the
empirical is not ‘false,” but only ‘incomplete’. Bence, it is only due to
our iucomplete visioa, because of the veil of ignorance that we consider
oursetves to be Jivas, independent of Brahman, living in a Jagat,
indesendent of Brahman performing Sakadma-Karmas for selfish gamns,
being boruo aud re-born. smianing and suffering, going to Heaven and
Hell—and doing all such sorts of thinge. Now, all these, sccording 1o the
Monctheistic Schools—are not ialse, but, as pointed sut above, only in-
complete. Thus Jiva is Jiva, no doubt, but not independently of Brahman,
but only as ‘svagats-Bhedas’ ( P. 37 ), {uternal diiferences of Brahman ;
Jagat is Jagat. no doubt, but not independently of Brahman, but as only
‘Svagata Bheda’ of Brahman. Also, these being eternsl, cabtnot really be
created ; yet creation is a fact, and not an illusion, it the same sense as
a 'Play’, thouysh essentially, a kind of make-belief counly, is, undoubtediy,
a fact, (P. 81.163,170,. In the very same manner, the Jivas being etern:lly
free, cagnot really be freed again, (yet Salvation ism fact, in the sense
explained above,

Cifficulties in the Monotheistic View.

This is the only way in which the Mountheistic Systems. can
reconcile their fundamental Doctrines, viz. that Brabman is not snbject to
any changes or transf rmation, and that, the Jivas are eternal and eternally
free, with their equally fundamental Doctrines that Cteation and Dissolu-
tion, Bondage and Emancipation, Striving and Securing are actval facts
{P. 70-71, 83, 147, 233), The general suppositiou is that it is very difficule,
if not totally impossible, to justify logically Monistic Theories (Advaita-
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Vada). But, the above considerations will cleatly show that it is far more
dificult to justify Mounotheistic Theories which, in the same breth,
assert that God is unchanging, yet istransiormed inte the form of the
world ; and that the Jiva is eternn], yet an effect of Brahman,

(F; Sphere of Metaphysics : Law of Conservation of Values

Metaphysies, as well known, is a Study of Reality, and in this
sense, is the oldest and the most prumitive of all studies. For, with the
very dawniug of rational reflection, the first and th¢ fundamental question
that a Ravional Man asked was: ‘What is Reality’? Now, in trying to
grasp the Real unature of Reality, the Rational Man is ¢confronted with a
fundamenta!, undeniable discinction, viz. thar between ‘Reality’ and
‘Appearance’—in the techoical language of Philoseny—between ‘Nou-
menon’ and Preuomeson’. “Things are not what they seem”— this poetie
maxiwm is, in fact, the very beginning, but by no means the end, of
M:ta hysics. Thus, this di-tiuction b tween 'Scenming’ and ‘Beig’is
maintained all throughout w1 Metaphysicy, till *Seeming’ is resolved
into Being'; (Absolutism), or ‘Being’ iuto ‘Seeming’ (Scepticism).

1. Existence and Value

However, one thing is clear here viz. that according to all Meta-
physical Theories, *Value’ is a fundamental characteristic of ‘Ex‘stenze’,
This simply means that what s’ or wbat ‘happens’ has a value of its
own —whatever that be-—-and that value can never be lust, even though
appareatly so, Now, there are different views as to whether ‘appearances’
have any value at all, and if so, what and to which extest. But leaving
all these intricate quesiuons aside, we may note bere a fundamental Law
of Metaphvsics, viz. the Law of Conservation of Values. It is as funda-
mental to Metaphysics as the Law of Conservation of Energy is to
Physics,

2. Law of Consecrvation of Values

This Law of Consetvation of Values means that the very existence
of an object carries within it aon inner poteucy which must express itself
in an avpropriate result; and until and unless it does «r can do so, that
poteucy is conserved in it. That effect is called its ‘Value’, This Law
of Conservation of Values is, however, the same as the Law of Causation,
a3 found in the Science of Logic (P.182. Asa Science, it simply deals
with existent facts; and says that a cause actually produces an effect;
an effect actually proceeds from a cause. But jt does not say as to what
happsns to a cause that does or cannot actually produce an effect. But
Metaphysics being a wider study has to consider further this question
equally: If a cause, if an existent thing, if an object fails, for
the time being, to produce or manifest its value—what bappens to that
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value ? Here, according to the Law of Conservation of Values, that
value dres not disapear, but is cowvserved. For what purpose? For
the purpoese of later manifestation. If there be no such later munifesta-
tiou, what then* Theu the value of that otject remaiis in it ina
potential form. For how long ? That depends on the nature of the object
it-elf. Thus the value of a seed isin the plant. If the plant cannot be
produced, due to some re.son or other, tien the sced may, for sometime,
retain its plaot-producing potency, or may dry up,
3. Whatis Value ?

A further question, may be asked as to whether the ‘value’ of m
thing lies in what ic "i19”, or only in what it "does”, The answer is simple
enough. If a thing be ‘static’, then 1ts valve and its existence are
identical ; its value, thus lies in what it "is*. Apgain, naturally, in the
cise «f a ‘dynamic’ thinpg, its “value” and "behaviour” are identical, and
its value lies iu what 1t “does”,

In any case, according to this beautiful Metaphysical Doctrine of
Conservation of Values, values are as eternal as the valued substances
themselves. If the object persists, its value, too, does so.

4. What happens to Unmanifested values?

But in the case of a dyoamio reality, a uew d.fliculty, crops up.
It is as follows :—

1f the valoe be not manifested here and now, what bappens to it ?
Wesiern Philos phical Svstems, not believing in Re-birth, is a1 a loss
here. The undeniable fact remains that if the value is something to be
expre-sed, something to blossom forth and fructify in scmething else,
something 10 lead to ao appropriate effect—tlien unless and vwntil that
value is expressed, that value is fructified, that value is produced into an
effect —that valve should be conserved and an appropriate metaphysical
theory formulated to make that possible. But, unfortunately, Western
Scholars have fought shy of the ouly metaphysical theory possible and
plausible here, viz, the theory of Births and Rebirthy. So, the whole
thing is in a cauldron, in a melting-pot.

5. Indiaa Sojution of the Froblem

Here steps in Indian Philosophy with its usual broad outlock and
ingenious modes of solution. And what does it offer 7 It offers, as
usual its fundamental Law, viz. the Law of Karma, as the sole solution of
the above problem. Accordipg to it, Karmas, i, Sakfma-Karmas are
dynamic realities, and as such, their values lie in their producis, or their
values lie in producing pleasures or pa‘ns, as the case may be. These
values must be produced, otherwise, Saklima-Karmas are not fo at all.
Hence, if .not produced immediately, these values are necessarily
conserved. aud, are produced later on, According to the Indian View, if
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such values have to be produced, as shown just above, then these bave
to be produced even in mext births— for, a Sakima-Karma without its
approcriate result, good or bad, is unthinkable. Thus, the Law of Kaima
means that there is no loss of the Karmaphaias of Sek@ma-Karmas,
And, this is nothing but the Metaphysical Doctrine of Ccnservaticn of
Values,

Thus from the sphere of Metaphysics, no less, we get a full support
for the Law of Karma.

{3) Concluding Remarks : Law of Completeness

The Law of Karma has been sought to be justified above on the
grounds of d fferent branches ot study. Underlving all these, thete is a
basic Law—the Law of Completeness, and the Law of Karma is nothing
but a great and graod illustration of such a Law.

1. aw of Completeneas

How, what is this Law of Completeness ? It holdx that a 'Complete’
tbing is only that which, in the empirical sphere, can be taken together
with its ‘Cause-preceding’ and ‘Cause leading?, (P. 183, 823 . For example, &
pot is not completely known, until and unle:s its ‘Causs preceding’ and
*Cause leading’ are doue so. Here, its ‘Cause preceding’ is the potter with
the lnmp clay and other tools and instruments, And its “Cause leading™ is
the buyer who purchases it and uses it for drinking and other ruch purposes.
Thus, to know the pot completely, we have to know 'what’ it really is ;
and to know what it really is, we have 1o know its bow' and *why"—
‘how’ it comes into existence and ‘why’ it comes into existence,
Here, the 'how’ is known from the ‘cause preceding’ ; and the ‘why?, from
the ‘cause leading'. In this way, from the empirical or worldly
standpoint, a cocplete thing is essentially connected with other things,
being itself produced by somethiag else, itself producing something else ;
being itself served by something else, itself serving somelhing else.
In this way, a worldly thing, a thipg that becomes, i~ a “thing” only in
relation to its antecedents and consequents, only in relation to its causes
and purposes—it caroot be taken just as it is and left there,—it has to be
traced back and followed up.

2. Lawof Karina is a Law of Completeness

And, the Law of Karma is nothinpg but this processes, of “tracing
back” and “following up”. It insists on a complete explanation of a
thing, “traclng it® to its “cause preceding”, and “following it up” to its
“cause leading’. And, what i3 the fundamental thing in the world ?
Karma, for, the world is a world of becoming, where activities are, as such,
80 very important. Hence, such Karmas, viz. Sakama-Karmas, must
be taken to be complete facts, i.e., being produced by appropriate

81



242 Doctrine of Srikaptha

preceding causes, these must also, lead to appropriate succeeding
results or Phalas. But if these are not allowed to do so, then these will,
inevitably, remain incomplete, failing to reach their consummation or
fulfilment. However, as the world is entirely teleclogical or purposive
in natare, everything in the world must be so; everything in the world
must be able to reach its own completion, attain its own consummation,
houour its own commitments, The Indian Law of Karma only em-
phasises this and nothing more. And, as a corollary to this, it bas also
to assert that if the present life be too small, too full to afferd a ecope
for the fulfilment of the purpose of each and every Karma another life
will be needed for that. How can that be taken to be wholly impossible or
absurd ? Is it not far more impossible or absurd that in a teleological
world, in a world created by the Supremely Rational God, purposive acts
or Sakama Karmas shouid fail to fulfill their purposes or produce their
appropriate results ?
{h) Second Ubjection against the Law of Karma : Fatalism.

A second, common objection against the Law of Karma is as
follows :—

It has been said above that according to the Law of Karma, the
past Karmas of a Jiva determine ite present life here and now. Thus,
its hereditary characteristics, as well as its environmental conditions are
all due to its past Karmas (P, 182ff), Now, the activities of that Jiva in
the present life are due to its hereditary and environmental conditions,
(P. 210,248) For example, if this Jiva acts inteliigently and virtuously, but
another Jiva does the opposite, then the difference between the activities of
these two Jivas must be due to lleredity, Environment or both, Thus, Rama
acts inteiligently because he has inherited intell gence from his parents or
aucestors ; and also because his environments bave helped bim to
develop his intellizence, Now, according to the Law of Karma, Rama’s
hereditary characteristics and environmental facilities are entirely due to
his own past Karmas. Mence, hisintefligent activities here ate entirely
due to his own past Karmas.

1. Law of Karma makes Freedom of Will Impossible.

In this way, if the Law of Karma is admitted, it bas also to be
admitted, at the same time, that there is no freed: m of action in any life
or nirth at all. But from all eternity. there isa series of pre-determined
acts, each pre-determined by a corresponding act ima prior birth, and
each, again, determining apact in a later birth.

Thus it is that Preedom of Will is an impossibility ; and the main
characteristics of a voluntary action, viz.,, free reflection about different
alternatives regarding ends and means, as well es free choice of one
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amongst the rest, are, accordingly, all illusory. Hence, the Law of
Karma, instead of being a2 Law of Justice, as asserted, (P. . (9), becomes
a supreme Law of Injustice. For, why should an individual be allowed
to enjoy pleasures or forced to suffer pains—not only hete, but also bere-
after —for acts which are really not ‘veluntary acts’ at all, in any proper
sense of the term 2  For, here, as shown above, the so cailed ‘free reflection’
isan act inevitably pre-determined by otber prior acts; the so-called
‘{free choice’ is, also, an act inevitably pre-determined by other prior acts.
Hence, the individnal conceined should not be held responsible for his
present acts. and compeiled to undergo the results thereof.

2. Law of Karma makes Morality and Religion Impossible

In fact, if the I.aw of Karma be admitted, then moral life itself
will become impossible. Morality requires freedom of will, the possibility
and capacity to choose freely and rationally amongst alternative coutses
of action, good or bad, Hence, if there be no freedon of will then, moral
respousibility becomes a farce, !n this way, the Law of Karma inevitably
involves Fatalism ; and Fatalism inevitably puts an end to all that me
call a human life, as distingwished from a mere ‘animal life; and as
inevitably makes way for Mechanism, Awmeoralism, and finally, even
Materialism, For, human beiogs who are simply ‘automata’ like
material objects, and behave like material objects, are really, the same as
material objects, differing from the material oljects at best in degree
only, and not in Lind, Also, God who creates such a whelly auto-
maton-like world, is not, really, like the God of Religion ; for the Ged of
Religion is a God of Prayer and Worship, having an intimate relation
with His owu counter-parts, the individual souls. But if the individual
souls be purely machines, like material obiects, Religion becomes mean-
iugless, and God of Religion niso so.

In this way, it may be pointed out that the Indjan Law of Karma is
a wholly untenable Doctrine.

(r) Refutation of the Second Objection agninst
the Law of Karma,

The above objection, indeed, appearsto be a formidable one. But
really it is due to a very common misunderstanding of the whole problem
of Creation from the Indian point of view.

As pointed ont above, Creation can be considered from two stand-
points, trangcendental and empirical. From the tianscendental stand-
point, it is ‘Iévara-Lila’; from the empirical, it is according to
Jiva-Karmas (P. 37 ff).

{A) Karmas and Phalas form one Whole

Thus, from the empirical standpoint, the ‘Sakama-Karmas' sare
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taken to be causes, of which ‘*pleasure’ and “pain’ arc taken to be just
effects. Now. according to th: Law of Causation, a ‘cause’ (Cause DNo. 1)
is completed, so to speik, as so.n asits own appropriate ‘effect’ (Eifect
No.1) is produced. Hence, it is that ‘Karmas’ and ‘Phalas’ are taken to
be forming ove, total whole. So, if the effect, again. in its turn, becomes
& cause itself (Cause No. 2 by producing auother effect of its own, (Efiect
No. 2), then the “cause No. 1.” bas no direct connection with or control
over the “Effect No. %%, the Effect No. 2 being directly produced out of
the “Cause No, 2°,

Of course, it is true, that “the Cause No. 2” being itself the “Effect
No. 1” of the “Caunse No. 1”, itself carries within it the characteristics
or qualities and powers of “the Cause No. 17, But, siill, the "Eifect No, £*
is not at all a product out of these characteristics or attributes and jowers
only. For, as poiuted out above, the ‘potency’ or the power of being a
Cause’ is exbausted in the case of a particular thizg, as szon as its uwn
appropriate, direct, immediate eftect viz. “Elfect No. 1" is produced.
But its remote effect, viz. “Effect No. ¥” is really due to the new ‘'potency’
or ‘new power' of being a cause' of Cauze No. 2.

(B} Real Moaning of a ‘Cause’.

Otherwise, we shall be led, inevitably, to an absord position, thus:
If in a series of Mutual or Reciproca! Causes and Effects, there be a
hundred effects, ous after another, then all of these must be taken to be
due solely and wholly to the Original Cause alone, to the Cause No. 1
alone. In that case, how can the “Cause No. 9", and the rest be called
“Causes” at all ? Then, these should, mure properly, be called mere ‘trans-
mitters’ only. FHor, real causes are entities on their own rights with
their own potencies or powers to be causes, aud are tot mere transmitters
by any means.

(C) Worldly Examples.

In fact, to maintein that in a Series of Mutual Causes and Effects,
all the effects are due to the Original Cause or the Cause No 1, will be as
absnrd as to maintain that all the trees in the world, past, present and
future being due to oune original seed, partake of its characteristics
only ; all the hens in the world, past, present and future being due to
one original egy, pariake of its characteristics only; all the human
beings in the world, past. present, and future, being due to the same
parents, partake of their characteristics only; this will automatically
mean that all the trees, all the hens, all the human beings 1n the wotld,
past, preseént and future, are exactly ideotical in nature, The same is the
case with every species.
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Thus, according tothe above view, we ate landed ou a very strange
counclusion. Let us take a symbolical example once again. Suppose we
say that A . as a caunse, produces B as an effect ] again, B asa cavse,
produces C as an effect, and so on. Now, here, suppose we say that X*
coustitutes the nature of ‘A", So,'B’, as the effect of ‘A’ is als0o* X’ in
nature Hence, when, again, from ‘B’ as a cause, ‘C' arises as an elfect,
‘C’, too. must be ‘X’ im nature and s> ovp and oo, In this way, "A’, B’
'C' and all the rest in the series must be all ‘A’ in neture and so be exactly
ideatical in nature.

If that be so, then all the members, past, present and future, of all the
species in the world must, always and inevitably, be exactly the same, or
identical in nature.

But is that ever found ?

(D) The Causais an Independent Power

Hence, we have to couclude that asin single cases, so in the case
of a series, a particular cause and its effect form one conmplete whole,
ie., the cause "A’ and its effect "B’ complete the matter for the time
being. After that if ‘B’ again becomes a cause of another effect ‘C’,
then B’ though partly determined by “A’, its own cause, is aiso partly,
independent, as itself a causze of 'C’,

In fact, it is this characteristic of 'part dependence’, and ‘part in-
dependence’ that constitutes the very core or essence of a 'Cause’. Thus.
a cause, a¥ itself an effect, is determined by its previous causes—-so far,
it is determinel and depeadent. But, agaiu, it, as itself a cause, itselt
determines its later effect-—so far, it is non-determined and independent

Take a common example, A seed springs out of a plant—so far
it is dstermined awd depeudent on that plant. But when it itself
produces another plant, it does so by its own inner potencyv or power,
which is its own; its environments may be different; or, even, in the
same 3oil, under the same circumstances, its reaction may be quite
different, producing a plaat different from the original.

Or, take a better example, more to the point. A child is born of
particular pareats, in a particular family, under particular circumstances.
So far, he is, surely, determined by bis bereditary and cuvironmental
peculiarities. But can it be ever said that the child is entirely determned
by the same? Bvidenuly, not. Even ‘identical twins’, having the very same
nereditary characteristies, and brought up in very similar environments,
are by no means, identical. And, it would also be very hazzrdous to assert
that, if, like heredi:ary characleristics, environmental circumslances, tuo,
were exactly identical here, then the ‘idemntical twins’ would bave been
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sxactly identleal, proving thereby thatan individual is wholly determined
by his or her hereditary charact ristics gnd environmental circums:ances.
Hor, the individuality of an ‘ndividual is an undenisble fact of
expericnce, as shown above (P. 43).

(E) Vhe Cause is an Individual.

And a Cause is essentially an Individuval.

Now, what exactly, 's an Individual > As pois ted out above (P, 43",
an Individual is a nnigre s mething—what it s, it a'one is. and no one
else is  Aud, such a ‘uuiqueness’ 1m -lie., essentially, that, the Individual
uccessarily possesses the power of rising above its circumstances, going
beyond its own causes. For, if it were determined solely by its own
circumstances, by us previous causes, then it would have been the same
as many other individuals under the wvery same circumstances ; then,
it would have been the -awme as its previous causes Hut it is not,
definitely not. So, this proves definitely that the individual is unique
becanse it has the power to rise above its own circumstances, to go
beyond its own causes,

And, it is in this that lies the potency or power of the Cauee.

{F} A Cause or an Individual is Sel -determiaed.

In this way, a Cause or an Individual is essentially se.f-determined.
This implies that there is something iun it. an incomprehensible
residue, an inexplicable ‘more’, that, in the midst of all its surround-
iugs infuencing it, still, makes it free and independent, not, of course, in
the sense of being avsolutely wild and uncontrolled—but, only in the
sense of being ¢ mtrolled by its own ‘individual self’, and not by any
external circumstances.

{G) ‘Other-determination’ and ‘Self-determination’.

it has been said above (P. 24%) that a Cause is partly determived and
partly mot. Now, what does this exactly imply ? It simply imyplies that
the ‘other-determination’ itself is, fually, self-determination. This
ia by uo means, paradoxical, For, an individual is partly determined
by his hereditary characteristics and environmenta] circumstances ; yet,
ultimately, he himself determines as to how these will mould his life and
ghape his destiny. Thus, Rama may, by heredity, possess a good power
of painting; and also, his enviroomental conditions may be favourable,
in this regard. Again, Syama may not possess a goed faculty of painting,
and, a'so his enviroumental conditions may not be very favourabie, in
this repard., Yet, who Lknows, Rama may vot actually turn out to be a
good painter; while. Syama may prove to be quite a good one. Why?
Because, it lies within the power of aw individual to deal with his
hereditary and environumental conditions according to his own inclinations
and capacities. (P, 248} '



Law of Karmna does not imply Fatalism 247

Undoubtedly, it is true that such powers are not unlimited in
extent. For, Sy2ma, inspite of his best efforts, ca- not bocome a good
painter as he, from the beginning, by heredity, lacks the power of paint-
ing. B8till, be, can at least, wipe away the Zero' 10} and trausform it inte
‘One’ (1), This much lies within his power. More so, Rama can wipe
away 'Hundred” (100) and reduce it to a mere Zero (0). Is this nct free-
dom or independence enough ?

Apd this is self-determination, pure and simple.

() Law of Karma: A Law of Scif-determination.

Now, let us return to the original problem posed for here.

It is true that the pregent life of an individual, here and now, on
this earth is due to his past Karmas, as shown sbove (P. 182f)—
otherwise, no just explanation can be given of individual differences Still,
as also shown abive { P. 243-246 ), the individual, by no means, is wholly
determined by his hereditary characteristics and envirobmental cireums-
tances ; but himself determines as to how these will, uliimately affect
his life and produce actual results therein. Io other words, the indivi-
dual is, esseatially, a self-determined being, us a metaphysician wonld say,

() Law of £ arma does not imply Fatalism.

Hence it is wrong to assert that the Law of Karina necersarily
implies a pernicious kind of Fatalism, and, is, on that ground, absolutely
untenable,

Really, there is no scope for Fatalism here, at all. Apart from any
thing else, who starts the whole series, the whole course of Births and
Re-births 7 The self itself, the individual himself, and no one else. It
is his own 'Sakima-Karmas® that start the whole series, the whole course
of Births and Re-births, So, leaviug aside all these questions as to
‘which precedes which, Jauma or Karma’, which, however, bave been
fully discussed above \P. 206—7)=it may be safely said here that the Law
of Karma, being essentially a Law of the Sakama-Karmas, or selfish
voluntary acts of individuvals, can never imply any kind of Aute matism
or Fatalism, at all, For, evenif, for the sake of argument, it is
assumed here that the later Karmas of an individual are entirely deter-
mined by bis prior Karmas—that is not Automatism or Fatalism, bv any
stretch of imagination., Automatism or Fatalism implies pre-cetermina-
tion by external circumstances, beyond one’s own control, But here the
acts of an individual are determined by hi« own {ree acts, his own past
actys, of course, now beveud his control. But what does that matter, really ?
After all. these are his own acts, bis own voluntary acts, and if ihe once.
dope veluntary acts comiune to produce their effect- birth after birth-—
that would, really, be nothing more than self determunation,~—may be,
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rather an unduly long drawn self-determinstion, yet, self determiration
uandoubtedly and inevitably. So, here, even if it be accepted that some
previous acts can produce a long series of later acts, even extending
to different births still such later acts cannot, by any means, be called
Automatic or Mechanical Acts, like Random Acts, and the rest ({P. 1{0; ;
also ‘Forced Acts’, like the act of building a road, at the point of a
bayonet, by a prisoner of war.

In aany case, as we have seen above, this is not taken to be the real
implication of the Law of Karma, For, the Law of Karma is, essentially,
a Law of Causation, 'Karwa’' being the Cause, and ‘Karma-Phala’, the
effect. Amd, a cause, as we have seeu, directly produces its own imme-
diate effect only, and ends there. Ifit is supposed to start a series, then
also, eash intermediate cause in it is a separate individual, with separate
potencies of its own.

1. Case of the Same Birth.

Now, here, suppose, in course of the same birth or life, a particular
indivilual performs a particular ‘Sakama Karma’ or selfish volustary
action. Then it produces its appropriate resnlt, accompanied ty pleasure.
Aud, for the time being, the matter ends there, F.r example, s student
stadies hard and passes the examination, geuing intense pleasure for
the same. Here the original act and its appropriate result are taken to
be one complete whole, as poin:ed out above. Then, of course, this renlt
or cinsequence of ‘passing the examination’ may lead to other resnlts,
such as ‘joining a college’ or “getting a job’ and the like. But here, that
student exercises his free will over again, and chooses a particular couvrse
of action. In this way, the Law of Karma leads to no special difficulties
in the case of the voluuntary acts, done in the course of the same birth and
producing their appropriate results, then aud there. For, the Irdian
case is uothing peculiar. Accordiog to all protagonists of Free Will,
buman actioas are done voluntarily and produce their appropriate results,
here and now, uuless otherwi-e prevented from doing so.

2. 1he individual and Heredity snd Environment

The very pertinent quastion, as to whether the voluntary desires
and efforts of au individual are the only deciding factors here, may, very
well, be raised here. This has already been referred to above | P. 210-1),
242, 245-46).

The question is an all-important, all-time guestion as to whether
an individual does, really, possess the power of rising above his here-
ditary enatacteristics and environmental circumstances. [t h-s been said
above {P.210), that the hereditary characteristics and the environ-
meotal circnmitances are responsibla for individual differences, as
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found in the world ; and, so im ord:r that God mav not be accused of
partiality, these hsreditary characteristics and ensironmental circums-
tances are taken to be due 1o the pa-t Karmas of those individuals
themselves, and not to the sweet will of God,

3. Objection
Voluntary Acts a:re not really ree.

Now, here, the question, naturally, arises as to whether the so-called
‘free and voluntary' acts of an individual are realy and 1rulv so, cons'der-
ing the fact that it is the hered:itary characteristics and envircnmeutal
circumstances that make that iudividual act in those particular ways,
rather than in others.

T'o take the above examnrle (P, 246 a student Rama due to his past
Karmas, (according to the Law of Karma, inherits intellectual abilities,
love of knowledge, desire for a higher, scholastic life, jowers of sustained
studies and the attributes of determnation, peisistence courage optimism
atid so on. Further, due to his pa-t Karmas (according to the Law of
Karma), he is, also, born in a cultured. helpful, kind family. And, all
these faciors combine together to make him study hard for his examina-
tion, and thereby, attain soccess and pleasnre. Here his very act of
‘study'ng hard® i3 no, really, an imdependent kind of action, but is,
essantially, det:rmined by the prior factor-, ment oned above. (See T, 242),
Again, t.ke the case of a second student, Syana. He is an unfortunate one.
His bzreditary characteristicsand en.irenmental circumstances are not at
all jutellectually stimulating. Heuce, lhis act of ‘not studying hurd’ and
failing, as a consequence, experienciug ivtense pan for the sane, is not,
really, an independent ene, but determinid by these prior factors., Again,
take the case of a th'rd student ¥adu. He has inherited hipgh intellectual
abilities, but is not fortunate en ugh to have good intellectual o] pertunities,
However, here the hereditary factors being stronger than the environ-
mental ones, his act of ‘studying hard’ follows naturally., Again, take
the case of a fourth student Madhu. He Las vort, nnfortunately heen
born with high scholastic powers; but is fortunale enough to have
stimu'ating and sustaining environmental circumstances. However,
here the environmental factors being stronger, his ‘act of studyiog’
follows ou his p«rt quite naturally.

Here, the above acts, it is asserted, are due to hereditary and
environmenta! factors, combined together, positively or nepatively—
positively, as in the first two cases where both are of the same natvre and
supplement each other; or,negatively, as in the last two cates, where the
two are of an opposing mature and counter.act each other, the stionger
one be.ng the decidiug factor.

52
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Thus, it is asserted here that, as in the case of other Physical
Sciences, dealing with the bebaviour of unconscious physical objects in
the case of which there is no question of ‘Free Will and Voluutary Action’,
so here, too, in the case of Humau Psychology, dealing with the action of
conscious, rational, free human beings, exact mathematical calculation and
predictiou are guite possible.

4, Refutation: Human Freedom is an Undeniable Fact.

But is that really a fact 7 Is it really a {act that human beings are
Jjust like physical objects, and behave wholly antowatically like the same ?
Of course not. Otherwise, amobgst 1the numerons very strange, absurd,
un -cceptable, undesirab'e consequences that will follew, petbaps the worst
would be that there will really remain no distiuction between the Cit
and the Acit, souls and material objects, For, theu, the so.called ‘cons-
ciousuess’,—generally suprored to be the ‘Differentia’ in the technical
lacguage of Loxic, or the distinguishing mark, in ordinary lang: age, of the
Soul—will be different from ‘materiality’ vot in kind, but only in degree.

However, lraving this fundamental Philosoyhical preblem aside—
the proper- considerstion of which will take lcts of time and space—the
point to note here is this :—

This is not a special problem for the protagonists of the Indian Philo-
sophical Doctrine of Karma, alone, but for all phitesophers, all over the
world, all throughout the ages always. For, the hereditary snd environ-
mental factors are always and already there—Law of Karma or no Law
of Karma. An jndividual is never born absolutely blank, with nothing
in him as bereditary factors, and nothing arcund him as envirovmental
ones. This is a hard, actual, absolutely urdeniable fact, which has, of
necessity, to be faced avd dealt with. The Indian Philcsophical Law of
Karma only steps into offer a plausible solutiou of this great and grave
problem as to why different individvals should be born with different
hereditary and environmental factors—which the Sciences of Biclogy,
Psychol:gy and Sociology apparently fail to do. But the hereditary and
environmental factors are always and already there—whatever explana-
tion may different Philosophers offer of the same, That is why, it bas
been said above that this is not a special difficulty of the Indian Philo-
sophical Doctrine of Karma ; but a very general difficulty of all Doctrines
of Human Freedom.

5. Solution of the Problem
But is there no solution § Undoubtedly there is,
Take the above four cases, again (P. 249.. Iu the first case, it bas been

said that Rama studies hard because of intellectual hereditary tiaits and
environmental circumstances. But it may also be found that his brother
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Lakgmana, having very similar traits and circumstances, neglects his
studies and fails in examinations. FEven Riama himself may act
differently on differeut occasiouns, now studying hard an¢ passing ; now
peglecting his studies and failing., It cannot be said here that hig cir-
cumnstaunces are changing, and, that is why, his acts. too, are doing so.
For, if you come to think of it, his bzhavicur may change every moment
—and how can his environmeunts also change so much every moment to
make so much differences in his behaviour ¢ Thus, here, visibly, there
is no change at all except the tick of a clock ; very visibly, there is a vast
change on the side of the behaviour of 1hat individnal. So, it would be
msre Dogmatism to assert that all changes in the behaviour of a person
are due to some unknown and unintelligible changes in his environmenta,

In the second case, again SyAma s brother Vyoma may study hard
inspite of adverss hereditary and environmental cornditions, and get some
kiod of succe.s. Or, as shown above, Sy2ma himself may bebave
differently every momeant, or on different occasions.

The third aud fourth cases are also of the same kind,

Examples need not be multiplied to show that human freedom
is a fact and a reality.

In fact, in the world, which a world of Space and Time, a world of
existeuce and occurrence, everythiug exists in Space and ogeurs in Time,
and so everything has » pasi, a present, and a future. The peculiarity
of an empirical or werldly existence being essentially this, it fullows from
this thut every empirical or woildly individoal or Jiva isa complex being,
deermined by his past, yet determinmg his present and future. 1t isin
this part determinatiou aud part freedom that lies the total ‘individuality’
of the ipdividual, as showo above. |P.246). Thus, an individual has
surely the power to rise above his hereditary and envitonmental circums-
tances., As a matter of fact, an individual cannot be called an *indivi-
dual’ at all if he lacks this power. For, his very ‘individuality’ consists
in his ‘more-ness’ over his determining circumstances. He is, thus, due to
his own determining circumstaunces - which are, according to the lndian

Philosophical Doctrine of Karma, due to or determined by himself—, yet
always remams something ‘more’, (P. 946-47).

6. The ! oncept of Empirical  evelopment.

It has been stated above (P. [93-96), that from the ultimate or phile-
sophical standprint the concept of Development has no place in Indian
Philosphy. This, as shown, and as will be shown ( in the Sectiou on
*Salvation”), is perfectly true. But, from the empirical, worldly, stand-
point, Development is a fact and has to be admitted. And, this ‘Develop-
ment* is really, a peculiar, wonderful process, being a combination of
‘old* and ‘new’, ‘determination’ and 'freedom’, ‘past’ and ‘future. Thus,
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at every stage, the developing object, develops out of a previous stage,
emerges ot as & new stage, and not merely as a repetition or duplication of
the old, and develops inte a future stapge which also will emerge cut as
a new stage, and not as a mere repetition or duplication of it. ‘This, in
fact, is the only meaning of 'Develipment’. The very term ‘Develop-
ment’ makes this abundautly clear. 1f there were no new something at
every stage, then the origival th'ng cabnnot be called ‘developea’, but
only ‘repeated’, ouly ‘duplicated’, only ‘multiplied’. But who would
dare to say that Nature is a serics of ‘multiplication’ onlyy Do nct
the infinit= varieties in Nature definitely prove this to he a case of
‘addition’—additions that make up for the colour and music, fragrance
and sweetness, beauty and gaiety—in one word, richvess and fuluess
of Nature Herself ?

in this way, Emerzent Evolution is the order of Nature. Likea
chemical compound, emerging as something new oul of Lthe combination
of separate, old elements, worldly eff:cts, too, emerge out of their causes as
something new.

That is why, the eterrally continued world never grows old. Its
novelty is as much a Law of 1ts nature as its continuity,

So, the *Karmas® of the Jivas are, also novel ones. And, hence, there
is no Necessitarianism here, at all.

7. ‘lnevitabloness’ is the Law of Nature.

As a matter of fact, the main objection against the Law of Karma
it that it makes inevitably, for a kind of ‘inevitalleness' in human actions
which does uct, all all, tally with the veluntary or free ‘nature’ of the same,
But really speaking, is not ‘irevitabieness’ ilself the Law of Nature ?
for, if we consider the matter d spaswonately, for a moment, then we
shall see that many of our acts seew to be inexplicable, and, =o,
inevitable,

For example, a passenger, at the last moment, withou! any rhyme
and reason, cancels liis booking for an air flight ; and another passenger,
all on a sudden dec des to avail himself cf that vacancy. 'T'lien, there is
au air-crash, and, every one savs that it is ‘fate’ that saved the first
gentleman  and killed the second. Again, take the case of a Lottery,
This is taken to be, purely, 'fate’ or 'chance’. And. from the scientific
standpoiat, it, has to be admitted that this is noth-ng but ‘fate’, 'destiny’,
luck’, chance’. ‘accident’—for, though ibere is, really, no scope or rcem
for chances' and ‘accidents’ in Science, yet has any Sc ence beer able to
cxplain these cases rationally ?

In this wav, if we carefully analyse the life of a particular indivi-
dual, we shall inevitably find that there are many circumstances in his
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life which are altoge‘ler beyond his control, yet which inevitably
jnfluence aud determine h s life to no mean extent, Vet, neither Science
nor Philosophy can offer any satisfactory exp'auation of the same, without,
accepting, the Iadisn Philosophical Doctrine of Karma. So, the
Law of Karma only tries to expla n what has been left vuexplained by
Science and Philosophy alike. Hence, it would be very uujus: to charge it
.with formulating a kind of Fatalism, on that account, ln fact, as stated
above P. 247, it, in othet cases, Freedom of Will is not jeupardised
because of the inevitableness and pre determination, as found everywhere,
then why should it be so m the case of the Law of Karma the only
fault of whichk is to explain the same as due to the self stself, and not to
any external causes at all ?

8. fhe *More-ness’ or ‘Uniqueness’ of the ndividual

Tt has been said above that the very “ndividuality’ ¢f the individpal
consists in Leing sowethiog ‘more' than his pre dete:miming cauces and
circumstances, Now what exactly is th's moreness” and how do the indivi-
duals come to have diflerent kinds of ‘more.-ness’, which, tivally, make for
theit ind:vidual ditferences?

Now, sccording tothe Mechanical or Materialistic view, as everything
jn the world is accidental. so is the creation of vifferent individuals on
earth  So, according to these theories, somehow or other, the plysical
elements are accidentally cumbined toyether 1o procuce diiferent
conglemerations of individuals.

But the ordinary theistic views as we have scen (P 238), face great
difficuities bere. For here, God is inevitably made a Partal being,
endowing different individuals with different kinds of ‘is dividunlity’ or
‘more-ness’ or uniqueness’.

Now, what is the ludian view in this respect? As we have seen,
(P 185) according to this view, an individual is partly determined by his
herditary characteristics and euvironmental eircumstances—and all these
are due to his own past Karmas, and uot to God or Franmau. But the ‘more-
less’ or ‘uniqueness’ of an individual is something hisvery own, sume-
thing which is independent of his beredilary a1.d environmental facurs,
something which is self-determined and seif-controlled. What, exactly,
thea igthis ‘somethiug’ 1

9. Brahman an Qrganic W hole

From the trinscendental standpoint, this simply implies that Brahman
is an Organic Whole’, WVhat is an Organic Whole' ? As pointed out
above (P 87) it is a whole of naturally different parts. Now, Brabman, too,
i taken to be essentially an ‘Orgamc Whole’. So, the Jivas, the parts—the
term is used for want of a better oue. See P 144.145,—of Brahmaan, are from
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the very begianing, naturally different from one another, So, here, each
is an individua!l, different from every other individual (P.43'. In this
way, the mutuval differences amongst the Jivas, as the ‘Svapata-Bhedas’ or
*internal differences’ of Brahman, have to be recognised by all Mopotheistic
Systems of thought, of the type of the Monotheistic Vedan:a.

In fact s we have seen, from this tran<cendental standpoint, there
is oo questi 'u of Creation, at all {P. 287-38 ). So, the atove question, viz.,
how different individuals come to have different individualities, does
not arise bere at all.

10. The Jiva: An Individual Self

The tcrm *'Jiva" is, ordinarily, translated as “Individual Soul”, Now,
as we knowv, Hnglish Terms are,often very inadequate to designate the
different shades of meaning carried by the corresponding Sanskrit ones.
In this case, however the adjective ‘Individuval’, as well as the boun 'Soul’
are quite appropriate, For, as we bave seen (P.:4),the Jiva isa "Seul'or
& ‘Self’— Atmnan’. being the ‘Svazata-Bhedas’ of the Supreme Soul of Self
—the *Paramatman’. Vet, each isa unique individual. (P. 43), In this
‘Individual selfhood’ lies the solution of the above difficult problem,

11. Objection: Differences in the Individualities,
imply partiality on Brah aan's part.

The problem is the same as posed many times above (P. 1796, viz.
that unless Brahman creates (from the empirical standpoint) the Jivas
according to their own, respective, past Karmas He has to be charged
with part.ality and cruelty. Now, as has been showu above (P, 210-12), the
bereditary characteristics and environmental citfcumstances, vhich paitly
determine the iudividuals, are due to their own respective. past Xarmas of
those iodividuals themselves, But  the remaining part, the
residue, the ‘mnore-mess’, °‘the uniqueness’ atre not due to the
hereditary and environimental factors, and so not due to the past Karmaa
of the Jivas. So, does not Brahman become inevitably open to the very
same charge of ‘Partiality’, as He endows different Jivas with different
kinds of ‘individualities® or ‘uniqueness’ or ‘more ness'? How to get rid
of this formidable difficulty ?

12. Reply: Individualities are due to Freedom of Will.

But, though this difficulty is a formidable ong, yet, it is, by no means,
insoluble. For, it is the individua) self itself that is the ‘unique” something
here, the ‘more’ something here that can rise above all hereditary and
eovironmental cirenmstances, This individual self' is rot an arbitrary
ereation of (God Himself-—but a rational creation of the individual self
itself out of the freedom of will, the free Gift of God, given equally to all.
Because of this ‘rationality’, and this free will’, the Jiva, in the troest sense
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of the terms, is a maker of itself, an architect of its own ‘fate’, working out
its own destiny, freely and rationally.

In fact, man has beea defined as a rational animal. But ‘ratiomality’
essentially implies freedom’. For, what is the use of rationally thinking

out of this course of action, or that, ualess one is free to follow this
course or that ?

Thus, as we have seen /Pp 246-47), from the empirical or worldly
standpoint, from the standpoint of the Jiva, 'freedom of will' isa fact.
Aund, if that be so, every, normal, rational, adult individoal is st

perfect liberty to work just as he likes, forming his own life just as he
thinks fit,

To take, once again, the above examples ( P. 246 ). Rama. as befitting
his hereditary and eavironmeutal circumstances, studies hard and passes
the examication . while, his brother Laksmaya, as not befitting his here-
ditary a1d environuental circumstances, does uot study.hard and fails.
So here Rama and Lakgmana behave differently out of their own free
will and ia that way build up their lives differently,

This is the ‘residue’, this is the ‘more’ romething, this is the ‘unique’
person, this is the ‘individual self”, the rational relf, the free self.

13. The Self and Freedom : which precedes which ?

It has been said above that God makes a free gift of 'Freedom of Will’
to all. So, the question may be asked as to: Which precedes which
here? Daey Freedom precede Self; or Self precede Freedom ?  Not the
first, for. then, where will Freedom itself iuhere ? Not the second, for’
as has been said above /P, 251, 254 ), it is 'Freedom of Will” that forms the

Self; also. hire, God Himself, too, becomes open to the charge of
partiality, So, what is the way out ?

14. Solution of the ! roblem

The way out is not very difficult. For, what has been said abowe (P. 251,
851, viz. that ‘Freedom Will’ forms the Self, is perfeetly cotrect, and that
‘Freedom of Will’ itself needs a substratum, Loo, is equally correct. Henee,
the only thing that can be aseerted and accepted here is that God, in
His infinite goodmess and wisdom, endows all alike with ‘Free Selves’,
Selves with Freedom of Will, as their only characteristics. Here, the
Selves are not made distinct arbitrarily from the beginning, and hence,
God canuot, by any means be charged with partiality. But only God’s
own Nature, own Essence is poured in all in equal drops, endowing all
equally with divine, free, rational Selves or Souls.

And it is entirely left to the Jivas themselves to mould themselves out
their free wills i, e.00 man fest the divine essence even in the midst of
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alltheir pre-determined hereditary and environmental circumstances— this
is "Mukti’ or Salvation or, to have the same obliterated by the veil of
Iguoraace and selfish Desires —this is ‘Bandha’ or Boudage.

In this way, the Jivas are different in so far as their hereditary and
environuental circumstances are so. And, these being due to their own,
respective past Karmas, no fault of 'partiality’ attachesto God, at all,
Again, the Jivas are the same, in so far as they are all equaily free and
rational or Gol in es<ence —above ail their hereditary and environuental
circumstances. And, the Divine Essence being the same in all, here. too,
no fault of ‘Partiality’ attaches to God at all. And ‘forming the self
itseli’, moulding l'fe' *working out oue's destiny’ and similar expressions
all, really, mcau that the Divine Essence in all lias t¢ be manilfesied
progressively, as best ag one can do so0.

II 7The Case of a Differeat Birth

As we have sean, (P 185), if the ‘Sakama Karias’ or Selfish Voluntary
acts of « particular individnal fails to produce its ‘Pralay’ or appropriate
resu'ts here dnd now or, in course of the same life or bisth, then these bave
tu do so 1u the next life or birth.

How do these mnon-experienced and so accumulated ‘Karma:’
produce t eir appropriate ‘Phalas'in the next life or birth ? These do so
bv making the individual get a particular kind of heredity and environ.
ment (P, 2 1 12), and are exhausted thereby. For, the rest, the individual
is, undoubtedly, free to act, just «s he likes {P. Y47 . And, so the question
of Fatal sm does not arise here, too at alt (P. 247)

1. Past Karmas and their Appropriste Results.

[t has beea -aid just above thut past ‘Sakama Karma-' produce here-
ditary aud euvironmental circumstances for different individuals ju the
next birth or ife.  The question here is: Are these the only appropiiate
effects of the past Karmas? Or, do these pa~t Karmas also produce
sone later effect:, by directly influenciug the new ‘Sakama-Karmas’ of
that partienlar individual in theat sew birth ?

“The answer in geueral, has been given nbove (P. 244-45). Tbere, it
kas been said th.t each cause and its appropriate effect togetber form
one complete whole; and as scon as that particular effect is produced,
the cause-effect series is competed them and Lhere. The same isthe
case here, too. Heie, the past Karmas, as causes, produce hereditary
characteristics and environmental effects in the present birth, as their
appropriate effects; and then aud there, tlie Cause-cflect setics is com-
pleted. Then beging the new free life of that individual under the setting
of his pre-determined or past Karma-deiermined heredilary and environ-
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mental factors and circumstances ; and how this new life wi'l be shaped
depends on him aad his own new Karmas and oo further on his past
Karmas of a previons life.

In this way just as the first part of the Docirine of Karms, viz. that
the Sakama Karmas of this Life must of necessity produce their sppro-
prate ‘Phalag’, doesnot imply any Fatalism; so the second part ef the
Doctrine of Karma, viz. that the past, non-experienced 'Sakama Karmas’
must produce their appropriate ‘FPhalas’ in another life, does not involse
any lfatalism, at all.

2. Past Karmas and Next Life

A further question still remaios here. This is as foliows :—

Do the past Katmas prodace their appropriate ‘Phalas’ only in this
birth, or even in sowe later births ¥

The answer is that, this is rather uucertain. Ordinarily. and as
expected, the past Karmas produce their results in the innmediately
fo'lowing birth. But in some special cases, where the past Karmas are
inevitably prevented from producing their ‘phalas’ or appropriate
results even in the npext birth, according to the fundamental
tenet of the Law of Karma that every Karma must, necessarily, produce
its 'Phala’ or appropriste result, some day or other, these past Karmas,
too, must preduce their ‘Phalas’ or appropriate results in some Other
birth, Jater on. g

It must be rememnbered, however, that such a dragging of the past
Karmas throughout more births than one, is not at all, a desirable thing.
T'he best thing, it goes without saying, is that the ‘Sakama-Karmas’
should all produce their own, respective appropriate results in the present
birth, so that the individuals concerned way kvow of the results thereof,
immediately. This is desirable for more reasons than one. (See below P.2E8).
However, if that be not possible, due to unavoidable circuo stances, then
we have to admit, willy-nilly, that the unexhausted past‘Sekama-Karmas’
continue to be there, with their full vigour or potency, iili, in a later birth,
next or still later, these produce their ‘Phalas’ or appropriate results.

3. Past Karmas. Phalas and their Obstructions.

A further question stili remains—another fundamental guestion, viz.
why should some ‘Sakama-Karmas’ produce their "Phalas” or appropriate
resuits here and now. in the same birth ; while others not 7 What is the
discriminating mark between these two kinds of *Sakima-Karmas’ ¥

The answer is that these depend on both internal and external
conditions. The internal conditions are the inner potencies of those
Karmas themselves. The external conditions are othier external circums-
tances, like otber stronger Kirmas, pushing for fulfilment by producing
their ‘Phalas’ or appropriate results, and the like,

83
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4. Worldly Examples

Take the case 0fa blosscming cherry-tree.  Here there are numercus
buds, but all of these do nomot blossowum forth together at the same time.
Why? First, because the buds themselves are internally dilferent,
hav ng different kinds of pntency or fertility. Secondly, because their
¢xternal conditions are differetit, some being niore exposed tolight and
air, and more drenched by water; others less. Thirdly. because some
larger or stronger buds over-shadow other smaller or weaker cnes.

The same is the case here too. Not being really mechanical or
antomatic but fully voluntary only, these 'Sakime-Karmas® are,
naturally different, with different characteristics, powers, tendencies and
the like, Their opportunities for producing their appsopriate results,
too, differ widely. These are also strooger or weaker, simpler or more
complicated and so on, in nature, Thatis why, naturally, a1l the Kurmas do
not behave alike iu producing their own, respective, appropriate results,

We may, here couveniently take some ordinary instances,

A professional swindler, iu a high position, avoids arrest and prose-
cution, all throughout his life. because of strong backing by his influential,
dishonest friends, Here, vuder the present circumtances of his Society
aud State, ‘backing by influcutial (riends’ is, at least for the time being
a stronger kind of acticn than ‘'swindling.” Again, late* on, if the inoral
conditions of his Scciety and State improve, then the ‘backing by
influential friends’ will not be of much help to lim ; and then Swind-
ling’ wlll, auntownatically become the stronger one, producing its’
apptopriate results, viz. arrest, prosecutiop, counviction, degradation,
sorrow, here and now,

Again, a studious boy writes the answers to the Final Questions,
well ; but at the last moment, is seized with a sudden strong temptation,
copies the last answer from his neighbouring candidate’s beok, is canght
aud, finally, expelled Here, the 'act of honestly answering the questions’
is weaker, under the present circumstances, than ‘the act of copying
from others’. And, so, the stronger one prevents the weaker one from
producitg its appropriate results.

These illustrate as to how stronper acts may prevent the weaker
ones from producing their own, respective, appropriate results imme-
dately, even in course of the same life or birth.

The example given is that of a stronger cow, eating grass foreibly
by driving away many weaker ones,

Further , adverse or complicated external circumsiances may delay
the results. For example, a poor but honest boy tries hard for an honest
job; but due to very stringent conditions, fails to do so. Here 'honest
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trying’ faile to produce its appropriate result ‘getting the job’ here and
now, due to other external circumstances,

Again, a student studies very hard for his examination and be is
quite confident of passing the same. Yet, he is given a seat in a dark, hot
corner, caunot write his answers well, and fails, ultimately, Here, also,
due to other external circumstances, his act of ‘studying hard” fails to
produce its appropriate resnlt ‘passing’.

These illustrate as to how opposing external circumstances prevent
acts from producing their appropriate results immediately, even in course
of the same birth or life.

Further, the Karmas, themselves, may be of diflereut kinds, baving
different kinds of potencies. E g. take two unconnected voluntary acts
of a boy, viz. ‘practising tennis’ for winuing a championship, and ‘deing
physical exercises' for improving health. Now, here, suppose, the
former is done with vigour, regularity and precision, and so produces its
appropriate results soon. But, suppose, the latter is done in a rather
careless, irregular manner, and naturally, the appropriate resuit does not
follow so soon.

Again, two sisters Raui and Vani are interested in music, and take
daily music lessous. Rani’s practising produces the appropriate results,
gsuch as, getting music prizes; while Vagi's practising does not’. Here,
apart from the question of inner, inherent or hereditary powers, the acts
themselves may differ, one being fuller and more perfect than the other,
Hence, the less full and less perfect act fails to produce its own, appio-
priate result soon.

These illustrate asto how due to their own nature, some acts may
produce their apuropriate results immediately or soon; some may not do
g0, even in course of the same birth or hfe,

Thus, the above are some main causes which prevent Karmas or
voluntary acts from producing their own, respective, appropriate results,
bere and now.

We find from the above that in some cases, such delaysin the
production of the appropriate results or effects are due to the Karmag
themselves—on their potencie¢s intensities, complexities, regularities,
completeness, perfection, and the like ; and notling mere remains to be
said in this connection. However in some other cases again, snch delays
are due to external causes, hke other strepger acts or other adverse
circumstances. But, is it not wholly unjust that an individual chould enjoy
or suffer, as the case may be, for these external circumstances, over which
he himself has no coutrol at all, and for which he himself is not respon-
sible at all 7
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The reply to this has been given many times above (P.211-12). The
external circumstances over which the individual bas no control and, for
which he is not respousible, are, however, his own creation, For, theseare
either due to his hereditary and environmental conditions-which, again
are due to his own past Karmas (P.211-12;—or, to hisnew free and rational
acts 1P, 247)i. e, to his preseat Karmas( P, 214, 250 ). So, here there is
nothing objectionable from the standpoint of the Law of Karma.

Law of Karma and Non-Voluntary Actions and Noa-Moral

Actions ! Peculiarity of !ndian Ethics.

It bas been stated above that the Law of Karma is a Law of
Volantary Activities ouly /P 184", But there are quite a few kinds of
Non-Voluntary Activities, like Random Activities, Senscri-Motor Acti-
vities,aud the rest { P. 130 , These are, naturally, taken to be non-moral,
or beyoud the scope of moral judgument, like ‘goed’ or bad’. Further,
besides these, acts whi-h lack the two essential characteristi¢s of a volun-
tary action, viz. rationality aud freedom, are, also taken to be ‘mnon-moral”
in the above seuse. Thus, the acts of a mad man or a child, devoid of
rezson, ate not morally judged as 'good’ or ‘bad’. 1In the very same manner,
the forced acts of conuvict- or prisoners of war are not morally judged.

In this way, Western Ethics excludes a larger part of humean
activity from its own scope or from that of moral judgment as ‘good’ or
‘bad’, and totally, exonerites the individuals concerned frem any res-
pousibility for the same

But Indian Ethics is a peculiar one, as we have already seen in
contiection with the very common ethical distinction between ‘epoistic”
aud ‘altruistic’ gets, (P. 2801 3) Its peculiarity is due to the fact that, as iu
other cases, so here, too, it is, uliimately, taken to te a subsidiary part
of that gre«t and grand field of study, viz. Mokgz-Sastra ¢r Deliberaiion
and Discourse on Salvation, its Summum Bonum of life, to use au ethical
expression, but phloscphically, Life itself, { See below the Scction on
‘Salvation?®)

However, jeaving that aside, we may, here, note another peculia-
rity of Indian Lthics, in coppeclion with the abive questicn of Nen-
Voluntary and Noun-moral Acts.

Now, according to Indian Philosophy, Teleclogy is the core and the
essence of the whole world ; and the whole world Las been cieated bty God
{in the sense as explained ahove P. 241.42) solely accoiding to the past
‘Sakima-Karmas® of tte Jivas, or the individual souls. ‘Thus, the world
has a great moral purpose behind it, v'z. the purpose of sevving asan arena
where one undergoes the results of one’s own non-experiernced and unex-
hausted, past, ‘Sakama Karmas’, and prepares ove's. g¢lf for Molga or
Salvation, through the Sadhanae’ or spiritual strivings. (P. 187,, Iathis
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way. in the world, the individuals or Jivas are responsible for each and
every thing that exists in space and occurs in time, asin the world,
each and every thing that exists in space and occurs intime is the
result of either the past "Sakama-Karma-' of the Jivas, or their present
Bakamg-Karmas’,

1. Two Sinds of ‘Responsibility’

Now, this responsibility is of two kinds, according 1o the pature of
the thinzs and events concerned .

1. First, we have ‘responsibility’ in the ordinary, Western ethical
sense of the term ; or ‘responsibility’ of a [ree rational apent for his own
voluntary activities. These are called ‘moral actions’, to be judged
morally as *good’ or ‘bal’.

2. Secondly, we have ‘respousibility’ in a special sense in the
Indian Ethical sense, viz. that we are resjonsible for any and everything
here, on earth, Io this sense, we are not only responsible for our free
and rational veoluutary acts, but alse for all kinds of acts, even pon-
voluntary, including nou-raticual and non-free oves, as mentioned abave,
(P, 150). lu what seuse? Iu the sense that even such oon-voluntaty acts
are due, ultimately, t> the past or present Karwas of the individuals
concerned. How ? .

2. Worldly Examples

Take anordinary example. An individual is captured as a prisover
of war, and then is forced, totally apainst his will, at the point of a
bayonet, to construct a road or an aercdrome, that will go against the
interests of his own, beloved Mother-country. Here, his ‘act of building’,
being a forced owe, is non-moral, i. e, vot open to moral judgment as
‘right’ or "wrong’. Yet, how can he himself shirk the responsibiiitv of
being captured and placed in such a sitvation of being forced by cthers
to do sowmething ¢ Thus, such a capture may be due to his own care-
lessness; or to the treachery of his so cailed friends whom ke trusted
foclishly ; or (o somie circumstances totally beyond his own control ; or,
to what is, ordinarily, called accident!. But whatever te the circums-
tapnces that lead to his capture and torture—those circumstances 1he m-
seives need expilanation. And, according tothe Indisu Law of Karwra,
the only possible explanation is that these are due to the Karwas of the
individuals concerned—Karinas, past and present.

All other activities have to be explained in the very same way, for
the general mnaxim of the Law of Karma, viz. ‘Nothing witheut a cause,
vothing, nothing,’ has to be applied to each and every cacze, each and
every |

Anpd, what is*he harm ? If Science, though professedly devoted
to explanation by means of causes, yet has to leave many things, to
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‘chances’ and speak glibly of ‘accidents, of and on—'then, what harm is
there if somethiug else steps in to trya hand ? Is there any better
explanation ?
3. Peculiar kind of Responsibility

In this way, in Indian Ethics, we have two kinds of ‘responsibi-
lity’—one involving the question of immediate moral judgmenta as
‘good’ or ‘bad’ ; the other, not. In the first case, as accepted by ordinary
Ethics, the individua! concerned is responsible for his own voluntary
acts, which are morally judged as 'good’ or'bad’. In the second case,
however, he is held responsible lor his non-voluntary acts, {u the sense,
shown above but his acts are not morally judged as ‘good’ or ‘bad’. For,
these are not the direct bur ouly indirect results of his voluntary acts.
That is, these are the past Karmas, responsible for his hereditary and
environmental circumstances, and leading to such a situation througha
chain.

Thus, in Indian Ethics, we have the peculiar conception of
‘responsibility’ without “moral praiseworthiness or blameableness’,

(1) Law of Karma and ‘Accidents’.

The above has shown cleatly thatin the vast, hoary field of Indian,
Philosophy \here is unoteven an iuch of space for ‘accidents’ of any kind
whatsoever, A'ccording to the scientific definition, an ‘*accident’” ora
‘chance’ is a ‘cause unkoown’ And, by -its own admis-ion, it cannot ex-
plain these unknown factors, and so, delegatesthe same to mere 'accidents’
or ‘chances’ as last resorts. In this way, Science is, after al], self<incon-
sistent. Hor, whatever be thie modern interpretation of the age-old con-
cept of causality, i.e.as a continuum without any element of Time, the
fact remains that, here as something leads to somethivg else, like one
wave leading to another, and so on, there should not be any unknown link
in the series

Now, whatever be the verdict of Physics in this respect, the ver-
dict of buman life is quite clear—vwviz. that all the Iinks herc are not
nown ; and that is why, many circumstances in it have to be taken to
be due to more ‘chances or acc'deats’ {P 252). From the very beginning
of hig individual life to the very end—eéuch inexplicable circumstancesare
numeroud. For example, the very combination of hereditary qualities,
which he gets at the very beginning of hie individual existence, as
well as the environments under which he is born, are inexplicable to the
Secience of Biology., (P 210-1}\

But the indian Law of Karma, though dubbed as wholly irratiovai
and unjust—is the only attempted full explanation that is both rational
and just But itis not a mechanical system, nor 'a closed continuum”
of Physics—but essentially a system of self-determination alone (P, 247).
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(W) Lawof Karma and ‘Adrste’.

‘Adrsta’ or Fate or Destiny ie a very common concept of our daily
lives. We often use such expressions.—

‘Alas] this is but fate’] ‘My f{fate saved me from this great
disastet’)] ‘My fate has bronght me this great fortune' and so on.

Thus, if we carefully avalyse the above expressions and
exclamations, we shall find that in every case thereisan unknoown
element. Accotding to the Law of Karma, 'Adrsta’, or the unknown
principle, is unothing but the accumulated stock of the pa-t non-
experieniced and unexhausted 'S8akama-Karmas’ of the Jivas themselves.
So, 11 the most literal sense ¢ °All are architects of Fate’.

(V) Concluding Remarke: Daiva and Furusakira.

A long discussion has been undertaken above regarding the real
implications of the Law of Karma. The charge of Fatalism, in fact isa
very common charge agsinst the Law of Karma, That is why, 10 much
time has been taken by us to refute it, as best as we could, in our humble
ways.

Let us conclude here with very common, but telling, examples t-—

In & game of cards, the cards are shuffled and then distributed
to different plavers. In this way, which particular cards will a particular
individua} get, does tot depead on him at all. But, how he will play
the cards depend on him alone. T'hus, a dull player, though having a good
hand, fails to play well, On the contrary, au intelligent player, though
having a bad hand, plays quite well as far as pos-ible.

Similarly, in this Great Game of Life, we are given our cards
according to our owa past Karmas, in the shape of our hereditary charac-
teristics and environmeutal circumstauces, Tbis we ecall, ‘Daiva’, or
‘Destiny’ ; or ‘Adrsta’ or the Unseen Principle. But for the rest, we are
free to play, just we like. This is called ‘Purusakira or Human
Endeavour,

Thus in this Mysterious ‘Bhava-Lila". or Play of Life, we are, of
course, given the implements of play to begin with ; but, play, we must,
through our own independent judgments and efforts,

Again, fishermen are given different kinds of boats by their leaders ;
but how best they will row depends entirely on themselves alone An
inexpert rower, though given a very good beat, has every chance cf being
drowned ; while an expert rower csn reach his destination in spite of
getting an old, rickety boat.

Similarly, in this Great Qcean of Li/e, we are given our boats aceord-
ing to our own past Karmas, in the shape of our hereditary characteristics
and environmental circumstances. But for the rest, we are free to row,
just as we like.
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Thus, in th's boundless ‘Bhava-Sagara’ or Ocean of Life, we are, of
course, given the boats to begin with ; nut, row, we must, thruugh our own
independent judgments and efforts

Again, travellers are given different kinds of lamps by forest-officers
to cruss a forest; but how besi they will see their way through, depends
entitely on themselves alone, A nervous and incautious traveller. though
given a good, bright lamp, his every chance of having it extinguished
very soon ; while a self-confident and courageous traveller, though given a
smal' dim lamp, can come ont of the forest very well.

Simnilarly, iu this Great Forest of life, we are given our lamps,
according to our own past Karmas, in the shape of our hereditary charac-
teristics and environumential circumstances, But, for the rest, we are free
to travel, just as we like.

Thus, in this Dense ‘Bhavaranva’ or 'Forest of Life’ we are, of course,
given the lamps to begin with; but travel, we must, through cur own
jndependent judgeme: ts and efforts.

In this way, whether we play, or Tow or travel, we never begin with
an ab-olute scratch, but always with ce.tain implements. equipments,
instruments. For, no one is au absolute point, with av abcolute begin-
ning in the ceaseless flow of Time ; but every one is a continnity, & conti-
nuous, concrete whole of ‘Past-Present-Future’,

1. . utual Relation of * saiva’ and ‘Purusakara’

In Western Psychology, the question is always ra'sed as to whether
‘Heredity’ is stronger than ‘Environmeut’ or vice versa. But, in Indjan
Philosophy, we have to face the broader question as to whether
‘Purugakara’ or buman efforts are more potent than 'Daiva’ or the original
hereditary aud environmental factors, or vice versa.

It cannot be denied that Daiva’ is a very potent factor in the Jife of
an individual. During the first forwmative periods of life, when the
child is not yet in a position to do anything much independe: tly, the
formation of his life, psychologically, is practically over ; and, his later lifa
is, more or less, but an uonfolding of the same.

But those wto believe in Human Free Will canunot accept this
Totalitarian or Mechanical Conception of human life, or development.
The verdict of Psychology or Socio'ogy need not be controverted here,
But, according to the Doctrine of Free Will, the free will of the individual
concertied is always, and at every step, a third factor, to be reckoned with,
over and above the first and the second factors of Heredity’ and 'Environ-
ment’, respectively, In fact, do we uot, at every step, find clear signs of
such a *Free Will’, i every human being—not excepting a cbild ? As in
other cases, here, too, there may be more or less developed states of the
case,
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S, if there be free will at every step, that free will must produce
results at every step, great or small.

This is the Indian View of ‘Purngakara’, According to this View,
‘Purugakara’ cau always control, rise above, and even, change ‘Daiva’.
In this connection, the famous saying of Karna in the Mahabharata may
be recalled—

“FAAT FH T, FWET T Gy |

“Birth in a particular family is due to ‘Daiva, but *Purusakara’ is wholly
dependent on me*.

2. Can‘Purusakara’ Change ‘Daiva’ ?

This, in fact, is a very crucial question.

According to the Indian View, ‘Daiva’ consists of both the original
hereditary and environmental factors of the individual concerned. Now,
here, environmental circumstances can be changed by the individual, of
course, sometimes later. Thus, ha may totally give up his parents,
relatives, friends, associates aud the like, constituting his ‘sccial environ-
ments’ ; leave his country or home-place and the like, constituting
his ‘physical environments'; change his present pesition, occupation,
and the like, constituting hkis ‘economical’ euviropinents’, and so on.
In this way, he can begin his life anew under new environmental
conditions, better or worse.

But the question of guestions here ist Can ‘Environments’ change
‘Heredity’? Even more, can ‘Purugakara’ or independent efforts really
change ‘Heredity’ ¢

Western Psychology seems as yet undecided on the peint, The
two opposing camps of Hereditarians aud Environmentalists are still
raging a ceaseless war in this regard, Here, one thing is clear, viz. that
even if a characteristic, i.e. a quality or a power, be present in some one
from the very beginuing through ‘Heredity’, it may remain totally un-
manifest through adversé enviroumental conditions. E. G. even if the
seed be an excellent one, it may not produce any Howering plant for want
of good soil, light, air and the like. In this way, 'Environments’ can
easily kill practically an existent hereditary power. 1n the case of human
beings, it may be said that adverse “Environments’ or rather, the lack or
deficiency of independent efforts to rise above the same, may, to all intents
and purposes, make an existent hereditary attribute or power non-
exisient,

But the real difficulty is regarding the converse. Can Environ-
ments’ or ‘Independent Efforts’ create an attribute ora power when it
is, by heredity, non-existent in an individual ?

As pointed out abeve, Western Sciences, like Paychology, Sociology
and Biclogy, are very much divided on the point. But the consensus

84
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of opinion seems to be that ‘Environments’ or ‘Independent Efforts’
cannot create new attributes or powers; but can only manifest and
develop already existing ones. That is why, we have proverbs like:
“You cannot make a silk purse out of a suw's eat” ; or, the corresponding
Bengali proverb, “You cannot beat a donkey into a horse”.

3. This Wonderful Freo Self

However, the verdict of Indian Philosophy in this respect is clear.
According to it, the powers of the Free Self are, indeed, great. And, it is
not known what the Self can do and what the Self will do. Indeed,
w.uderful is this Free-Self Restricted as it is by its hereditary and
environmental conditions, as well as, bodily inabilities and mental
inefisiencies—it can, vyet, soar to wonderful heights, and manifest
wonderful potencies. Thus, do we not find cases of sudden conversion,
sudden manifestation of new powers, sudden emergence of literary or
scientific geniuses ?

The Hereditarians will, surely, say' here that all these are nothing
but cases of hitherto unmanifested. and so, unknown hereditary
powers. But- when you come to think of this, what proof is there that
all the manifested abilities are hercditary abilities, and nothing else ?
What hereditary characteristics exactly does the individual concerned
actually get juct at the moment when the two parental cells combine
together to produce a new living organism.— Science has no means of
ascettaining. The only proof of this is the actual manifestation of
certain abilities in the individual concerned later on. But, as stated
above, who would say here definitely as to which of these abilities are
hereditary, and which, acquired ?

So, let us, give the Indian Doctrine of Free Whll, at least, the benefit
of doubt, and gladly accept its contention that,at least ina few cases,
the possibility of ‘acquired abilities’ bas to be admitted, willy-nilly.

And, with justice | For, what meaning is there in ‘Free Will’, if it
is not ‘free’ to rise above its present couditions, and add to its steck of
inheritance. What kind of Sovereigu is he who only wears the Jewelled
Crown, but is not free to enrich it by a single gem ?

4. Doctrine of ‘. uper-Freedon of Will",

We started with the apprehension that the Law of Karma might
invelve a kiud of Fatalism, ttat would prove to be a death-blow to
‘Moral Life’, itself and exercise a very pernicious influence on all, paving
the way for Pessimism and Inactivism, |

But,lo! what do we actually find in the end? We find, to our
great gratification, that the age-old Law of Karma, the very life-blood,
the very heart-beat, the very vital-breath of Iudian Philesorhy, is after
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all, not only a Law of Fatalism ; but, on the contrary, s Law of 'Super-
Freedom of Will’. In what sense ?

In the sense of going far beyond even the ordinary Doctrines of Free-
dom of Will. For, as we have seen, such Doctrines also of Freedom of
Will involve a kind of Fatalism or Necessitarianism, as according to
these, ordinarily, the freedom of the Self is, rather, a limited kind of
freedom, as the Self does not seem to have any contrel regarding the
hereditary characteristics, except in manifesting the same,~~but having
no power to add or increage.

But, the Law of Karma, leaving the Free Self just as it is, even
allows it the freedom to add and increase its hereditary characteristics,
not to speak of the environmental circumstances.

Further, accordiug to it, everything, each and every thing in the
life of an individual, is due solely and wholly to his own Karmas—inay
be past, may be present, may be great, may be small, may be good, may be
bad—but entirely and eternally to his—and no one else’s, not even God’s—
Karmas. Such a Doctrine of pure and simple self-reliacce, self-endeavour,
self-development is, indeed, rare in the world ; and it is to the eternal
glory of our revered Risis or Seers of old, that they have visualised
such a superb Doctrine, even at the dawn of Human Civilisation itself,

(s) Third Objection against the Law of Karma : God ceases
to be Omniscient and Omnipotent

' A third common Objection against the Law of Karma may be siated
as follows : —

It hay been said above that Braliinan creates the universe according
to the own, respective, past Karmas of the individual souls or Jivas,
{P. 183ff). It bas also been explained above as to bow, otherwise, Brahman
becomes inevitably open to the charges of Cruelty and Partiality (P, 179).
Well and good ! But does not the above Doctrine of Creation according
to the past Karmas of the Jivas themselves involve otker difficuities from
other points of view ? What are these ¥ These are difficulties regarding
Gods Omnipotence and Omniscience. Asa matter of fact, just as God
cannot be taken to be Cruel and Partial, in any way, so He canneot, alao,
be equally taken to be Non-omnipotent and Noun-omniscient, But, here,
unfortunately, to aveid one kiad of difficulty, we are inevitably landed
on another ? How

In this way :—If God has to create according to the past ‘Sakama-
Karmas of the Jivas only, then how can He be called a ‘Free Agent
A free agent, really, isone who is not guided or controlled by any
external circumstances, and compelled to act in a particular way,
according to the same. That is, he has alternative courses of action open
to him and can rationally and freely choose from amengst the same,



268 Doctrine of Srikagtha '

In fact, as well-known, these two—viz ‘ratlonal thinking’ and ‘free choice’,
constitute the two fundamental marks of a voluntary action (P. 148). And,
all Jivas, all normal adults have full opportunities for doing such
voluntery acts, whichk, from tbe empirical or worldly standpoint, are the
best kinds of acts.

But look at poor Brahman, He, in His infinite wisdom and goodness,
has allowed the Jivas to what He Himself cannot do-—viz. perform volun-
tary acts. Why ? Because, in His great and good act of creatieon—a fund-
amental act on His part—He Himself—All-wise and All-powerful, as
He is —has no scope for any rational deliberation and free choice amongst
alternatives, So, how can His act of creation be called a *Voluntary Act’?

Consider the matter, once more, fully, Firstly, he has no scope for
tational deliberation in His Creative Act, for the simple reason that here
there is vothing atall for Him to think or reflect upon or deliberete about.
For, here only one course of action, is open to Him, viz to act or create
aecording to the past Karmas of the Jivas themselves. These Karmgs are
eternally there, creation after creation ; and, the only task of Brahman
bhere is to conuect the different Jivas with their own respective Karmas,
and the rest follows accordingly. .

That is why, here it is not necessary for Brahman to think of or
decide about anything else, except to know simply of the already existent’
Karmas of the Jivas. These Karntas are dotte by the Jivas independently
aud freely, as Brahman has endowed them all with free will. So,
the only function of Brahman here is to take note of those independent,
free acts of the Jivas, and act, willy nilly, accordingly.

Secondly, for the same reason, He has no scope for free action here,
He canuot, according to the Law of Karma, change the Karmas of the
Jivas even an iota ; or create new Karmas and destroy old ones. or assign
the Karmas of one to another , by any means. So, He is more or less an
Agtomaton here, guided and compelled by external circumstances, viz the
Sakama-Karmas of Jivas, acting according to their own sweet will.

A Difficult Theological Litemmn

Thus, if Creation be admitted to be according to the past Karmas of
the Jivas themselves, then that will inevitably jeopardise Brahman's
Omnipotence, For, then, He being powerless against the Jiva-Karmas,
cannot be called 'Omunipotent’ or' ‘All-powerful.” and the Jiva-Karmas will
become more powerful than He. So here, we are on the horns of avother
difficult theological Dilemma ¢ '

If Brabman creates the universe according to the past Sakawma-
Karmas of Jivas, then He is not All-powerful ; and, if He does not create
the aniverse acccording to the past ‘Sskama-Karmas of the Jivas, then
He is not All-Impartial.
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Either, He creates the universe according to the past ‘Sakama
Karmas’ of the Jivas ; or, He does not. ’

.", either, e is not All.powerful or He is not All-Impartial,

What is the way out ¢

This is from the emipirical standpoint or from the standpoint of the
Jivas, :

The same question has already been raised and di:cussed frem the
transcendentel standpoint or f-om the standpoint of Brahman (Secticn on
Lila and Karma P, $2,76,151).

.t} Refutation of the Third Objection against the Law of Karma.

Now, the same objection from the transcendental standpoint, has
bean disposed of abave. ( P. 925 ). The drsposal of the Objection from
the empirical standpoint, is also very similar.

(A) The Monotheistic Conception of Saguna-Brahman

Now, according to the Monotheistic Vedanta View, Brahmar is
esseutially ‘Sagun .’ or possessed of au infinite number of excellent, avspi-
cious attributes (P. 17). So, Brahman is taken to be an Qrganie
Whole of these attributes, His "Svagata-Bhedas’, Hence, these attributes,
being the Svagata-Bhedas' or internal differences’ of Brahmav Himself,
must be harmonions with one another, though sometimes apparently
inconsistent. For, evidently, there can never be any contsadicticn in the
nature of Brahman,

Now, as mentioned in the above Theological Dilemma, twe of the
fundawental  attiribu'es of Brahman ate ‘All-Powerfulness and ‘All-
Impartiality’. Alse, He is an All-Just’ aud All-Moral Being, an ‘All-
Merciful’ and ‘All-Loving’ Being. Hence, if He has to create the universe,
He will have to do so in such a way that noue of His attributes is set at
naught in any way.

(B) oicral Nature of the Universe.

In fact, what doesthe Universe of Souls and Matter, as created by
God, imply, as a created effect of Brahmau ? It implies that fromn the
empirical standpoint, {rom the standpoint of the Jiva, it is nothing but
an arena of moral development. As we have seen (P. 52, 76, 1&l),
from the trans-endeutal standpoint, {rom the stendpoint of Brahman
Himself, there is no question of any purpose in the Lild or Play of
Brahmaun, which we call *Creation’. But from the empirical stendpoint,
from the standpoint of the Jivas themselves, it has a deep, moral purpose
behind it viz,, that it affords opportunities to the ‘Baddha-Jivas® to
undergo the "Karma-Phalas’ or the appropriate results of their past Sakama-
Karmas' so that, by getting rid of theit 'Sakima-Karmas', they may
ultimately, be blessed with ‘Mgkga' or Salvation. All these have heem
explained above in details, (P. 185 ff).
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In this way, from the empirical standpoint, or standpoint of
the Jivas themselves, Creation is entirely a Teleological process, a process
of upholding the great Moral Ideal of ‘NiskAma-Karmas', and leading to
the great apiritual end of 'Moksa' or Salvation.

If that be so, then the Universe of Jiva-Jagat bas to be created in
such & way as to make this kind of Moral Life, this kind of Spiritual Life
possible on the part of the Jivas. Let us have this clear first. If there be
any question of creation at all—and we know, there is, from the empirical
standpoint, or the standpoint of the Jivas themselves —then,the created
world, according to the ludian Views—isnota mechanical something,
not an accidental or purposeless something, but is essentially a teleclogical
or purposive something, and that purpose is ome and only one—the
one and only one purpose of the whole of Indian Philesophy, viz‘'Moksa'
or ‘Mukti’, or ‘Salvation’,

(L) Free Na urz of the Jivas.

Hence, Brahman, the Creator, creates both Jiva and Jagat for the
very same spiritual purpose, viz. ‘Salvation’. ‘That is, the “Jivas' ‘atfain’
‘Balvation’ through the help of the ‘Jagat’; and the ‘Jegat’ affords oppor-
tunities to the Jivas to do so. That is, it is essential that the Jivas must
be free agents, No morsl endeavour, no spiritual striving, is at all
possible on the part of one who has no freedom of will. Thus as we have
seen, worldly Jivas may perform three kinds of ection—Sakima-Punya-
Karmas' ‘Sakima,-Papa-Karmas® and ‘Nigkama-Karmas® (P,195). The
first two come under 'Morality’; the last under ‘Spirituality’. But in every
case, free will is the first condition. Hence as Brahman creales the
Jivas ag 'moral’ and ‘spritual’ beings, s¢ He, must, of necessity, create
them slsc as 'free’ beings, For, how can the All-wise Brabman do some-
thing that is totally absurd and impossible § And, it is, undoubtedly,
totally absurd and impossible to conceive of any moral life and spiritual
life without a ‘free life’, at the same time,

Thus, Brahman has to create the Jivas as free beings, in whatever
way that be possible (See just below), And, if that be once admitted, then
there is no way out of the conclusion that God creates according to the
past Karmas of the Jivas themselves. For this, as we have seen (P, 181F)
is the fupdamental demand of Justice itself, And, an All-Just Brahmean
cannot jeopardise the just claims of Justice,

(D} Creation according to Jiva-Karmae
does not jeopardise Divine Omnipotence.

In this way, if all the conditions of Creation be properly understocd
here, there arises no question at all of jeopatrdising the Omuipotence

of Brabmaun. Let the conditions be re-capitulated :—
(i) Brahman creates the universe for the sake of the ‘Moksa’ or
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‘Salvation’ of the *Jivas’. So, He has to create the Jivas as free agents;
otherwise, it will be very unwise on His part.

(ii) Brahman creates the Jivas as mutually different. So, He has

to create the Jivas according to their pat Karmas ; otherwise, it will Le
very unjast on His part.
' In this way, Brahman, out of His own All-spiritval Nature, endows
the Jivas with freedom of will ; ar d 1hen, when, as free s gents, they retform
‘Sakama Karmasg’ or Voluntary actien, Frahman out of His own All.Just
Nature, creates them according to their own past, non.-experienced, and
80, unexhausted Karmas. In this way, if one does somethitg out of
his own nature, that can never be set at uaught by another aspect of his
own fature, for, Nature is one, not dual or multiple.

(E: Woarldly Examples

For example, a Sovereign declares several prizes for sports-
competition amongst his soldiers. T'hen, l'e distributes the prizes strietly
according to the merits and performances of the soldiers themselves.
tere, then a Sovereign, though possessing absolute powers over his
owu soldiers, though supplying the funds for the prizes himself alone,
though himself the ounly and the final judge «f the contest—yet,
restricts hia own freedom or power in such a way as not to upset
the other equally fundamental aspect of his nature as a Sovereign, viz
his strict impartiality and justness. But, here who would say that
the Sovereign is a powerless, weak one, as he observes certain rules
aud regulations, and restricts his own power

Or, take the case of a Judge cr an Examiner. A Judge has been
given an absolute power of judging and passing rentences, But can he
ever act arbitrarily, ignoring the evidenccs placed before him ¢ No, for,
then, he will cease to be a Judge ; aud the very nature or quality of being
a ‘Julge’ implies that he judges cases impartially, strictly according to
the evidences and other connected circum-tances zlone ; and the moment
he fails to do so, he ceases to be a Judpe.

Iu exactly the same manner, an Examiner has an absolute power of
evaluating answer scripts and allotting marks. But can he ever act arbitr-
arily, ignoring the merit or otherwise of the answer-papers, submitted to
him ? Surely not. For, here, too, the very nature or quality of being an
‘Examiner’ implies that he exmiues papers impartially, strictly according
to the quality or value of the answers given by the candidates
concerned ; aud oot according to any other consideration, And, the
moment he fails to do so, he ceases to be an ‘Hrxaminer’.

Or, take the case of a Doctor. He, too, has an absolute power
to prescribe inedicines or lines of treatment. kut can, he, too, act
arbitrarily with regard to his paticuts? Most emphatically not.
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Here, too, the very nature or quality of being a ‘Dloctor’ necessarily
implies that he doctors his patients, not arbitrarily, but only strietly
according to the symptoms of their diseases And, the moment be fails
to do se, he ceases tobe a 'Doctor’.

Examples need not ba multiplied here. The fact to mote here is
that any and every person, weilding powers over others, must
do so according to some fixed rules and principles. For, the very
conception of ‘Power' necessarily implies that of ‘Justice’; the very
conception of “Freedom” implies that of ‘Rule”; the very conception of
Self-dependence implies that of Self-control. That is why, if anyone
weilds power, withsut justice, in an unjust manner, he is not called
a ‘powerful’ man, bnt only a ‘tyrant’; ifany one exercises freedom,
withont rules in an uoruly manner, be is rot called ‘a free, man’,
but only a ‘libertine’; if any oue shows ‘self-dependence or independence
without ‘self-control’, in an uncontrolled manner, he is not called a
‘self-dependent’ or ‘independent man, but only ‘undisciplined’.

And, so in every case, there isa kind of ‘limitation': ‘Power’is
not uncontrolled, but limited by Justice; ‘Freedom’ by 'Rule’; ‘Belf-
dependence’ by ‘Self-control’. But, here such self-limitations are mot,
really limitations, in the ordinary sense of the term ; as these constitute
the very natute or esseuce of those things concerned. For, as pointed
out just above, ‘Power’ is not ‘Power’ at all, if uot limited or guided by
‘TJustice’ ; ‘Freedom’ is not ‘Freedom’ at all, if not limited or guided by
‘Bule’; ‘Self-dependence’ is not ‘Self-dependence’, at all if not limited or
guided by Self-control.

This is the general rule regarding ‘Power’, ‘Freedom’, Se'f-
dependence’,

Brahman's Power, Freedom and 'Self-dependence’

Brahman, too, is 'Sarva-Sakti-Syadhiua-Svatantra’—Qmuipotent,
Eternally Free, Absolutely Self-dependent.’ Yet, for making a spiritual
life possible for the Jivas, He allows it freedom ; for upholding the
claims of Justice, He creates the universe according 1o the past ‘Sakama-
Karmas of the Jivas, So, why should these imply any limilatiouson Him ?
As a Powerful as well as a Just beiug, [le cannot but weild His power
gacording to the cauous of Justice, As a Free, as well as an Orderly Being,
He cannot but exercise His freedom, according to rules, As a Self-
dapendent, as well as a Self-disciplined Being, He cannot but manifest
Hiy se f-dependence according to the processes of seif contrel,

Heunce, the above Objection—that if Brahman has to create the
Universe according tothe past 'Sakima-Karmas’ of the Jivas, His Omnipo-
teuce and Freedom will be jeopardised,—is wholly untenable, This wll
be,as shown above, asabsurd as tobold that a Sovereign is not poweriul and
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free, simply, because he rewards and punishes his subjects according to
their good anl bad deeds, and not arbitrarily.

(G} The Concept of Self-limitation

In Wastern Theology, which does not believe in the Law of Karma,
the problem is presented in a slightly different way, viz., as to why God
should allow freedom of will to human beings, thereby limiting His own
absolute freedom 7 The solution offered is, ordiparily, that this is a case
of Voluntary, Divine Self-linitation. And, the counter-argument also, is,
ordinarily, that any kind of limitation, even self-limitation, is, after all,
a limitation, and so inappropriate on the part of an Unlimited and Illimi-
table Being like God.

Now, there may be differences of opinion regarding the above
question. That is why, here the Indian Concept is not a concept of 'Self-
Limitation'’, but, rather one of ‘'Self-Characteristic’. In faet, the
term ‘limitation® is rather a misnomer lere, &s shown above.{ F272 ),
Really speaking, it is no ‘limitation’ at all on the power aud freedom of
a Sovereign if he rewards or puniskes his subjects according to their
good or bad deeds and not arbitrarily ; because this is the ouly way in
which he cau ever do it, or be a Sovereign,

It is this real appreliension of the meaning of ‘Self-limitation” that
will enable us to see that there is no contradiction, iu the nature of Ged,
So ‘limitation’ or ‘restriction’ of any kind is not necessary in His
case, at all. Everythiog in Him is spoutaneous and sprightly—and this
is the Essence of God. (P, 270-72)

(u) The Fourth Objection against tha Law of Karma.

The Fourth common Objection against the Law of Karma is a still
more formidable one.

Under the “Refutation of the Third Objection against the Law of
Karma”, it has been showun as to how Braliman allows freedom of will to
the Jivas, and creates the universe dccording to their past, ‘Sakama-
Karmas, without His Omnipotence and Freedom being jeopardised or
curtailed in any way (P, 267 ff . But, even if Hia Omnipotence is saved in
this way somehow, alas ] His Omniscience cannot be done so at all. Why ?
Because of the following reasons :—

Brahmauo is, essentially, Omuiscient or All-Knowing, 7This means,
that He kuows all events or things always. Agcordingly, not only the past
and the present, but alse all the future acts of the Jivas, what it will do
vear after year, birth after birth, as well as the results thereof, are knovwn to
Him from all eternity., In that case, the so-called freedcem of will of the
Jivas isa farce aud an illusion. For, if all its acts, together with their
actual results be known to Brahman always, these are, really, pre-deter-

mined by Him always, and cannot be made otherwise by the Jiva
a8
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through its so-called independent efforts. Thus the Jiva’s moral and
spiritual life will become impossible, on 1his couut.
Another Difficult Theological Dilemma
If to avoid this, it be said that, Brahman does not know all the acts,

with their results, of the Jivas—then He will become non-omniscient.
Thus, here, again, we are on the horns of another Theological Dilemma :—

§f God knows all the acts of the Jivas, then the Jivas are not free;
and if God does not know a!l the acts of the Jivas, then He is not
Omniscient.

Either, God knows all the acts of the Jivas, or He does not.

Either, the Jivas are uot free, or God is not Ommniscient,

What is the way ont ¢

(v. Refutation of the Fourth Objection
against the Law of Karma.

This, indeed, is a very difficult, philosophical problem for all
Theological Systems of the world, all throughout the ages.

It is, indeed, more difficult than the problem as to how individunals
can rise above their hereditery and environnental ¢ircumstances, discursed
above (Pp 263-64 ), Hence, a Western scholar bas remarked tensely.
“Theology has more perils for human freedom than Cosmology.” (Seth’s
Study of Ethical Princples P. 401.78th Ed.)

(A) Western Solution.

In Western Theology, the problem is, generaliy, attempted to be
tackled on the basis of Divine Timelessuess. ‘Fhus, it is sald here that
Divine Knowledge is not at all a temporal one, but is immediate and
intuitive. So,it does mot ‘happen’ in time, as a'proress’, like human
knowledge. But human voluutary acts happen in time, as a ‘process’.
Hence, it is asserted here that there can be uo relation of contradiction or
opposition between these two entirely different k'vds of things viz.
Esseutially Timeless Divine Knowledge, and Human Freedom, essentially
subject to temporal conditions, Thus, ‘it is coucluded, in this connection
tht Divice Omaiscience does not jeopardise Human Freedom, the two
being on two dilfferent planes. 1f, of couise, these were on the same
temporal plane, then the question could bave arisen. But it does not
now.

As a matter of fact, Divine Omuiscience is quite different from
worldly pre-determination. Worldly pre determination is a process
in tim», and heuace, it is, naturally, opposed to Human Freedom, also
a process in time. That is why, we bave to discussseriously, in this
connection; only as to whether the pre determination—as beld by the
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Necessitarians, by hereditary aud environnental factors really set at

naught Human Freedom. But there is no difficultywith regard to the
present case, as explained above.

(B) Difficulties of Western Solution.

But, if we come to think of il, the above Western Solution, is rot at
all satisfactory, That God is Timeless, is a well-known metaphysical and
theological fact, But, how can that afford any relief here ¥ For, whether
God knows in a timeless manner, or not, that makes no difference to the
question at issue here. The main thing is that God does know—in what-
ever way that be possible, consistently with His own nature and charaec-
teristics, Aud, if God does know, there'the difficulty remains exactly the
same, viz —if God dses know eternally all human acts and their results,
there is really no meaning, at all in human freedom.

So, what is the way out ?

(C) Only Solution of the Problem

The only way out is to tackle the problem straight and face the
consequences,

And, what are the consequences ? The consequences are not thbat
God is not Omuaiscient or Man is not Free—God is Ompiscient and Man
is Free -both these, viz both. Divine Omniscience and Hfiman Freedom,
have to be kept. But the only logical conclusion is that God is Omniscient,
no doubt, not in the sense that He does actually know all things, but
only in the sense, that He can Lknow all things, but does not. Why?
Bacatise, as stated above, and as well-known, there is no ¢cortradiction in
God’s Nature,

1. God allows Human Freedom and Makes it Cossible,

Now, it has been explained above, that it is God's Nature to allow
freedom of will to the Jivas (P. 270). 1f that be so, then it is also God’s
Nature to allow them the conditions of that freedom. For, bow can God act
here, in a contradictory,—we might e.en say with all apologies to God,—
in a deceptive manaer, by allowing men freedom by one hausd, and
withdrawing the same by the other, so speak, through knowing and
thereby pre-determining all their acts from all eternity ? This is
impossible on the part of God.

So, here we have to say that either God does not allow freedom to
men at all ; or He does so, gladly and actually. No other third alter-
native can be conceived of here—like, He allows freedom to men only
apparently, and not really, and so on. Now, here, the first alternative is
wholly untenable. For, as we have seen, from the empirical standpoint,
God creates the universe with a moral purpose, i. e, for enabling the Jivas
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to attain salvation through it finally, by exbausiing their 'Sakama-
Karnmag’, performing ‘NiSkama-Karmas’, and practising the ‘Sadhanas’
( P, 186-87), If that be so, as we have seen already, it is absolutely
necessary for God to give freedom of will to mea—otherwise, the very
purpase of His creation wiil be totally defeated ( ¥, 270).

Thus, God cannot behave in & haphazard manner, like a mad man,
now starting something, now doing something contradictory to it. But
being a supremely rational, supremely systematic, supremely able Being,
He finishes a!l His acts in a rational, systematic, and able way,

Hence, the only question here to be decided about is: First,
whether God actually gives ‘freedom of wiil’ to men, or uot. Once this
guestion Is decided, the rest is easy.

So, as we have seen (P. 290), God actually does pive freedom of will
to men, That is final.

2. God can, but does not, I re-know.

Accordingly, His act of giving freedom of will to men must be a full
aud consistent one. He cannot, from the Monotheistic standpoint, deceive
wmen by Apparently giving them freedom of will, but really not, He cannot
play a practical joke on them by actually givieg them freedom of will,
yet making theexercise of such a freedom wholly impossible by other
circumstances, So, when He gives freedom of wiil to men, He must
also see to it, at the same time, that there is nothing to prevent the full
exercise of such a Freedom i. e. arrange for the circumstences that will
enable them to exercise siuch freedom actualiy. What are such circums-
tauces ?  Such circumstances are these: He himself must not pre-
determine the voluntary acts of the Jivas; so. He must not pre-know
the same. o God does not do so.

This is a sir ple solution, but fully Jogical,
Let us have it clear,
(i) God gives freedom to men.
{i1) God does not pre-know their acts.
Here (i) and (ii) are positive and negative ways of the very same
thing. So, there cannot be (i, at all wit' out (ii), for, if (i) be true, (ii},
teo, must be so—iliere iz no other alternative.

(D) The Indian view ¢ Saksi--aitanyn,

The Indian Conception of ‘Saksi-Caitanya or Witnessing
Consciousness’, may, profitably, be noted here. This is really an Advaita-
Vedanta term, used, generally for showing that the ieal ‘Caitanya’ or
Consciousness of the ‘Atman’ or Self is unaffected by the empirical states
and processes of the ‘Manas’ ¢or Mind, itself a product of ‘Ajndna’ or
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‘Avidya’. But, in the Monotheistic Schools, it mayv be taken as Isvarsa ot
God, not directly interfering with human activities, though immanent
in the hearts of men as, "Aataryimin’ or Inner Contiollar. Hence, He is
a silent ‘Witness’, s0 to speak, of everything, but not a direct participator
in any thing.

This is the Monothestic picture of an Omuipotent, Omniscient
Omunipresent God, possessing all powers, all knowledge, and pervading
all; yet leaving the sphere of human lives free for free endeavour and
free realisation,

So, what contradiction is involved here ?

(E) Wordly Analogies.

To make the matter clear, we gquote here certain wordly
analogies.

A benevolent Sovereign, desiring to make a gift of a piece of land
to a subject, makes all necessary arrangements for the same. so that the
individual concerned may enjoy tlie ownership of the land unrestrictedly.
So, the Sovereign voluntarily restricts his own authority over the land,
removes his own properties from there, demolishes his own buildings on
it, orders his owa guards to vacate, and, in this way, does any aud every-
thing thit is n:cessary for enmabling the beneficiary to enjoy the gilt
without any restriction whatgoever. If the Sovereign does not doall
these, yet makes a gift of the land lo the subject concermed, his act
will be either a foolish or a knavish one. But it is incouceivable that a
Sovereign Monarch should act in such a strange and absurd way.

Or, take the case of a democratic King, delegating some of his
powers to the Legislative Assembly. Here, also, he takes proper steps
to see that the Assembly has a full anthority over the subjects delegated
toit. And, if he be strictly democratic, be will not, aiso, reserve any
special powers for him in those respects,

Or, take the case of a fond father, dividing his properties
amongst his sons even before death. Here, also, he takes all
proper steps to give an absolute authority to his sous over his
properties.

Now. in all these cases, men in authority voluntarily make a gift
of something to some other persons and at the same time, do everything
that is necessary for making the gifis absolute.

But does that imply any restrictien of authority on their part?

Surely not. This follows simply from their very patore as ‘Giver's. One
who gives, does so in such a way as to make the ‘giving, actually



278 Doctrine of Srikaptha

effective. Hence, whatever is necessary, for that, is, by no means, aoy
‘limitation’ or 'restriction’ on the ‘giver's power, authority ot freedom—
but eimply his nature ssa ‘giver’.

So, what contradiction is there ¢

(F) PDivine Omniscience is not inconsistent with Human Freedom ;
No Limijtation or Even self-limitation here.

In exactly the same manrer, God, as a Giver of Freedom of Wiil
to wen, does not voluntarily kuow their acts and the results thereof, to
make such a freedom po:sible for them—that, by no means, implies any
self-limitation, self-restriction on His part or any jeopardising of His
Omniscience For, this voluntary son-knowing of human acts and their
results implies mo limitation on His Ommiscience by anything external,
—it is nst even self-limitation—but ounly His nature itself asa '‘Giver’,
In fact, just as God cannot be a Just Creator, unless He creates according
to the past, ‘Sakama-Karmas of the Jivas (P. 184-85, 270-71), so, here
too, He cannot be a Giver of Freedom, to the Jivas, unless He reirains
from pre-knowing the acts of the Jivas, together with their results.

So, as everywhere, 50 here, too, there is,no limitation, no restric.ion,
1no curtailment, no jeopardising of any power or attribute of God, at any
time, under any circumstances whatsoever, There is only the eternal
maunifestation of His Nature—His harmonious, conusistent, smooth, serene,
beautiful Nature (Pp. 2872-73). So, if this Nature of God be understoecd,
even a bit--'realization’ is a hig thing, leave that apart—still then, all
these appareutly inssluble Theological problems will at once wanish,
like a wirage before a discerning eye.

{G) Js Brahman actually ( mnipotent and Omniscient,
or only potentiaily so ¥
1. «hjection

Two questions have been discussed above—two very difficult
problems for the Theologiaus of all ages and all countries, viz.

(i) How Brahman or God can be taken to be Omnipotent, when He
has to give Freedom of Will to the Jivas, and so, create the universe of
Souls and Matter, only according to the past, ‘Sakama-Karmas’ «f the
individusal souls or Jivas

(ii) How Brahman or God can be taken to be Omniscient, when Be
bas te give Freedom of Will to the Jivas, and s0. yefiain from knowing
their acts and the results thereof.

The answers suggested were that ;—

{i} Brahman or God being a Just Being by nature, by unature
creates. the universe of Souls and Matter according to the inviolable
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principles of Justice, and so, according to the past Kermas of the Jivas
themselves. So, this is no limitation of Ged’s Omuipotence, but His very
Nature, Itself.

(1i) Brahwman or God being a Free Giver of {reeedom to the Jivas by
nature, by natuare refrains from knowi: g the acts of the Jivas, in order 10
make this freedom possible for them.

Well and good, and accepted. But, reflect just for a moment, over
the real implications of the above.

If the above views be accepted, then we have to say that, willy-uilly,
it does not matter ifit is by nature—even then, God has to restrict His
Power and Kuowledge, voluntarily, refraining from doing and knowing
whatever He likes, for the sake of the Jivas, or for the sake of allowing them
freedom of will. Now, this may ke very natural to God ; this may be very
beneficial to the individual souls—all these may be fully and gladly
admitted. But still, the hard, undeniable fact remains that, if these be so,
Brahman caun, no longer, be called actually Omnipotent and Omniscient ;
but, at best, only potentially so, For, theu, we have to say that, Brahman
can create in whatever way He likes, but does not do so actually. So,
actually, He is not Ommnipotent, but only potentially. In the very same
manner, we have also to say that, Brahman can know whatever He likes,
but does not do so actually. So, here also, actually, He is not Omniscient,
but only potentially.

Worlly Examples

Take the examples given above.

If a just Sovereign rewards and punishes his subjects according
to their merits and demerits, thien as a Just Monarch,he becomes restricted
in power or authority to that extent. Again, ifa Liberal Sovreign
gives a gift to a subject ond does whatever is necessary for making the
subject an absolute owner of the same, then also, as a free giver, he
becomes restricted in power or authority to that extent.

In the very same manner, Human Freedom does actually restrict
Divine Omnipotence and Omniscience, and so, here only the potential
Omunipotence and Qmuiscience of God can be saved, nothing more. Bu
when Bralman is called ‘farvassakti’ and ‘Sarvajua’. He is taken to be
actually Omnipotent and Omuiscient. and wnot only poteutialiy.

So what is the way out ?

2. Reply
1f God is to be theologically conceived, then, undoubtedly, His

actual, an |l not only, potential, Omunipotence and Omniscience bhave {o be
Lept, at any cost. Again, if Man ia3 to be theologically conceived, then,



280 Doctrine of Srikaptha

undoubtedly, his actual and not only apparent, freedom has to be kept,
at any cost. For, a3 well.known, from the theological standpoint, or
from the standpoint of Religion, God is actually Omuipotent and
Omniscient; White, Man is actually free, and freely, spiritually strives
to attain God.

And, if both have to be kept, then, as pointed out above (P. 276)
tlie above are the only solutions possible. However, we repeat, if properly
uaderst .od, these solutions never jeopardise the ‘actual’, as opposed to
‘potential’, Omuipotence aud Omniseience of God, or the ‘actual’as
opposed to ‘apparent’ freedom of Man.

Now, it has been said above, repeatedly, (P, 270) that the just God’s
act of creation according to the past, ‘Sakama-Karmas’ of the Jivas is
not agy kind of ‘limitaticu on His freedom of action or powers—unot even
'seif*limitation’. So, how caun the question of any kind of limitation’
arise bere at all ? It is ‘matu-e', we t=peat again, and, where there isthe
question of ‘nature’, there caunot be anv question of ‘limitaticn’ of any
kind whatsoever,

3. God cannot go against His own Nature

Thus, a Just God, by nature acts justly, and not otherwise, Here, the
phrase ; ‘and not otherwise’, howvever, does not imply any defect, weakness
or limitation ox His purt, but, just Lthe contrary. In fact, the Omnipotence
of God iucludes th's fundamental power of always acting according
1o His own nature. The power to act arbitrarily, even against one’s own
nature, cannot be called ‘power” at all—as it is nothing more thaun a
'revolt’ against nature. And, the main task of ‘powers’is to quell such
tegrettable ‘revolts’ within nature. For, one's own ‘nature’ must be, at
all ersts, harmonious, consistent, organised, peaceful (P. 278).

Of course, there mayh+ cases ¢f sudden *reformation’, when there is a
sudden revolt against one’s ¢wn nature. But, really here the force that
leals the persou councerned to ‘revoll’ or ‘rise against his own unature, must
become a real ‘power’ to be ultimately effective. Aerd, the attempts to go
against one’s own wature that cannot become such ‘powers’, have
naturally, to be suppressed for the sake of maintaining ILif’s integration,
the “sine qua non’ or the essential, minimum condition of life itself,

In fact, not to go against nature, and to o1ganise the thourand and
oue opposing tendencies, feeling, ileas iuto one harmonious whole—is
not an easy task, So, the real and the greatest power of any man lies in
this, and in this alone.

4. Real Meaning of God’s Omnipotence.

Aud, in God’s case, too, His Qumnipotence is not an empty abstract

theoretical somethinug—meaning any and everything in an abstract
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theoretical manner, But it is a full concrete, practical something—meaning
His power to act according to His own Nature Inhoman cases, such a
power is limited in nature, as it is, often, hampered by internal ‘revolts’
and external opposition. But in God’s case, naturally,such a power is
absolute, eterpal, unhampered. Aud, thisis His Omnipotence. Thus
His act of Creation according to the principles of Justice or the past
Sakima-Karmas of the Jivas, being au act according to His cown Just
Nature, inplies His full powers to act according to His own Nature—
aud this is nothing but ‘Omnipotence’, instead of being any defect
or deficiency or lack of powers or Omuipotence on His part.

5. Real Veaning of Dirine Omniscience.

In the very same manner, Gods ‘Omuiscience’, 100, is not semething
empty, a’stract or theoretical. But it too, is something full, concrete
or practical, implying Ilis power to know all according to His own Nature.
Thus, His act +f not knowing the acts of the Jivas, being ac act according
to His own Nature asa Free Giver of freedom to men, implies His full
powers to act according to His o+n Nature—and this is nothing but
*‘Omniscience’, instead of being any defect or deficiency or lack of know-
ledge on His part.

In this way, as printed out above 'P. 278—280), in God's case, also in
all cases, the only thing to be considered is ‘Svardpa’ pr Nature, and
nothing else. All His attributes, all this powers, all His activities are
manifestations of this, and only this, and uothing else but this, (P. 144",

Thus, althouch the ordinarv Hmits of possibility and impossibility
are unt apolicable in the case of God, yet there is one limit, viz. that even
Gad cannot go against His own Nature -this is impossible even on the
part of God. If this fundamentai concept can be grasped, all problems
regarding God can be solved easily and joyfully.

6. God is actually, and not only potentially, Omnipotent
and Omniscient

Hence, God is actually, aud not only potentially, Omuipotent and
Omniscient.

Ordinarily, speaking of nature, we speak of its three main sides—
cognitive, emotive and conative, from the standpoints, respectively, of
thinking, feeling and willing. 1f we apply the same categories to God
also—we might, briefly, say that He is all-kuowing from the cognitive
side, All-Marciful from the emotive, All Powerful from the conative. Hence,
according to the above maxim—a fundamental, theological maxim—Ged
kuows according to His own Nature loves according to His own Nature,
acts accoding to His own Nature, Aund all these: His Omni-cience,
All.Mzrcifulness and O nnipitence, are actual, and not only potential,
even though, according to His fundamental Just Nature, He does not know
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all things, does not favour all heings, does not doall things—as shown
above For, what follows from Natutre Itself, is always actualy and never

only potential.
(H) Concluding Remarks

We have spent a lob of time,and devoted a lot of space for the
above twe fundamenta! theological questions. For, the whole structure
of 2 Mazothzistic System depends on the srame. Cases are not infrequent
whea philosophers aud theologians—both Western and Eastern—have
given up the problems as insoluble and referred to the ‘Anauta-Acintya
Sakti’—the infinite, inserutable powers of God, because of which He is
capable of any and every thing, though incomprebepsible to us. But
such theories make God unknowable, on the one hand ; and, autocratic,
on the other—both of which, in our opinion, a Monotheistic Ged should
hever be.

That is why, in our humble ways, we lhave attempted to offer a
solutiou, based on the fundamental Indian Concept of. ‘Svariipa’ or
‘Nature’, which perhaps is the ouly way ouat, under the circumstances,

Who knows ¢
{(w) ‘The Fifth Objection against the Law of + arma.

A fifth; rather an ingenious Objection may be raised here, as
fullows 2 —

It has been said above {P. 1 2ff) that the uuiverse iscreated recording
to the past, Sakama-Karmas® of the Jivas themselves. But all the
Jivas are, by mo means, born together ; nor do they die together. On the
contrary, they are born and die separatelv; the 'Jagat’ or the material
world is already there even before they are born; and continne to be
there even after they die So, how can it be said here that the ‘Jagat
is created according tothe past, ‘Sakama-Karmas® of the Jivas themselves ?
For, over and above the fact that all the Jivas are not born simultanecusly,
the Karmas of all of them are, by no means, identical. On the contrary,
if it be held that each Jiva is a separate and a unique ‘individual’
(P. 43) then its Karmas, too, must be absolutely separate and unique. So,
how can such separate and unique past Sakama-Karmas of so many
different iudividuals, born, over and above, separately at many different
times, combine together to produce oue, total, idrntical world, just at the
beziuning of Creation ? Again, when so many different individuals die
separateiy at many different times, what wili happen to the werld,
supposed to be created according to their respective, past, Sakima-
Karmas ?

In this way, it is asserted, the creatiou of the Jivas, according to
their own, respective, past Sakama-Karmas is, undoubtedly, tenable.
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But the creation of the Jagat according to the same Law of Karma is
wholly untenable, as shown above. So, what is its explanation ?
(X) Refutation of the Fifth Object.on against the Law of Karma.

But the above Objection is, really, based on a mis-conception regard-
ing the Law of Karma. Itis notthe conteutivn of the Law of Karma
that the whole physical universe, with its sun and moon, seas and
mountains, towns and villages is created anew with the birth of each
Jiva. This, evidently, is absurd and impossible, For the universe is
there long before particular individuals are born, and will continue long
after they die,

So, how has it been created t

{A) Creation of the Universe according to the Karmaas of
All Conjointly.

Now, according to the Indian View of Creation, the present universe
is created at the time of Srgti or Creation, and will continue till the time
of Pralaya or Dissolution, And, according to the Law of Karma, a
definite number of Jivas, whose past, Sakama-Karmas have not yet been
exhausted, have to be re-botro in this aniverse,

Here, the Omniscient and Omnipotent Brahman takes note of all the
past, Sakama-Karmas of all those Jivas, and creates the physical universe
out of His ‘Acit-Sakti’, according to all these conjointly, in anticipation.
That is, He creates, in anticipation, an infinite number of small indivi-
dual universes, so to speak, suited to an infinite number of Jivas, according
to their owsn, respective, past 'Sakama-Karmas’, so that, they may, in
their own times, be born in those ‘individual universes’ or in simple
language, under those environmental circumstances.

1. Objection

T'ne question may legitimately be asked as 10 how so many different
past Karmas of so many different Jivas combine together to produce only
one universe which is a Cosmnos, and not a Chaos, For, such numerous
variegated, Karmas are sure o be mutually centradictory, snd, so, how
can these coujontly preduce a universe that is ope, consistent, organic
whole ?

2. Reply

The reply is that, it is quite within the power of Omnipotent and
QOumuiscient God to fit in all these numerous, variegated, and even,
coatradictory Karmas into one cousistent whole or ‘Ci smos'.

It ig, of course, teue, that according toour own concepiion of a
Just and Orderly God, we cannot conceive of God as combining contra-
dictory elements together by a super-uatural, magical, mystical feat of
will. But the fact is that, what is contradictory ina small setiing, may
not be so under a wider perspective, For example, one small leg and
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another big one are naturally inconsistent and inconvenient in the case
of a small teapoy, having only two legs and one pattern But in the
case of a big table, having many legs and patterns, placed on different
slopes and heights, these two legs of different heights may be quite
suitable, at different points.

In a similar manuner, in this vast and variepated universe, nothing
is so very contradictory as to be incapable of being fitted in the total
pattern of the whole, Also, all these Jivas were living together in the
same world, performirg their Karmas under similar conditions,
So, how can these be so very contrad:ctory?

In fact, in the universe there are not a few centradictory elements,
like day and night, summer and winter, land and water, and what not -
still the world is a Cosmos, still the course of Nature is smooth, still the
life of Man i3 harmounious.

So, it is nothing impossible ou the part of Brabman, even cousis-
tently with His Just and Harmoonfous Nature, to produce a harmonious
universe, aceording 10 the conjoiut past Karmas of all the Jivas, entitied
to be born there. The blocks are there, but the setting in, the putting
together, the pattern, are entirely His own, So, like an expert toy-maker,
fitting the appareutly chaotic toy-blocks into a beauntiful picture,
Brahman, too, fits in the past Sakama-Karmas of the Jivas into the form
of this beautiful universe.

So, what contradiction is there ?

(B) The ‘Individual Universes' ; Five Kinds of Environment.

And, in this big universe, the smali ‘individua! universes’ await
the birth of their respective masters, These are the environmental
circumstances under which the Jivas, with their respective hereditary
characteristics, are re-born, Such environments are physical, physio-
logical, psychological, social aud economical ; and these differ according
to the respective. past Karmas of the Jivas.

Thus, if you come to think of it, even the physical environments,
viz. the ecommon suft and the moon, light and air, land and water,
differ according to the past, Sakama-Karmas of the Jivas themselves.
For, climatic and geographical differences do make for important
d Krences in the lives of different individuals, as the Authropolegists will
show. Thus, oneborn in a hot country and, one in a cold one; one
born in a featile land, and one in a desert ; oue born ir a town and, one in
a city, and so on, do differ in nature and abilities, quite a lot.

And, that the physiolorical, psvchological, social and economical
environments of the Jivas differ, is well known.

This, according to the Law of Karma, the big univerze, as well
asa the small ‘individual’ ones are created in accordance with the past,
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‘Sakama-Karmas’® of the Jivas themselves; in such arenas. the Baddha-~
Jivas are re-born, with their phiysiological and psyvchological inheritance
to undergo the appropriate results of the their own, past, non-experienced,
unexhausted Katmas.

Thus, physiologically, the Jivasare born with different kinds of
bodies, sense organs, motor-organs, and the like.

Psychologically, the Jivas are born with different kinds of minds
and mental powers and the like.

Socially, the Jivas are born in diflerent families, societies, regions,
as different races, nationals, castes, with different creeds, traditicus,
histories, and the like.

Economically, the Jivas are born as rich or poor, highly or lowly
placed and so oon.

(C) Creationis due to Jiva-Xarmas.

In this way, there is no real inconsistency here, at all. Systi or
Creation 1s, thus, due to the Jiva-Karmas, and the Law of Karma is not
set at naught in any way.

(D) Cyeation is due to Jiva-Karmas.

Thus, the actual process of Creation of Jiva-Jagat is as follows $—
{P. 176).

First, as we have seen (P, 182 ff | the Jagat or the ghyvs‘cal world is
produced from all the past Karmas of the Jivas, taken by Brahwan
conjointly. Here, all those Jivas whose Karma-Bijas are ripe, so to sp:ak,
are born gradually, at their scheduled times. Thus, on the first day, those
whose Karma-Bijas are fully ripe are born, together ; and then, others,
day by day, hour by hour minute by minute, just when their Karma-
Bijas are fully ripe and ready to produce their appropriate fruils or resuits.
In this way, the Jivas are born ceaselessly auring the whole period of
‘Srsti' according to their own, respective past, ‘Sakama Karmas’

(E} .isso'ution i, due to Jiva-Karmas

In the very same way, 'Pralaya’ or Dissclution, too, is due to the Jiva-
Karmas (P, 280). Accord'ng to the Vedanta 'Paripfiwa-Vada'orthe Doctrine
of Real Traunsformation, 'Systi’ or ‘Creation’ means that the Karmas are
active or awake, 5o to speak ; while 'Pralaya’ or ‘Dissolution’ meaus that
the Karmas are inactive or sleeping. 5o to speak. Hence, when the time is
ripe for the Karmas of those Jivas, who are entitled to be bory, to be active
aud awake, there is ‘Creation’, when, the time is ripe for the same to be
inactive and steeping, there is 'Dissolution’. Thus, 'Dissolution’is not
'Salvaton’, for, even then the Karma- Bijas continue—Karma-Bijas which
are to fructify in a new hirth. So, it is only a kind of temporary
suspension of actual world)y life, thongh the couditions for the same are
there,
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(F) Difficulties in these Conceptions of Creation and Dissolution

The difficulty in connection with ‘Creatios’ has already been
explained (P. 28. ‘The same difficulty is felt more in the case of 'Disso-
lutien’. rler, the question here is as to how all the Karmas of all the
Jivas can become inactive and dormant simuhanecusly, to cause 'Pralaya’s
In the case of 'Creation’, of course, to solve the difficulty, it may be said
that the Omniscient God takes note of all the Karmas of ali the Jivas and
creates the world. accordingly, in anticipation, though all the Jivas are
not born together at the very same time, but do so graaually, according
as their Karmas actually ripen (P. 283-84). But the same explanation, in
terms of ‘anticipation’, evidently, canpot be effecrive in the case of
‘Dissolution”. So, we ask again, what is the way oot ?

{G) Solution of the above.

In this connection, in the beginning, we meay refer to the view of
Appaya Diksita wn his 'Sivarka-Magi.Dipika —

“aqfy  gltz-wA ICI-FG  H-FH-A9awa G- Ng-arRg- s
si-dtog-ara 9 @wafE, sl sifigat fagfas Wa-fde-aeant
AUFHACENIFAT AU HIA-ROT g9a. @ee arqada | sRal @iq 9
mifigai savaAIfgeaiva sRAIfageay oq edewmlaveg ) sAifEwe-
afqaAEaar SR N9, FNTNTARGAN] 8% ¥ THT @Y
FHARAF W AR sl mgER  a9g safi-aE-atnegan
wiafaay Fagi @e-atngg agaesRq A’ (-t 3k)

Here, Appaya Diksita very cleverly brings to light two main differ-
euces between ‘Creation’ and 'Dissolution’. Hence, he purposely uses the
terms ‘Krama’ (Order) and '"Vaigamya' (Difference) in connection with
former, but the terms 'Yaugapadya' (Simultaneousness, aond '‘Samya’
{(Saweness) in conaection with the latter., Thus, he says here that
‘Creativn? 1s a gradual process, it takes plece in Krumas’ ot stage by stage.
Again, these *Kramas’ or stages are mutually different ; or the Kramas of
the Jivas are ditferent, and so, they ate also gradually born as different.
But ‘Dissoluti.n’ is not a gradual process, and takes place at the same
time. Sv, here all the Kermas of the Jivas should be the same. But is
that not wholly inconceivable ?

Still, he guotes an analogical example. During nights, all the
different Jivas go to sleep. Similarly, a particular time may come when
all the Karmas of all the ]Jivas go to sleep, causing ‘Pralaya’ or
‘Dissolution’s Qr, to take another analogical example: During a
purticular season, all the berries may ripe simultaneously,—so here, too.
Heace, Time’ is the cause of such a simultaneous ripeving.
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(1) Death, Dissoluticn and Salvation: Marana,
Pralaya and Mukti Not the same.

Now, let us pause a little to consider the matter a bit.

During ‘Pralaya’, all Karmus cease to overate. So, this is not the
same as ordinary ‘death’. Ordinary ‘death’ does not mean the cessation
of all Karmas. It means only the cessation of those Karmas that are
scheduled to baar fruits here and now, in the world. But there is another
kind of Karmas, viz those that are scheduled to bear fraits hereafter, in
Heaven ot Hell, as th= case mav be, Afier the exhaustion of this latter
kind of Kaimas, the Jivas coucerned return to or are re-born in the
worll, and the whole series starts against | P, 185), But ‘Pralaya’ is the
only period when a'l Karmas, scheduled to bear fruits here or hereafter,
cease to function for the time being,

Tlhus, ‘Pralaya’ is something peculiar. 1t is not *Mukti’ or Salvation,
when all Karmas are totally and eternally destroyedd. It is not ordimary
death, when Karmas to be experiencel hereafier, viz. in lleaven and
Hell ouly, remain. But it is a state when Karmnas are not destroyed,
only do not fuuciion atall. At this stage, the Universe of Svuls and
Matter is withdrawn by Brahman within Himself, and remains in Him
in & subtle form.

1. Creation and Uissolution are Gradusl Processes

Now, whatever bethe analogies given by Appaya Diksita, really
speaking, all the Jivas and the Material World are not withdrawn by
Brahman within Himself, simultaneously. As during 'Creation’, all the
Jivas are not manifested or created out of God at the wvery same time,
but only graduslly ; so during ‘*Dissolution’, teo, all the Jivas are not
withdrawn or destroyed in God at the very same time, but only
gradually. )

Thus, daily Jivas die, Some of them go to Heaven or Hell to
experience the results of their past Karmas the results of which are to be
produced there ; and then to be re-born in the very sime world. Others,
whose Karmas become inoperative, are withdrawn in Brahman to await
re-birth iz a new world. This goes onr and on. Theu, a time arrives when
only the last batch remains. So, these are all destroyed together and with.
drawn in Him ; after that, or simultaneously, the physical world, as well.

Thus, no contradiction isinvolved here. Evidently, the world
canuot be created every time a Jiva is born; also cannot be destroyed
every time a Jiva dies. But, the world is there even before the individeal
souls are actually born and even after they die. And, every thingis
accordiug to the past ‘Sakama.-Karmas’ of the Jivas themselves. Also,
there is nothing wrong or unintellizible if the world exists, even before
the Jivas appear, and continue, even after they disappear,
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Thus, when the question of Creation arises from the empirical stand-
point, the Cit and the Acit, the two Sakiis of the Creator God, are in
perfect accord with each other. From this stardpoirt, the ‘Cit’ is the
higher principle, aud the world is realiy created for the sake of the Cit, as
explained above. { P. 128 {f . Hence, the Fvais taken to Le the ‘Bhokt#’
or Exneriencer, the Jagat its ‘Bhogya’ or object of Experience.

Thus, if the whole Creation be according to the past Karmas of the
Jivas, then the phy~ical world too, must be created according to the
same. This fundamental principle has to be admitted here, first and
foremost, and everything else has, inevitably to be, adjusted to it,
whateren be the difficaliies. And, the difficuities as shown above (P 283).
are casily removable, if we uncerstand the fact that, even without
jeopardising the scope of this great and good Law of Karma in any way,
God can create the physical world even before tne individual Jivas are
born separately aud maintain it even after individual Jivas die separately
and graduaily,

2, The Production of the Physical World is something Peculiar

The simople reason is that the case of the production of the physical
world according to the past, ‘Sakama-Karmas' of the Jivas, is not exactly
analogous to those of otlier Karmnas-Phalas or ‘fruits or results thereof,
In these lattex cases. those Karma Phalas are to be exrerienced directly
and separately by those respective Jivas themselves, Bat such, evidently,
is not the case with the worldas a ‘Karma-Phala. Jt is an arena
where all the Jivas, in part simultaneously, and in part successively,
experience their Karma.Phalas. So, here there cannot be numerous,
separate worlds for numerous, szparate Jivas. Aud, if there be only
one world for all, it must be there for all, irrespectively of individual
births and deaths, as it does mnot, as a whole, depend ou, the
individuals separately, as their separate Karma-Fhalas do. And here
there is, also, no inter-mixture or bybridization of Karmas. For although
the whole world has beeu created according to the Karmas of all, yet as
we have seen {P 224, bere each Jiva is born in its own small individual
worlds, according to its own special past Kaninas.

In this way, Iadian Coswology, from the Metaphysical and
Theological standpoints, is quite consistent with the ordinary view that
in order of creation, the world both preecedes and outlasts the living
beings, as natural,

(x) Coneluding Remarks on the Law of Kar ca

We have taken quite a long time over the Law of Karma, and we
think, justly so. For, the Law of Karma, as pointed cut repeatedly
above, forms the very foundation of Indian Philosophy as a whoie.

Just pause for a momeut, pause and 1eflect—what a magnanimous
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counception is this ! What does this really imply ? ‘That is simple enough,
for. what is sublime, is, also, necessarily simple. In fact, complexity isa
sign of incompleteness—the more 8 thing becomes complete and perfect,
the more it becomes simple, with all it3 external obstacles overcome,
internal conflicts resolved, inherent defects destroyed, insoluble difficulties
ironed off. In the same manner, the Law of Karma is, at the same
time, a sublime and a simple one ; a fundamental and a fine one; a basic
and a beauteous. one,

1. Sublimity of the Law of Karma.

In what does its sublimity, its fundamentaluess, ita basicity,

consist ? And, in what, its simplicity, fineness and beauty ?
Its sublimity is that it takes an absolutaly panoramic view of the world.

In fact, by common consent, living from moment to mement is not really
living at all, For, Life is not a point, but a line ; not a drop, but 2 wave;
not a grein, but a block. So, why eannot this line streteh, this wave
flow, this block spread beyond death ?

According to our Risis—salnts and sages, prophets and incarna-
tious, scholars and devotees, these can,and do so,—definitely can, and
definitely do so.

(A) Life is Purposive

The maln qnestion here is : What, exactly, is Life ? Is it something
accidental, or is it something teleologieal ; is it something mechanical,
or is it something spontauneons; is it something material, or is it
something spiritual ? Indian Philosopby firmly asserts, without hesitating
for & single moment, that everything, everything, everything on earth
has a definite purpose behind it—not even a leaf moves, not even a drop
falls, not even a sparrow flies, without a definite purpose. But,at the
same tims, can such a purpose be fulfilled completely in course of the
same life 7 That depends. I1f the purpose be something ordinary,
something small, something easily attainable, then, of course, that is a
different matter. But, if it be not—what then ? Will it, then, remain
unfructified # No, that cannot be. For, purpose and fulfilment are
relative terms ; and the former without the latter is, really, impossible,

(B) The Summum Bonum, the Highest Purpose
of Life is Mukti

Here, on the one hand, the purpose is something very wvast, grand
and glorious, viz. rezlisation of Brahman. On the other, the common
obstruction, teo, is equally fundamental, but more terrible, more wide-
spread, more irremovable, viz, our own “Ajnana’, our own inherent
Iguorance. our own lowly impulses and activities. So, naturally, the

317
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removal of this veil of Ignorance takes time. Omne life, one short life
may not be enough for it ; but, removed it must be, and till that is done,
Life's purpose is not fulfilled, and so Life cannot be ended, If it be
so ended, then it has to be taken to be wholly purposeless, wholly useless,
wholly haphazard. But can any one, reslly, except an incorrigible
Pessimist, conceive Life to be such ¢t

(C) Worldly Examples: ‘Existents’ and Occurrences’

A lamp must shine, a flower must bloom, a tiver miust merge in
the sea, a cuckoo must sing. If a lamp does =not shine, bui is
extinguished ; ifa flower does not bloom, but is dried up; if 2 river
does not reach the sea, but islost; if acuckoo does not sing, but is
strack mute—then, what, after aill, are they? They are wuot, then,
‘existents’, but only ‘occurrences’, and in a teleological universe,
such ‘occurrences’ are, undoubtedly, entirely misfits,

(D) The Summum Bonum must be Attained

According to our Indian View, human lives, at least, cannot be
taken to be such misfits. The Lamp of Life must shine ; the Flower of
Life must blopm ; the River of Life must flow ; the cuckoo of Life must
sing. Shine as what, bloom as what, flow as what, sing as what ?
As one thing, and one thing only—shine as Brahman, bloom as
Brahman, flow as Brahman, sing as Brahman. What else is it, what
else can it be, what else should it bep It is Brahman, and it has to
realise this, and till it does so, it cannot end.

(E} One Life not Enough for it

But is one life enough ¢ The question may be asked legitimately—
‘Why not'? If the soulis already divine by nature, if this divinity be
something eternally existent, and, not something to be newly acquired—
then, what trouble is there only to realise it, only to manifest it ? If the
lamp be alresdy there, is it, after all, so very difficult tolift away the veils
only, toenable it to manifest its light # If the fiower be already there,
isit, after all, so very difficult to tear off the coverings of the bud,
to enable it to manifest its bloom? If the river bealready there, isit,
after all, so very diffieult to remove the obstructions of the boulders,
to ensble it to manifest its flow ? After all, ‘existents’ are positive;
‘obstructions’, only negative. So, how can ‘obstructions’ obstruct,
obliterate ‘existents’ for long ?

Right | They should not, but they do, in most cases do, indubitably
do. Whatis the use of denyiug this undeniable fact? That most of the
worldly individuals do not attain perfection or salvation here ; that they
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die, leading ordinary selfish, lives; that they commit sins and escape—
are facts of experience, So, how can it ever be said that one life, the
present life ia quite sufficient for the purpose of Salvation ? In the case
of a few only, obstructions are negligible. But what about the rest ?

(F) Waestern Views of Heaven and Hell Not Acceptable

In this connection, we have, of course, the ordinary comception of
Heaven and Hell. But are these at all satisfactory ? Specially, the
conception of Hell, that of eternal damnation? For, according to this
view, the individual soul is eternally doomed to the tortures of Hell, after
death, as the just consequences of its vices and crimes on earth,

This #s just what the Law of Karma controverts vehemently,
Give it opportunities, give it opportunities, give it opportunities
after opportunities, opportunities after opportumities, till it attajus
Salvation. Do not confine its life, its attempts In the narrow scope of
its present life, Evidently, this present life is not emough for his
reformation, for his realisation, for his salvation.

Really speaking, as we know, there is no ‘reformation’ here,
no change, no addition, no new something—but there is only 'realisation’
—realisation of what is eternally existent, realisation of the eternal
‘Brahmanhood’ of the soul, The term has been used here “in the ordinary
sense only, However that may be, the question is: If the individual
soul fails to realise its inner divinity, its eternal glory, its infinite great-
ness in the present life, and through sheer ignorance, goes on leading a
life of brote impulses and selfish acts, then, should it be punished
straightway and for ever in Hell; or should it be given fresh
opportunities ? The Western Philosophers accept the first alternative;
Indian Philosophers, the second. Which is preferable ?

(G} Indian View : Unplimited Cpportunities For All

We prefer the second, infinitely more than the first. Why?
Because, it is much more sublime, much more sympathetic, much more
accommodating, Give the soul infinite opportunities, life after life,
birth after birth, Let it not end incomplete, imperfect, inglorions, as a
seeming sinner, as if only a small Jiva, and pot the great and grand
Brahman Himself. Let it complete itsolf, perfect itself, glorify itself—or,
rather, realise its eternal completeness as Brahman, eternal perfection as
Brahman, eternal glory as Brahman. Is that aneasy task 7 Aas has been
said above, in one aense, it is easy, very easy, For, here, it is not
necegsary to attain any new attribute, acquire any new skill—ig short,
change and improve nature, but only, to realise nature, realise the
Self, realise the real nature of the Self.
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True, very true! Vet, in another sgenxe, it is difficult, very
difficult, For this “Knowledge of Self”, this ‘Atma-Jfiana® is, after all,
the most difficult of all kinds of knowledge. It is not due to ordinary
perception, iuference or authority —it is “Dardana”—Vision, For just
a few, as pointed out above,it is easy—they are “Atma-Sthita”,
“Sthita-prajtia”, *Sthita-dhi”—they rest on the Self, on their own selves,
rather than on the world, on others. So, the Vision of the Seli—'Atma-
Darsana” is, naturally, easy for them. But what about the resty
We again ask: What about the rest # So, think of the msjority, and
give them chances, more and more chauces, more and more—till the
goal is reached.

(H) Indian Optimism : Every one must he Free.

And, the goal must be reached- must ! This is our Indian view,
our eternally optimistic Indian View, our infinitely encouraging Indian
View, our incomparably exhilarating Indian View. Every one must
tealise his own self, his own nature, his own Brahmanhood—every one, of
necessity, without exception. But every one evidently, indubitably is
not doing so. So, every ome must be pgiven chances, sn infinite
number of chances, as stated above—today or tomorrow, now or them,
here or hereaffer—infinitely. And, this——in fact, is the Law of Karma,
nothing more, nothing less,

Look at Nature | Do you not see a Great and Grand Purpose every-
where ? There is an inner necessity, 5o to speak, in everything great or
small, There is an ineviableness in the growth of everything. The
child grows up as an adult, the bud blossoms forth into a flower, the
stream flows on as a river. DBut is it mere physical growth ?  Apparently
it is. But really it is nothing but the manifestation of Life itseif—Life
that is physical, yet not so, that mysterious, wonderful principle behind
all growths of all kinds whatsoever.

What is this Life—this ‘Praga’? In the strictly philosophieal
terminoclogy of the Indian Systems, it is 'Jada’—material. This may
seem strange Lo many—and, with justices For, how can ‘Prina’ ever
be Jada’? The idea behind is that ‘Prana’ is an empirical principle;
it is worldly life, depending solely on Jada Body-Mind, physical,
conditions, So, it, too, is itself “Jada or physical>. However that
be, ‘Prana’, in Lhe sense of being Life Divine, I,ifse Eternal, Life
Beantiful is something essentially ‘dynamic’—it must, essentially,
manifest itself-—no dark clouds can obliterate its light for ever;
no closed up petals can stop its bloom for ever; no heavy boulders can
check its’ low for ever, Thisis the Law of Nature, this is the Law
of Life, thisisthe Law of Soul, And this is the sublimity of ounr
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magaoificent, Indian Law of Karma. Its vision is sublime, superb,
soaring beyond the narrow present, looking straight backward and
forward, in order ““to see Life steadily and see it whole”. It is this
wholeness of I,ife that is the real point at issue here, and the Law of
Karma ig nothing but an admission and an expression of the same,

2. Fundamentalness of the Law of Karma.

And, {rom its 'Sublimity?, inevitably, follows its another fundamental
characteristic, viz its own Fundamentalness’. What isa ‘Fundamental
thing' ? What makes for its ‘fundamentalfiess’? That is nothing but
its capacity to supply plausible explanations for many things together,
otherwise inexplicable by themselves. Take the concept of Energy in
Physics, and that of Psyche in Psychology. So many connected problems
are solved thereby, so many gaps filled up, so many creases smoothed
out, so many knots untied. Hence, a ‘fundamental thing' is wide in
its scope, yet firm in its hold ; accommedating, yet uncompromising ;
universal, yet individualistic,

{A) No Compromise with Chances.

Such, too, is our Law of Karma. As we have already seen, so many
spheres of knowledge require its help {P. 181f). All these have been
discussed sbove in details. But the point to be emphasised, once more,
here, is its refusai to compromise with ‘chances’, nnder any circumstances
whatsoever. There isno sphere of study in the Modern World that
does not give or is not forced to give, some license, to chances, to
accidents, to the inexplicable’. to the 'the unexpected’, to the unwanted.
But the Law of Karma boldly and firmly refuses to do so. In fact,
its secret of success is that it goes to the very root of the watter, and
removes the difficulties, lock,stock and barrel.

This strictly scientific attitude, this supesbly philosophical sagacity
this seremely sure conviction, makes it at once, a fundamental doctiine
and a forceful one,

In fact, what is fundamental, is also forceful, for, in order to be g
basis, it must also be brave, and, have the courage of convicticn to face
facts, and stand up against all odds,

So, this Law of Karma, too, is such a ccol, courageous Law, furnish-
ing the very foundation of Indian Philosophy, as a whole ; and boldly
offering explanations for all its knotty problems. Tt is, really, inconceiv-
able, as to what Indian Philosophy would have been. without this funda-
mental Law of Karma. There is, really, no second instance, we think,
in the whole History of Philosophy of such a Law, weilding such vast
powers and exercising such deep influences, all throughout. unfailingly.
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{B} The Soul is Divine

What does its ‘fundimentalness’ really imply ? It implies the
cternal, spiritual force of the Soul or the Self. According to the first
characteristic of '‘Sublimity”, discussed above, infinite opportunities are
given to the Soul or the Self to realise the ‘Summum Bobum® of iis life,
But opportunities’ necessarily imply persons capable of seizing the same,
using the same, fructifying the same. Otherwise, mere empty ‘oppor-
tunities’, with no corresponding ‘users’ of the s me, are absurd and
meaningless. Hence, as pointed ont just above, infinite opportunities
necessarily imply infinite abilities,

It has been said above under the first characteristic of ‘Sublimity’,
that every soul is Brahman in essence, and, must one day or other, realise
its eternal divinity, 8o, from this, it follows that possess it must in-
finite powers to realise itself ag divine. It is Divine, it pust know itself
to be Divine, it can know itself to be Divine, it does know itself to he
Divine-——these four assertions mean exactly the same thing. Aund, the
first two come under the first characteristic of *Sublimity’; the last two,
under the second one of ‘Fundamentalness’.

Thus, the Law of Karma is a Law of supreme optimism, taking, as
it does, its fundamental stand on a concept of Eternal Spiritual Energy.
The worldly ‘opportunities’ are not the ‘inasters’, but the, ‘slaves’ of the
Soul—this is what it fundamentally implies. As a matter of fact, no
Doctrine can ever be a fundamental one, in Indian Philosophy, unless it
be an inherently spiritual one. And,the fundamentalness of the Law of
Karma also, therefore, implies necessarily such a Spirituality, from the
beginning to the end,

3. The Basicity of the Law of Karma.,

Now, what is the distinction between a “Fundamental Doctrine” and
a "Basic one”? 'The first is externally fundamental; the second,
internally. What does this Imply ? It implies that the second is
more fundamental than the first, and forms its basis, as such, if that be
possible atall, In many cases, we stop with the “Fundameuntal”, and
canuot proceed further to the “Basic®,

(A) An Eternal Spiritual Paradox.

But here we do, we have to do. In what way? In a very
paradoxical way, as follows 1—

The first mark of the Law of Karma, viz, its ‘Sublimity, implies
that the Soul hae to realise its own eternal Brahmanhood ; while the
second mark of the Law of Karma, viz. its Fundamantalness’ implies
the corollary, viz, that the Soul does realise its own eternal Brahman-
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hood. Now, the third mark of the Law of Karma, viz. its ‘Basicity
implies that the Soul is not only Brahman, but alsc its Realisation. At
the above two atages, we unconsciously speak from two different stand-
points:—Timeless and Temporal. Thus: “The Soulis Btahman®—thisisa
timeless fact. But “The Soul realises Brabman”—this is a temporal
oue, 1Ilere, the temporal is taken to be leading to the timeless.

Realiy speaking, this is a great spiritual Paradox. Here: How can
the ‘Sadhanas’ really lead to ‘Siddhi'? Fot, the Sadhanas’ are tempotal
facts, which Saddhi’ is definitely not. And, this Paradox is, inevitably,
to be accepted. For, no one has, as yet, offered a solution. How can a fact,
which is qualitatively different, as well as lower, lead to a fact, qualitatively
different, as well as higher ? At what point does the quality which
is lower suddenly change, and become transmuted, nay elevated, to
something else? 7That point, too, is a point of time. So, how can
elements of time, processes of time, influences of time be avoided ?
How can the miod,. which is Jada, or material and non-spiritual, according
to the Indian View, lead its own illuminatfon, which, will, so to speak,
end its own existenge ?

(B) “Dis to Live.”

But such is Life! At every step,such is Life! “Die to Live"—is
the very slogan of Life. Life is a continuous, ceaseless process and the
question {52  Is it a ‘Development’ or a *Manifestation’ ? Ifthe former,
then, Life is a new something at every stage, a novel emergence, an
addition and an acquirement. If the latter,then, Life is eternally what
it is, with no new addition or acquirement, but with only unfolding of
what it is from the very beginning to all eternity. We have many
different views reparding the problem, as natural.

But, the difficulty remains just the same, in both cases. For,
whether a ‘Development’ or a ‘Manifestation’, at every stage, nay, at every
step, a lower something leads to a higher something. How to explain that
—that is the crux of the whole question. Is there really ‘Dying’ to Live’?
Is it really ‘Dying’ or ‘Living’ ; is it really ‘Destruction’ or ‘Fulfilment’;
is it really ‘Ending’ or 'Beginning’? This is the eternal question
for all Systems of Philosophy, Religion and Morality. throughout
the ages.

In any case, if a thing be not an ahsolutely “static' one—the above
problem has to be faced, So, it hasto be faced in the case of each and
every worldly object, for, each and every worldly object must have either
'Development’ or ‘Manifestation’—it cannot remain, as it is, as it just is,
but has, inevitably to be cither ‘developed’ or ‘manifested’. So, the
queation, the great question alwaysis: How does it doso?
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(C) The Basic Fact of Indian Philosophy : Simple. “ls-ness™

According to onr Indian View, from the ‘Paramarthika’ standpoint,
from the real, fundamental, transcendental standpoint, the Self j», simply
is, with no development, not even manifestation. The dark clouds are
blown off, and lo ! the golden sun shines out. The hard buds burst off,
and lo! the serene flower blooms forth. The dry sands are dug out, and
lo1the merry river fiows on! But did the sun ever cease to shine, the
flower to bloom, the river to flow? No. But its shining bas tobe
manifested to some oue else, its blooming also, its lowing also, respec-
tively—and not to itself, never for itself.

Thus, “Manifestation’ is, naturally a ‘Dual Conception’. And when
there is no ‘Duality’, there is alsc no manifestation’.

In this way, from the standpoint of the ‘Satya’, ‘Satta’, *Vastu’
itself, of Truth, Existence, Thiug itself—there is no such thing at all.

And, the Law of Karma, as a ‘basic' Law, implies this, and
nothing but this. Really, from the ultimate point of view, a thing simply
‘4s’, and does not ‘deveiop’, mnor is ‘manifested’, as pointed out above,
This pure and simple ‘Is-ness’ is the most basic fact of Indian Philosophy.
And the Law of Karma proudly stands for this ‘basic” fact,

(D) The State of Bondage is False.

What an absolutely sublime conception is this!| And also, it cannot
be denied, an absolutely unintelligible one! Just conceive of the Soul,
revolving eternally on the ‘Samsara Cakra’, on the Wheel of Earthly
Existeuce, beiug subject, repeatedly to births and rebirths. But for what
purpose ? If it simply ‘is’, aud never 'becomes’, and is not even ‘mani-
fested’, then, for what purpose does it doso? Purposes may be of two
kinds : Either to acquire something new, or to manitest tomething old.
But if neither of these be possible on the part of the eterually existeut
Soul, what is the meaning of its ‘Baddhavastha’ or the state of Bondage ?

Realtly and truly, finally and basiclly, there is no meaning, no
meaning at all. For, the basic conception of Nityatva of Mukti can
imply only this, and nothing but this. If Mnkti be Nitya, if the
state of Salvation be eternal,—as it must be, it being impossible for the
Summum Bonum, the highest, nay, rather, the only End of life, to be
non-cternal—then Badhdvasnhz must be Mithya, the state of Bondage
must be false or an illusion on our part. Isthere any way out? Is
there any way out of this Advaita conciusiony Indeed, a very difficult

question for the Monotheistic Vedantists. But one seems helpless,
However, futther reflections on this basic point are postponed for
& future occasion, (See the Section on “Mokga” )
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Thus, basically and paradoxically, the Law of Karma carries
within itself seeds for its own destruction. But this is the
most basic fact of its existence. It, thus, points to a life that is for ever
beyond its fold; and that life is the only real eme. What a glorious
death| And, the basicity of the Law of Karma lies in this, and only
fn this! It is, undoubtedly, a sublime law, and, also a futndamental
one as shown above. But, uow we find that basically, it is an empirical law
only, as, the eternally existent and eternally manifested Soul is really and
transcendentaliy, not subject to it at all. Such is its supreme Paradox |

4. The Simplicity of the Law ol Karma

The cause-effect relation is, after all, a simple one—whatever the
philosophers may say, and whatever form it may assume at their hands!
For, something produces something—this is an undeniable, universal
faet of experience. And, the Law of Karma is nothing but a statement
regarding it. A Karma, an action, produces a Phala, a result—who fails
to understand this—for, such a Karma is meant, is undertaken for such
a Phala. And, thisis the very contention af the Liaw of Karma, viz
that a Sakama-Karma is by nature *“Phala-prasavi”, productive of
results, and hence must do so, or cease to be & Karnia, at all, Hence, in
order that its “"Karmatva”, its very nature may be maintéincd. it must
be given fullest opportunities for preducing appropriate resulis, here or
hereafter, life after life, birth after birth. Very simple, indeed, is this
thesis. Very simple, indeed, from the cognitive stafidpoint |

8. The Fineness of the Law of Karma.

And, also, necessarily, a fine one, a very fine one, indeed, from the
conative standpoint | In what does the fineness of a thing consist? It
consists in hitting on the nail, in grasping the point straight, in reaching
to the core direct. So, “Fineness” means absence of all superfluities—a
“gross” thing mway have superflulties, not a “fine’ one.

Thus, from the conative standpoint, the Law of Karma refers to
the very core ,of one's empirical life, viz, action, selfish action, The
empirical life is one of conatant striving, and action, selfish action, is
the embodled form of such a attiving, No other system, indeed, has
thought of dealing with action, everyday action, ordinary actiou, in
such a direct, streightforward manner !

5. Beauty of the Law of Karma

And, finally, the beauty of the law of Karma, its absolute beauty,
from the emotive point of view! In what does the beauty of athing
consist ? It consiste in its symmetry, iun its proportion, in its equillibrium.,
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And, the law of Karma, if anything, is a perfectly. equipoised one.
In a chain of causes mnd effects, the tendency is either to stress the cause
more than the effect; or, conversely., Some would think more of the
hen, than of the egg; some, just the opposite. But, in the Law of
Kayma, the canse and the effect are given equal importance, So, the
balance is in a state of absolute equillibrium,

And, above all, the beauty of a thing lies in its sweet appeal to the
heart ; and thence, in its indescribable joy. The heart feels fully at home
here, fully at rest here, fully at peace here, fully in concordance with the
object in question here, Thus, here, the heart responds to the object,
flows out towards it, catches it in its own chamber and fits it in there.
I¢,is this “fitting in’* that results in joy; for, dishermony is irritating;
harmony, soothing,

And, does not the Law of Karma soothe us in thisway? What it
teaches is nothing but the Divinity of the Soul, And, is not that an
absolutely soothing comception ¥ Look around and see! Do you not
see a Divine Discontent all around, znd that, no other coaception
can soothe us, like this ! Just lock at your own heart, and you will at
once realise thin ) This just fits in the empty cavity of the heart, just
fills upits empty chamber | What elge can ?

Thus, from every point of view, the Law of Karma is, indeed, an
incomparable one, It may not, of course, be fully acceptable to all. But
its glory and grandeur cannot, on that account, be denied.
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The Mesiage of the Vedanta
INTRODUCTION

Wonderful, indeed, is this vast and variegated land of ours, this
Bharatvarga, this “Land of Light” that has ever served as a beacon-light to
the weary and unwary in the dark and dangerous wilderness of iife.
Always a land of many religions and many Ianguages, a custodian of many
cultures and many customs, a repository of many ideas and many ideals,
India, has, thus, ever been a great and grand pattern of unity-in-diversity-
neither a bare, empty, all-absorbing unity; nor a over-fnll, flowing,
all-separating diversity, What makes for this supreme Unity in the midst
of all apparent divereities ? What brings all the numerous hearts together
in such a superb Union, in love and fraternity ? What, in short, is the
eternal, indissoluble bond amongst these millions and millions of sons and
daughters of Mother India ? ‘T'hat is only one—the most elusive, yet the
most iutimate bond, a bond that binds the sonls together‘in a threadless
knot, in a knot of spiritual affinity, —in short, the bond of Philosophy.

What is Philosophy ?

What, after all, is Philosophy ? It is a helief in and an attitude
towards Life; and naturally, if yon have to live a life on earth, the belief
you have in it and the attitude you adopt towards it are, indisputably, the
most fundamental things of life. In this sense, Philosophy is the living
embodiment of the Culture and Civilisation of a country., For, Culture
and Civilisation are nothing but this belief in Life and an attitude
towards it. Thus, the country being the same, its Culture and
Civilisation are the same ; and this being 8o, its Philosophy is alsc the
same. Iu this way, Philosophy is the only living and lasting bond of
Uuity amongst the multifarious diversities, apparently present every
where all around.

From this main root of Philosophy, we have naturally, numerous
divisions aod branches, leaves and sprouts, lowers and fruits, giving rise
to so many different Schools of Indian Philosophy. Amongst these all,
the Vedanta is, by common consent, the preatest and the most profound :
the greatest and most profound of all the Vedanta Systems being, again,
the Advaita-Vedanta, Perhaps, it would not be very wrong to assert
that before the superb glory and grandeur of the Advaita Vedanta-
System, all otherSystems pale off. Still, as stars pale off in morning-
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light, but are not without their own heauty and glory, so other systemns
of the Vedanta, too, have their own just places in the Vedanta System
of Thought, .

Fundamental Characteristic of Indian Culture :—
Unity-in-Diversity.

This, in fact, is the fundamental principle of India herself in all
her spheres, thronghout the ages. For, India has ever united, never
destroyed ; ever accepted, mnever derided; ever assimilated, never
swallowed.

Thus, many currents of Culture and Civilisation have been united
in the loving fold of Mother India, without being destroyed, without
losing their own individualities, without giving up their own inmer
beauty, and eternal worth—this is the ever-HSowing and ever-filling
River Blissful of India. Iu the same manner, many outsiders, invited
or usinvited: {nvited guests or uninvited visitors, have been accepted
in the broad bosom of Mother India, without having to forego their
own dignity, withont having to disown their own loyalties, withont
having to surrender their fundamental rights—this is the ever-expanding
and ever-enriched Field Bountiful of Mother India. In exactly the
same manner, many victuals bave been assimilated in the wide inside of
Mother India, without having to sacrifice their respective potencies,
without having to relinquish their own specialities, without having
to be merged completely in a great and grand whole—this is the
ever-growing, ever.pulsating Body Beautiful of Mother India, sweet
with blissful rivers, serene with bountiful felds.

Wide Outlook.

This being the pattern of the Indian Way of things, in the sphere
of Philosophy, no less, different systems have flourished together, side by
side, making up omne great and grand “Philosophy of India®, yet not
clashing with one another, or aiming at mutual destructlon. So, it is but
fit and proper that the Vedanta Philosophy of Indis, the Philosophy of
India, should consist of so many magnificent Systems, each with its
jnvaluable centribntion, each with its superb outlook, each with its
supreme splendour, ever-lasting loftiness and loveliness, That is
why, in spite of there being as many as teh main Schools of the Vedaata,
the “Message of the Vedanta® is one indeed, a Message, enriched by all,
yet a graud Unity, a wonderful Entirety, a beautiful Whole.

What is o “Mossage” ?

What, after all, is a “Message™ ? Does it not sound very grandiose,
‘very exhilarating, very inspiring ¢ Do we not, with, perhaps, legitimate
pride, bear and speak of “the Message of Tndia” to the World at large ?
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“The Message of India”

But really, there Is nething grandiose, nothing imposing, nothing
boastworthy here. For, Message is Life itself. Io fact, if we, accept, as
we must, a teleological, and not a mechanical, view of life, then any and
everything on earth, big or small, bigh or low, animate or inanimate, has a
“message” of {is own, which is nothing more and nothing less than
an expression, an exposition, an explanation of its very being,i.e. of the
purpose of its life.

Look at the sun and the moon—what is their message? Is it
not the very simple, yet very profund Truth that, in whatever wayard
in whatever form it may appear, Light lights up all miseries, lightens
down all burdens, enlivens all lethargies ?

Look, again, at the serepe meadows, the sparkling leaves and the
smiling Aowers. What is their message? Is it not the never-failing yet
ever-felt fact that Beauty springs up at every nook and corner, that
Harmony shines everywhere, that Love and Loveliness are orders of
the day ¢

Look, once again, at the rustling wind, dancisg brooks, singing
birds¢ What is their Message? Is it not their incomprehensible yet
incontrovertible truth that Bliss smiles in every grain of dust, that Fun
runs riot in every drop of water, that Frolic plays in every blade
of grass ?

In exactly the same manner, Light and Beauty and Bliss emerge
forth, emanate from every particle of matter, from every living cell,
from every thinking mind, from every discerning soul.

The Message of Philosophy

Exactly the same is the case with Philosophy, no less. Its “Message”
fs not something extraneous to it, but is its own nature. Just as it is the
nature of the sun to shine, and the nature of the wind to blow, and the
nature of the river to flow, so it is the nature of Philosophy to manifest
its nature in the form of Light and Besuty and Bliss—and this isits
“Message”.

The Message of Indian Philosophy
Tha Message of Light

The First Message of the “Vedanta” or Indian Philosophy, is that
of Light,

Pauranic Accounts of Creation

Now, what is this Message of “Light” of Indian Philosophy ? It
may be said with certainty and without any fear of contradiction that
Lightis the Life of Indian Philosophy. What is *“Light*? Light is
what temoves Darkness, And what is Darkness? “Darkness” is Death,
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Thus, Light removes Death, and is, as sirch, Life itself. Accordingly, in
the Indian Cosmology, iu the Indian accounts of Creation, in the Puragas,
e.g, we find constant references to Light as emerging out of Darkness,
dispelling Death,—ever and brioging with it the luminous, ever-luscious,
ever-lovely Life itself.

Upanisad ¢ Accounts of Creation

But it is of profound significance that in the Upanisads we find no
such references.

In the ancient and celebrated Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, it is said
that in the beginning, there was only “Mrityu' or “Death”, and all things
wore covered up by it. This “Mrityu” was of the form of “Ashaya” or
“Desire” to eat. { Brhup 1.4, 1.) This clearly refers to the famous Indian
Doctrine of Karma, or the theory, that Sakama-Karmas or Selfish Works
lead to constant births and re-births or this worldly, empirical existence,
which is but “Mritgu” or meortal, and, as such, a trapsitory, painful
existence. So, it is but fit and proper that the mortal universe should
come out of Mortality or Death. Butin the same breath, it is asserted
in the same .Upanisad that it the beginming, thiere was only Atman,
or the Self {14.17; 2.1.20); “Purusavidha-Atman” or the Self of the
form of a Person (1. 4, 1} ; “Brahman’’ or the Absolute (1. 4. 10-11).

In the equally celebrated Chandogya-Upanisad, as well, it is asserted,
in a similar maaner, that iz the beginning, there was only “Sat”, the
HExistent, “Ekamevadvitivam’ one only, without a second. {Chand
Up. 6.21.)

So, the question naturally arises, as to how to reconcile the ahove,
and why there is no mention of “Darkness” hetre, as in otler {reatises,
like the Puranas etc.

Myth and Pith

The answer to this question lies in the fundamental distinction
between “Myth” and “Pith”". From the standpoint of “Myth” or from
the lower empirical standpoint, there is, indeed, a very rteal, very
insurmountable distinction between “Life” and “Death”; “Light” and
“Darkoess”. So here, Life emerges out of Death, defeating it. Light
emits forth from Darkaess, dispelling it.

But, from the standpoint of “Pith” or from the higher, noumenal
standpoint, Death and Darkness are not second realities besides Life and
Light. If we have this higher, fuller, truer vision of Brahman as every
thing, then how can there, any looger, be any death, any darkness, any
delusion, and degradation, any derangement, atall? That is why, from
the traditiomal, cosmological standpoint, Life and Death, Light and
Darkness, Bliss and Sorrow are different from and opposed to eacheother,
But from the real philosophical standpoint, these are not; for, there is
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ouly the One, Brahman, levara, Atman, Purusa—call it by any vame,—
the Absolute, God, Soul, Person.

We call Him, Her or It Light; wecall Him, Her or it Life; we
call Him, Her, or it Bliss—for, what Letter terms can we think of ¢ Stil],
these are nat ultimately suitable, being relative in nature—relative
respectively, to Death, Darkness and Sorrow. However, as thoughts
require words, as human thoughts and human words, being relative by
nature, are both inadequate to apprehend end express the Absolate, in
accordance with the celebrated Upanisadic Dictum :

“Yato Vico Nivartante Aprapya Manasa Saha” (Tattiriya Upa-
nigad 4. 9)—

“From whom speech, with Mind, turn back, not getting Him",

We have, elther, not to think, speak and write of the Absolute, at
all ; or do all these as best as we can. And human nature being what it
is, this second course has been preferred by all, for, the main beauty of
human nature is its indowmitable spirit of advemtuore, its incorrigible
tendency to hope, its imexhaustible energy to apprehend the Inappre-
hensible,

Message of Light of Indian P hilosophy

So let us not be disheartened, let us proceed with our ’qungo of the
Vedanta®, whatever be its worth. For, undoubtedly it is far better to
give our thoughts to the Absolute, to God, to Soul, to Person, —in short,
to any and everything higher, than te give our thoughts entirely to
worldly objects and affaira. It isfar better to speak and write of God
than to speak and write entirely of worldly events and Incidents., So let
us proceed, and ask the question, again, only with a deeper thought and
a fuller consciousness of our own limitedness,: “What is this Message
of Light of Indian Philosophy? Of Light that is not relative and
opposad to Darkness ? Of Light that is so entirely on its own account ?”

Now, the Message of Light, as relative and opposed to Darkness,
is, a5 we know, is a Mesgage of Good Cheer and New Hope, It implies
that there is something inm everything which enables everything to be
really some thing more than apparentiy what it is, Thus, there isan
Inner Light, an Uuquenchable Fire in every thing, and to-day o1
tomorrow, in this life or ancther, It is destined to have this Light
manifested, this Fire kindled. Of what forms these will be-~this
manifestation of the Light and this kindling of the Fire—and of what
nature that thing will, then, be—~these questions have been elaborately
discussed and expounded by Indian FPhilosophers in thefr celebrated
Doctrines of Moksa and Sadhana, Goal and Means ; and it is nqt
the place to dwell on theae.
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~  But it would suffice, if it ba only emphasised here that this Message
of Light of the Vedanta, for the matter of that, of Indian Philosophy itself,
is simply one of “Divine Destiny”, the simple yet firm faith that what-
ever be the present destiny, the present form of a thing, it is inexorably
destined to be divine, for the simple yet unalterable reason that “Sarvam
Khalvidam Brahman’'—' Everything is Brahman” (Chand up. 3-14-1),
“Brahmedam Sarvam® (Byhadarapyaka Upanisad 2-1-5 etc ; “Brahman
is everything”. What greater destiny can there be, what sweeter
hope, what firmer faith ?
Message of Light from the Absolute Stand-point

And, next, what about the ‘Message of Light as Absclute’ ¢ "There
is no question of Destiny here ; any emergence out of a previous, different
state ; any manifestation and kindling, as before. For, this Absolute
Light is eternally existent, eternally full, eternally perfect, eternally
manifested, eternally kindled.

Hence, the ‘Message here is that, any and every one, auy and every
thing is eternally the Light, the Absclute, Brahman. From the relative,
temporal, phenomenai, cosmologicsl, mundane standpoints, a thing may
be unmanifested and then manifested; and that is why, we say that the
eternal Divinity of man is at first unmanifested or unknown to him;
later on, it comes to bs manifested or known to him. But from the
absolute, supra-temporal, nonmenal, metaphysical, extra-mundane
standpoints, what one is, one is; there cannot even be any temporary
obscuration of its real nature,

Take a common example. We say that the clouds hide the
sun from ue. This is the ordinary, worldly standpoint. But if there
be no ‘us’, no observer to see and know of the sun, then clouds or no
clouds, the sun is always what it is —a brighi and burning object, and
there is no obacuration of its light and heat through any thing to any one,
Hence, when there is a question of Knowing, there may be obscuration
orf not, manifestation or not; and this is the empirical standpeint. But
from the standpoint of Being, there cannot be any such thing ; and this
is the supra-empirical, extra-mundane, absolute, eternal standpoint,

Thus, the Message of the Vedanta simply is—

(1) Brahman are You.
God through and through.
(2) Manifest this Light.
In Life's darkest night. .
Here (1) refers to the absolute standpoint ; (2) to the relative.
The Message of Boeauty.

In fact, as pointed out above, the Message of Light is nothing but
the Message of Life itself—of Existence itself, etermal, perfect, full.
After all, Existence is the prime fact, the firet ttuth, the fundamental
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reality ; for, if one does not exist, then, what can ona be ? So. then, there
is the end of everything. That is why, the every first Reality is Lifs,
Existenee, Being : Sattg, Tattva or in short ‘I'—'Abam’ and the Very first
Realisation is ‘T am’, *Aham Asmi’.

The second message of 'Beauty’ is, as evident, of the same nature.
Roality is One, Realisation is One ; still as the same sun emits rays all
around, so the same Reality, the same Truth emits its messages differently,
That is why, we speak of ‘Messages’ in the plural, indicating only the
diffsrent standpoints from which the same Reality, the same Truth can
be considered :  Thus, the Message of Light and thc Message of Beauty are at
bottom one, only two different ways of looking at the very same Qne.

Life is Beauty

For Life is Beauty, Existence is Beauty, Being is Beauty. For
whatever lives, whatever exists, whatever is, must, by nature, by necessity be
beautiful, as Life, Existence or Being is nothing but Harmony, and Harmony
is nothing but Beauty.

In fact, a disharmonious thing is a contradiction in terms, For,
disharmony involves disruption ; disruption, derangement ; derangement,
dissolution ; dissolution, destraction. Thus, really nothing ugly can ever exist.

Of course, from the ordinary worldly, empirical, standpoint, we
distinguish between Beauty and Ugliness, jnst we distinguish between
Light and Darkness, Life and Death. But from the absolute point of view,
as we have seen, there is only and always Light, ooly and always, Life, only
and always Beauty.

In fact, even from the worldly standpoint, all such difficult questions
arise, as to whether Beauty is subjective, or objective 1 i. ¢, whether to
a mother her children are objectively or really beautiful, or subjectively
or emotionally, so on and so on,

Also, why is a flower called beautiful and not a fly ? Why is dew so
enchanting, and not dung ? Why is chirping so soul-strriing, and not
barking 7 1s it objective Beauty, or Subjective Utility—utility from the
standpoints of cognition, feeling and conation, as satisfylng all the three ?

Thus, when a scientist lovingly calls a sbapeless root beautiful, when
a mother fondly calls her suub-nosed son beautiful, when a milk-man
endearingly calls the stinking heap of cow-dung beautiful=do they actually
with their own eyes, see that all these above objects, are really actually,
factually, beautiful ; or do they only think these to be beautiful, because
they love these things, or find these to be useful, or for any other reason ?
Alge, is impersonal seeing more accurate tban personal feeling? Or, is
Beauty, a matter of ¢old, neutral apprehension oaly, or is it a warm full
feeling ?
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Sa, let us leave all thesa difficult questions, which eannot, and need
not, be discussed here: and try to grasp the real implication of the
Message of Beauty of the Vedunta,

Brhaman is a Person

It is simply this: The Category of Life by itself is only impersonal ;
that of Beauty is also perscpal. So, this jmplies that Brahman, Atman js
a Person, not in the ordinary theistic sense,—which may be objected to
by the Absolutists,—but in a supra-theistic sense. acceptable to all.

What is the sense? It is pothing but this, that the full Life,
Existence and Being of Brahman, call Him the Absolute or God, as
you like, is not a blank, cold, colourless kind of life, existence or being,
—not necessarily an Organic Unity, (which is objected to by the Monistic
or Absolutist School}, not necessarily a Person in the sense of involving a
personal relationship with other persons {which, also, is equally objected
to by the Meonistic or Absolutist School }—yet a soft and sweet and serene
Person, a Being that is Beauty, a Life that is Loveliness, an Existence
that is Excellence, atthe same time,

So, what the Vedinta teils us here from the absolute standpoint, is
that all are Brahmapn, all are Light, and Beauty. And from the temporal
standpoint, it simply asks us to see and realise, this Beauty in our own
selves, as well as in all things in the world—to see all as Brahman,
to see all as Beauty.

(7) Beauty etcrnal
Is life's Kernel.

(2) Unwarp this core
To advance more and more.

As before,

(1) refers to the absolute standpoint,
{2) to the contingent,

The Mossage of Bliss

The third Message of Bliss, though the same as the above two, as
pointed out above, yet marks the culmination of all the messages of the
Vedanta, For, this “Apanda-Tattva” or Docirine of Bliss is the central
doctrine of the Vedinta,—for the maiter of that, of Indian Philosophy
itself. A thing of Beauty is a joy for ever”. So, Light or Life is Beauty,
and Beauty is Bliss,

Hence in our Upanigads, Brahman is described not -only as “Satyam,
fnanam, Aoantam” {Taittiriya Upanisad 2. 1.) "Truth, knowledge, Infinits™,
but also as “Raso vai Sa” (Tait, Up, 2.7.) “He verily, is Juice”. Indeed “Rasa™
as a term, §s very difficult to translate in English, But its equivalent “Acanda”
is translated as “*Bliss” which, too, we think, is rather inadequate. Howover,
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it is enough to convey to one a sense of infinite, eterpal, absolute
happiness,—not selfish pleasure, not transitory gratification, not parrow
attainment--but a state of absclute expansion, called “Bhuman’ in the
celebrated Chandogya Upanisad.

What is “Bhuman” ? Very beautifully does, indeed, the Chindogya
Upanigad, attempt to define the Undefinable :—

«“Y0O VAI BHUMA TAT SUKHAM, NALPE SUKHAMASTL”
(Chand. Up.7.23. 1)

“What is Bhuman or great is Bliss ; there is no Bliss in Alpa or small*,

Next, it is said with equal grace :—

Why is there such a “Bliss’” in the Bhuman’’, and not in the “Alpa” ?
Simply because —

“DVITIYAT VAl BHAYAM  BHAVATI” (Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad 1. 4. 1.}. “Verily, Fear arises from a Second”,

Why does Fear arise from a second ? Evidentily, because the Second
is looked upon, not only as different from, but also as opposed to, the First.
Hence it is that Oneness, Unity and Universality involve Bliss; Duality,
Disunity and Limitedness do not. Hence it is that the fundamental Vedianta
Doctrine of “One™ ( ‘Eka’) is the same as the equally fundamentai Vedanta
Doctrine of “Bliss” (**Aoanda‘). This “One"” may be simply “One", an
abstract and partless One, as held by the Monistic Schools of the Vedinta:
or, it may be also a “Whole'’ and a “Unity’’, a Concrete Whole and an
Organic Unity of parts, as held by the Monotheistic Schools of the Vedanta,
In the first case, there is no question at all of any duality ; but in the second
case, there is duality, but no disunity ; as all the parts are real only as inside
it, only as parts of the whole, only as identical with it in Svarupa or essence.

Thus, whatever School we may belong to, the Vedanta Doctrine of One
implies simply this, and nothing more :—Every one, every thing is Brahman,
Brahiman alone, none but Brahman. Tom is Brahman, Dick is Brahman,
Harry is Brabman ;: Ram iz Brahman, Sam is Brahman, Yadu is Brahmen ;
the earth, water, fire, air, ¢ther all are Brahman.

What is Bliss ? Bliss is waat of fear and the consequent expansion of
life

And, whatever be our special creeds and and convictions, the Vedanta
Doctrine of Bliss implies simply this, and nothing more:—Look upon
avery one, every thing as your own scif, the same Atman ; as ¢he same
Supreme Self, as the same Paramatman ; as the Absolute, as the same
Para-Brahman. This is the coveted Bhuma-Drsti, Atma-Drsti, Brahm: -
Drsti—a direct Realisation of Brahman as all and all as Brahman—*‘Sarvam
Khalvidam Brahman { Chand, Up. 3. 14, 1)’ ‘“Brahmedam Sarvam {Brh.
Up. 2.5.1.)—the dream of Kavis or Poets, the aim of Prjnas or Scholars
or the Vision of Risis or Seers. That is, this is the quintessence of Vedanta
Sadhana—to realise the eternal Brahma-hood of all, to see the Divine Light
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in all, tofeel the Divine Beauty in all to taste the Dlving Bliss in all—including
one’s own self, in all cases. If there be only one, there is only Light, only
Beauty, only Bliss. .
Thus, the Message of Bliss of the Vedanta is this !
(1) Beautiful and desp
Your real keep.

{(2) Seeitin all
Obeying heart's call.

As before, (1) refers to the transcendental standpoint : (2) to the
temporal.

The above is. indeed, difficult, but Pessimism is foreign to the very
spirit of India, for this simple reason, that—as we tried to eaphasise repea-
tedly above—what is, what eternally is, can be easily manifested or realised ;
what is mot, cannot be done so, even after the greatest effort.  This, in fact,
is the Iodian view of Progress, Perfection, Procurement. Ordinarily, ail
these mean the very same thing, viz reaching a new goal, attaining a new and
a higher state, obtaining some thing more sublime not obtained before. But
according to this Indian view, there can never be the rise of something out of
nothing, fulbess out of emptivess, hundred out of zero. Also, Moksa or
Mukti or Siddhi or Salvation, being the Summum Bepum or the Highest
End, or rather, the only End, of life, cannot be Anitys or non-¢ternal,—some-
thing that is non-existent in the beginning but later on comes to be produced
through some causcs, like the Sadbanas or Spiritual Mcans. Evidently, what
itself is Anitya or non-eternal cannot be a respository of Nitya or eternal
Perfection, Fuloess, Bliss. Hence, Moksa or Salvation being such a state
of eternal Perfection, Fulness and Bliss, must essentially be Niwya, or
eternal,

That is why, it has been said umequivocally and unanimously that
Progress does not imply an advance from a less perfect to a more perfect
states, or an atteinmend of some new gqualities, not possessed before. It
only implies the manifestation of our own eternal real nature, eternal perfec-
tion, eternal fulness, eternat bliss.

So, what we have to do here is only to look inside at our own Selves,
at our own Atman, at Brahman which we really are. This look, this
vision, or this realisation is the only thing we aim at here. But is it,
after all, so very difficelt ? The incorrigibly optimistic Indian Risis, Seers
who have themselves seen their own Atman, Brabman inside, assure us

that from one point of view, it is undeniably difficult, just as it is dijfficult
to see in dense darkness, breathe in polluted ajr, break open the locked
doors of a dark and stifiing dungeon. But from another peint of view, it is
easy enough, just as it is easy to uncover the cover of burming lamp, remove
boulders on the path of a flowing river, clap away the bees on a blooming
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flower, open the windows of a closed room ; and get in, at ooce, the light
that is there burning, the water that js there Aowing, the flower that is there
blooming, the air that is there blowing.

In the very same manner, the Lamp of one’s life is ever burning, the
River of one's life is ever lowing, the Flower of onc’s life is ever blooming,
the Air of one’s life is ever blowing. So, what reason is there to be
pessimistic ? Tt iIs not that we bhave to hunt for a new treasurs, to cross
ocean, Or to caich the moon.

So, let us do this simple thing cight now, just right now—for is it
not the most neglected thing at the same time ? No particular time, no
particular place, or no particular method is compulscry here—at any time,
day or night, at any place, home or wilderness, through any method or
no method at all—can one do it, do it well, do it fully, do it joyfully—
i. . Realise the Eternal Self-—the Luminous, the Seif Beautiful, the Self
Blissful.

This is the Message of the Vedinta—nothing more, nothing less. Can
self anything be more inspiring, more exhilarating, more soul-stirring 7

Like the Golden beam of Sun
And the silvery sheen of Moon
Like the gentle touch of Dew
And the smell of Lotus new
Bright, soft, cool, enchanting.
Know thy Atman, everlasting
Where is sorrow, where is sin 7
If this vision once you win.
This, the Risi's, Message old
And our only hope and hold.
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Niski:nnkarma, 82, 15%, 187,
;8Y,

188,
180, OCharaocteriabica of,

11, 192, 98,194, 1935, 196,
197, 198, two kinds of, 199,
400, 901, 05, 208, 216, 921,

293, 279, 976
Nighriva, Nizkriyatva, 77, 80, 84,
Nitye, 196 '

Nitya-Buddhs, 130, 149

Nitya-Datd, 94

Nitya-Muakia, 130, 131, 1448

Nitya.Niskulefika, 23,

Nitye-Piraas, 25,

Nitya.-Sat, 31,

Nitya-Suddhe, 35, 130, 149,

Nitya-trpta, Nitya-t\'phatva.m. 19,
51, 130, 149,
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Nyfiya, 1, Bystem, 39, 193,
Nydya-maylikhe.-maliki, of Appaye
Diksita, 10,
Nyfiva-Muktivall of Madhwva, 106,
Nyaya-Vaifesika system, 56, a7,
6o, 1186,
O
Oedipus Complex, 214
Organic whole, 36, 37, 40, 79, idJ3,
144, 145, 18, 166, 169, 170,
953, 969.
Organg of knowladue, five, 113
) P
Tuileisjuns, 96
Pafica-kytya, 20, 35, _JG
Pafica-Mahabhta, 139
Paticikarana, 114, 115
Papa-Karmas, 184, 193,
a04, 205, 213, 230
Pura-Brahman, 13, 44, 47, b, 47,
" 48, 49, 30, 307
Purddhikarana, 12
Purn-gune, 5%
Para.jyoti, 95
Parama- AkiSa, 64
Porami Janani, 171
Paramfnu, 56, 116
TaramBpo-Kiraye-Vade,
Paramii- Prajfii, 80
Parama-Pralerti, 46, 187
Parama Sakti, 46, 49, 167
Paramsa-Siva, 15, 59
Paramatoen or Parfitmean,
a8, cO7
Farameasvara, 18, 35, 47, 48, 49,54
Para-Prakyti, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49,
Gt 64,96, 188, 173

190, w01,

T

13, 14,

Parfit Para, 202, 204
Para-Sakti, 28, 44, 47, 41, 51, 52,

63, 54, 65, G4, 69, 70, 81, 86,
8%,138, 145, 164, 165, 166,
i67, 168, 169, 171, 173, 174,
178

I'arn-Vidy:is, 10

Iarinmine-Vida, 41, 89, 60, 61, 68,
69, 70, 71, 72, 78, 79, 80, 134,
139, 141, -85

Parianyn, 233

Pajupsta- Adhikersna, 63

Padupsti, 8, 16

Phala-DAatT, 24

Pluralism, 36, 11¢

Prgabhlive, 21,

Prakyti-Adhikarana, 85

P'a alavae, 10, 41, 41, A0, 64, 74, Bu
143, 124, 143, 154, 2.6, 2730,
c35, 284, BT

Prams, 10T

Prinpawaya Atwan, 34

Prianparima, 46

Pranava, 49, 98

Prapti, 89

Presive Upanived, 9o

Pravaga.Vidhi, 98

Pravojans-LIla, 153

Premamaya, 51

Principle of Haredity, 180

Principle ol Booiologzy, 18U

Punyve-Karmas, 184, 195, 1946, 198,
199, 201, 2072, 204, 218, 230

Puriipas, 11, 28, 27, 103, 301, 302,

Puri, 2

Turu;akirs, 263, 264, 265

Purusavidha Atman, 302
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Parusottams, 36,
Purusottamfofrys, 115
Pirve-Mimamas (Kerme'
MimAmsa), 5, 98
Pirve-Paksa, 104, 105

R
adha, 53
Rﬁga-dv?gsl, 197
Rijas, 118
Rimsdnnja, aunthor of Visigta-

dvaitavida, 2, 3, 5, 7, Schooals
of, 10, 178

Ra.ﬂ;m"ﬁiﬁdhval"in, 10

Ranga-rija-Makhi, 8

Ratniikara, 48, 59

Re-Veada, 1, 1-3

R3, three of Indian Philosophy,
15

Rudra, 16, 45, 63, 93

5
Sabalitariipa, 49
Baocidanenda, 21, 28, 83
Baccidiinandasvarinpa, 13, 21, 35
Sadgunas of Siva, 18, 20
Sidhfuana 8iddhi, 193 -
Sadhiirana Karans, +33
Sad Vikaras, 227
Saguna, Srgunatva, 8, 17, 20, 21,

144, 263,

Saiva or Sakta, 2, 4
. Saiva 8Bchool, 67
5 .iva Soet, 7. 8, 63, 116
Saiva Scriptures, 8
Saive Vedantist, 3
Saiviam, 3, ¢5 o
Bakala-Kirya-Samasti-rupa, 64

Sakima-K rmas, 18,78, 80, 88, 87,
99, 130,137, 188, 189, 190, 191,
192, 195, 197, 200, 201, 204,
205, 206, 216, 217, 218 221,
232, 223, 224, 225, 228, 229,
230, 232, 237, 238, 240, 241,
243, 247, 248, 204, 256, 257,
358, 160, 261, 267, 268, 369,
271, a72. av3, 276, 278. 280,
281, 282, .288, 284, 286, 287,
288, 297.

Szkima-Karma-Bijes, 226

Sak'amn-Pﬁpa‘K{zrma, L9790

Bakima-Punya-Karma, 196, 198,
270 .

Sakriva, Sakrivatva, 77, 79, 82, 83

B8iksi-Caitaava, 276, .

Samaviyi-Karana, 148, 149,

Samba-Siva, 10,

Samkalpita-Sakala-Jarana-
Vidagdba-Kriya-Saksi, 68,

gprpka,ra., author of Kevalitdvaita-
vada, 8, 5, 6, 11,14, 56, 106
116, 193, 134, 176, 177, 233,

Bamkhys, 1, 67, 193

Samkhya-Pradbhiins, 95, 96, 141,

< 7143

_Simkbaya-Prakrti, 96, 113

B8amkhyua-Yoga Systems, 55, 116

Samsira-Cakra, 186, 187, 190, 205,
207, 223, 245, 2.6, 996

Samskara, 99, . '

Banat Kumara, 26

é‘u‘mtam, 27, 160

Santi-Bamyddham, 37

. 8arada AmmF, 2 -

S5radd Methe, 2
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Barva, 16

Barvhdhiks, S1

Safvagata snd Sarvidhim, 59

Sarveifia or Omnigeient, Barvei-
fiatyam, 19, 23, 85, 49, 48, 133,
279 '

Barva.Kdranates, 13

Sarva-prapystvs, 18

Sarvatman, 31 - "

‘Grstra-Yonl, Sfstra-Yonites, 19,
102, 107 -

Sat, 21, 28, 28, 29, 48, 47, 88, 115,

128, 302 :

- Sata-rudsiys, 98

Bat-Riirya-Vada, 59, 68

Sattva, 113

Batya, 26, 28, 29, 110, 199, 296,

Batyatmi, 46

Savilosa, 46, 145

Siva, 9, 8, 4, 7, Great Padupati, 8,
16, 11,13, 4, 15, numerous holy
namaes of, 18, Bight nemes suoh
a8 Bhava, SBarva, I3%na, Pagupati
Rudra., Ugra, Bhim#,- and
Mahrdeva, 186, Attributes, .7,
Mafigals, 17, alx Holy Attri-
butes, 18, 20, 32, Fiva Holy
Acte, 80, 27, Nitya-Sampanna,
93, $anti-Bamyrddham, 97 9,
44, 45, 49, 51, 53, 57, 63, 67,87,
101, 113, 118, 118, 119, 133,
141, 186, 168

S\vigams, 11, 49

Sivirki Mani-Dipikn of Appaya
Dikgita. 85, 6, 7, 9, 46, 53, 187,
152, 158, 154, 185, 22%, 227,
229, 241, 283, 288

Siva-Sakei, 28, 49, 50, 58

$ivat§-3ampnnfnm, <8

8mygli, 11, 17, 2%, 103, 10D

Sraddha, 107

Sravans-Manana-Nidhidhyasans,
6, 100, 108, 194, 105, 106, 107,
126

Srikantha, euthor of Visista-
Sivadvaita-Vade, 2, 3, Life of
8, Works of, 8, Data of, 5, &

Sripati, Author of Vifesadvaite-
vids, 23

é;’t}gor'i Matha at Syngari, 2

Besti, 290, 41, 44, 62, 78, 79, 80, 82,
112,123, 124, 1 3, 296, 230,
235, 237, 283, 985

Sruti, Sruti-Pramans, 17, 107, 139

'Smtyanugrhﬂu-‘farku, 106, 108

8thita.dhi, 252

Sthita-prajfia, 293

Sthiti, 20, 41, 44

Sthiila-Sarira, 226

Suddhiidvaitavids of Vallabha, 9,

* of Visnnsvamin, 2,

Sudra, 96

Bukha-Dukltha, 130

Suksma-Sarirs, 426

Sirye, 2,

Bvabhiavika-Dvaltidvaita Vide of
Nimbfirka, 2

Svagata-Bheds, 37, 38, 49, 53, 79,
B0, 81, 86, 145, 148, 184, 183,
167, 168, 169, 238, 26)

Svajatiya-Bheds, 37, 38, 49, 158

Bvargs, 195, 199, 204, 203, 217,
218, 219, 231, 226, 230, 291

Bviirthaparns, 3032, 204
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Bva-Sakti-Vikgegs, 143

Bvatantratvam, 19 '

évat.ﬁcﬁrya, Guru of Srikm)‘l_:ha.. 4,
8

Svetisvatara TUpanisad, 96, 99,

T

Taittiriye Upanisad, 22, 28, ¢6, 27,
28, 46, 54, 49, 80, 61, 68, 63,
69, 93, 95, 99, 107
306

Tamas, 113

Tanmitraa, fiae 113

Tapo-riipikd J fidna-Sakti, 63

Tarka-FPada, 57,

Teleclogy, 160, 183, Unconscious,
183, 270

Theism, 65

Tirobhive, 20

Triguniitmikd Prakyti, 113

Trilochaons, 87

Tri-8adhanfi, 104

Trivit-karana, 115

u

Ubhaya-kiiranas, 58

Ubbaya-1figam, 17

Ubhava-lingad hikarane, 17

Uara, 16,

Umn, <8, 47, 48, 49, =1, 52, 53, 04,

Annnda-rupint, 69, 81, 88, 183,
145, 164, 166, 167, 168, 171,
174

Umiaeiitha, 498

Umapati, 48

Upiadina-Kirana, 46, 87, 63, 64,
121, 149

Upsdana-Sakti, 64

Upadhi-¥ade, 6, 31

154, 803,

Utpatti, 99

Utpatti-Vidhi, 99

Uttara-Mimfims# (Vodanta) 5,

Uttera-Paksa or Biddhiinta,.
108

104,

v

Vicaspati MiSra, author of Bhi#-
mati, 10, 177

Vadri-Narfyana as Jyotirmstha,
2

Vaifevika, 193

Vaisnavas, 53, 116, 119

Vaisnava Vedanta, 178

Vaisvinara, 94

Vallabha, suthor of Suddhadvaita-
Vada, €, 3

Veodanta, 1, Five Bohoolz of, 2, 3,

Ten Schools of, 2, 106, 1938,
300

Vedants~Ealpataru of Amnlz-
nande, 10 by

Vedanta-Parimala of Appnya. Dik-
sita, 10

Vedanta-Paribhisn, 11¢

Vedanta Prakrti, 113, 115

Vedinta-Rutna-Matjusa, 115

Vedas, 8, 26, 96, 103, 105, 106

Vedic SBamhitas, 27

Vibgyor, 119

Videha-Mukti-Vadin, 230

Vidhi, four kinds of, 99

Vijativse Bheds, 37, 38, 49, 138,

VijAana, 26

Vijfianamaya Atmean, 54

Vikars, 71, 73, 99

Viniyoge Vidhi, 99

Vipascit, 32
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Virit-Porusa, 94 : Vifvajit Baorifice, 10
Virupoksa, 29, 48 Visvalina, 30 '
Visesfdvaita-Vada of Sripati, 2  Vidvapati, 36
Visistadvaitavids of Riminujs, 2 Vidvaripe, 29, 81
Visi.ta-Sividvaita-Vada of - Sri- Viivatman, 30

Kuentha, 9, 10 Vivarta-Vada, 68, 71, 78
Vignpu, 2, 7, 14, 36, 56, 57, 63, 64 Vyabhioarigraha Method, 39
116, 119 Vysakarana, 26
Vignu-Prayags, 2, Vynpti, 123
Vi;nu-SvAmin, author of Suddhad- Vyatirekn Method, 39
vaita-Vida, 3, 8- - Y
ViivAidhika, Vidvadhikatva, 12, 13, Yoga, 1, 193
80, 81 Yogicaryss, T, 8
Corrections
P PFor read
2. Madhva's "Bhedavida

Bhediibhedavada












