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THE REALITY BEYOND ALL
EMPIRICAL DEALINGS

I. Dealings Involving The Enjoyer And The Enjoyed:

““Brahmaivedam Vishwam’’, ‘‘Aatmaivedam Sarvam’’ cic. — according to
these scriptural statements all this world appcaring Lo us is Brahman alonc, the
Paramaatman or thc Suprcme Sclf alonc; in this there docs not exist any kind
of distincuons whatsocver — thus the Vedantins, who are propounders of
Advaita or Non-dualism, keep on saying. Il we take the litcrary meaning of
these scriptural statements, word for word, then it amounts L0 our accepting an
opinion which- is cver opposcd to the expericnce of all of us. For, in our
cxpericnce this world appcars to be comprising the distinctions ol the scer and
the scen; the distinctions ol the agent of action, the mcans of action, the action
and the fruit of action; the distinctions of the cnjoyer and the cnjoyed. These
distinctions arc not being falsilicd in anybody’s cxpcricnce at any time
whatsocver. It being so, how can it be aceepted that the philosophical tcaching
of Non-dualism is the onc which is in agrcement with or which is purported by
the scriptural texts? In casc anybody accepts that, then it will amount to the
scriptural texts, in view of their teaching about an cntity which is contrary to
universal expericnee, becoming invalid mcans of cognition alone, is it not? —
It is but natural for such a doubt as this to arisc in thc minds of the aspirants.
How will it at all be possible to discard without valid rcasons this dcaling of
the scer and the scen, which is universally established o be truc? Even if the
scriptural tcxts propound this cntity which is contrary to the universal
cxpericnee, how will it at all be possible for the listeners or students of
Vedanta philosophy o cognizc or know that entity which is beyond the ken of
all cmpirical dcalings? — This is onc big objcction. Only after the csscntial
naturc of this objcction is cxplained first, it will have to be determined
whcther the discerning people should accept the solution suggested by the
scriptural exts or not.

First of all, lct us ry to know in a dctailed manncr, or analytically, the
csscential naturc of the dcaling of the cnjoyer and the enjoyed. To the
aborigincs or backward pcople who sce the civilized world {or the first time
all thosc scenes and appearances here in modcern cities will be looking very
strange. If an uncivilized person, who docs not know anything at all, comes to
a muscum and sces the human skclctons, the remnants of the skeletons of
primordial extinct crcatures like dinosaurs ctc., the stufled bodics of birds and
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The Reality Beyond All Empincal Dcalings

animals and various kinds of rare exhibits which are on show there, he
becomes astounded! In the same manncr, a newly born baby, looking at the
surrounding cnvironment, gets astounded. Looking at its mother’s face, which
it can scc, the objects scen in the vicinity, ncw people, cic., and cxamining
them cnthusiastically by slow stages, the baby acquircs their knowledge and
gets acquainted with them. We also, in a similar way, arc looking at this world
at largc and arc wondcring! Having scen it, we arc carncsily trying (o (ind out
or cxplorc as to what could be its rcality or csscncc of being; acquiring its
knowledge gradually, identifying it in the manncr — *‘Our world’’ — we are
geuing acquainted with it

Things in this world arc of various kinds. They arc belonging o two types,
viz. scnticnt and inscnticnt. Among the inscnticnt things there arc metals as
wcll as non-mctals; among the scnticnt, immovable and movable — this
diffcrence cxists. Among the movable crcatures, the differences of beasts,
birds, animals and human beings arc scen. Through the scripturcs we come 10
know that scnticnt beings like deilics, demons, Yakshas and Gandharvas do
cxist. In the senticnt beings special features like the body, the senses cic., arc
scen. All the objective world keeps on changing invariably every moment.
Somc objccts arc not only changing but arc also moving. Hcrc we arc
scparating oursclves as *‘Drishtru’’ or ‘‘scers’ and the objective world which
is ““Drishya’’ or *‘thc seen’’ object; we keep on cxamining by obscrvation and
testing.

All the objccts which cxist in the world which we scc arc appearing to us on
the support or matrix of time and spacc alone. We arc sccing the things in the
manncr — ‘‘here”’, ““there’” — on the support of space. In thc manner —
“now’’, “‘then’” — we arc sceing the ‘changes’ of birth and growth of those
things on the support of time. Objects which are not existing on the support or
matrix of time¢ and space are not perceived by us at all. All the objects which
arc perceived by us arc changing and moving on the support of space; their
birth, growth, frcsh changes, movement, decay and finally geuting destroyed
— all these are perccived on the matrix or support of spacc alonc. To change
and movc in that manner they also need time. Such and such an object was
born at such and such a place, such and such a time; for that objcct to become
big so much time was needced, finally it decayed and got desiroyed — in this
manncr relating 0 ime and space alonc we arc sccing all the objects.
Quecstions likc — ‘“‘Where do these objects exist?’” — pertaining (0 certain
spatial distinctions do not appear to be rclevant; for cxample, regarding some
thoughts which flash o us, if the question — ““Wherc or in which space do
they exist?’” — is raiscd, we cannot answer. Even so, those are the changes
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The Reality Beyond All Empirical Dcalings

occurring in our mind; in this manncr we fecl. They get born in time and
disappcar in umc alone.

Just as we gct curiosity with rcgard to objects, we also get curiosity with
rcgard to umc and space. What is this entity called ‘Time’? In time there are
thrce divisions, viz. past, present, futurc. What is their reality? We say that
‘past ume’’ means that time which has gonc by; but what is mcant by —
*“Time going by or passing away?’’ Where docs it, i.e. time, go? In quite a
diffcrent manner the present time is expericnced by us other than the manner
in which the past umec is cxpericnced by us. What is the rcason for this? What
is the mcaning of saying that time ‘gocs’? Just as we say — ‘A cart gocs’’ —
does time traverse (from one place o another)? While ‘going’, with the
support of which cntity or thing docs timc go? People say: ‘‘“Timc went
(passcd off) fast’’, is it not? How should the speed of that be reckoned? What
is mcant by ‘futurc timc’? Before it comes, docs it exist? If not, how and
whercfrom docs it come? What is mcant by ‘present time’? When we say —
*“The currcntly cxisting tim¢’” — wherefrom docs that time begin? How
should it be mcasurcd? The astrologers arc saying — “The solar measurcment
of time’’, *“The lunar mcasurcment of time’” and ‘“The measurement of time
in respect of Jupiter’’ ctc. How can we reckon them? If solar time is the time
fixcd by the state of the Sun, then how to mcasure that state? Then does it not
amount to saying that ume is relative? Docs thcre exist a time which is
unrclatcd? Is time diffcrent from events or not? — All these are the questions
that arise in our mind with rcgard to ume.

In the same manner too with regard to space also we keep on getting curiosity.
What is thc meaning of saying — ‘‘Here’’, ‘“There’’? Which is that entity or
rcality that gives room for objccts to exist? This the scientists are calling
**space or sky’’ (i.e. Aakaasha). Docs the substance called sky or space exist?
How is it that we cut into parts this space in the manncr — ‘here’’, *‘there’’
and know it t00? Just as times arc many, arc the spaces, too, many? — All
these arc questions with regard 10 space.

Now lct us sce the objects which appear in time and space. These appcar
diffcrently in the forms of substance (Dravya), quality (Guna) and action or
function (Kriya). An carthen pot, a pitcher and a plate, table, chair, dog, horsc,
donkey etc. — all such things are substanccs or Dravya; being big, bcing
small, being black, being rcd — all such arc qualitics or Gunas, which appear
in those substances. A thing (cll down broke, passed away — thus the actions
or Kriya are related 10 those substances. Besides, {rom clay an earthen pot is
caused, from sced a sprout is causcd and from this a plant as well as a tree are
bom —in this manner as a rcsult of Kaarya Kaarana Bhaava or cause-effect
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catcgorics they arc all related to one another. Cause has to be there first, effect
latcr — in this manncr there is a temporal rulc. Now if we plant a ender
cocoanut in a proper or fertile ground, and to that add red carth, manure and
walcr and nurturc it, a cocoanut trce grows and in duc coursc of time at its top
cocoanuts grow — in this manncr the action or Kriya, the mcans or
accessorics or Kaaraka and the [ruits or Phala — their rclationships too are
scen by us.

We arc not merely looking at this world in front of us. From the objects in it
what benefit or Prayoajana accrucs 0 us — king this aspect into the
rcckoning also we are sceing the world. We arc also looking at the objccts
which cxist in it with feclings like — ““Thesc arc good’”’, *“These are bad'* —
is it not? From the good things we get the desirable bencfit; while from the
bad things we get the undesirable results or fruits — thus by relating the
objccts to oursclves alone we arc knowing everything. This is our house, this
is our boy, this is our cow, this is our ficld or farm — in such a manncr it is
customary for us to scc by rclating the objects to oursclves alone. The purport
of this fceling is nothing but — ‘A house that is desirable and bencficial to us,
a boy who is dcsirable and helpful o us, a cow that is desirable and beneficial
lo us, a ficld or farm that is desirable and beneficial to us’ — alonc. We keep
on cxpcricncing the good or bad fruits that accruc to us from these external
objccts. Therclore, in this world we do not cxist mercly as Drishtru or scers
alonc. We cxist as Bhoktru or cnjoycrs t00. From this viewpoint when we sce
the world, it can be said that the world is nothing but a bunch of Bhoktrus or
cnjoycrs, Bhoga or thc mcans of cnjoyment and Bhogya or the objects enjoyed
alonc.

Because in this manner there are many Bhoktrus or cnjoycrs, there is no rule
or rcgulation that if to a particular person a particular thing is desirable, that
samc thing nccessarily be dcesirable to another person. If to onc person one
particular kind or type of food, environment, attire, residental house,
bchaviour, (aith, cducational system, political systcm — all these are
dcsirable, thosc same things may be undcsirable to another person. If one
objcct alonc is desirable to many, then to obtain it all of them may attempt; in
that event, it may not be obtained by cveryone. Then among the people there
cnsucs a competitive spirit and even hatred may be engendered. When food
and clothing arc chcap, those things alone arc wanted by cveryone and among
the pecople there ariscs a competitive spirit — this can bc remembcered in this
context. If people who are ncighbours wish 1o acquire the samc place, one
group may try to sce that the other party does not get it. For mutual hatred o
dcvclop between one nation and another the cause may be onc commodity
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alonc being necded by both; between two groups of people staying in one
locality alone, if what is wanted by one group is not wanlted by the other, then
onc group may wish to acquirc what is desirablc and prescrve it, but that very
thing thc other group may wish o get rid of and rcmain happy.

This Bhoktru Vaishamya or disparity or incongruity among the cnjoycrs exists
among the beasts too. If paddy is food for rats, for cats rats themsclves are
food, for dogs cats themsclves arc food and so on. In this way mutually among
thc animals in thc world thc cnjoycrs-the enjoycd rclationship or the
Bhoktru-Bhogya Sambandha is noticcd. In the samc way, somc animals are
madc *‘the cnjoyed or Bhogya’ {ood by thc human beings, and thc human
beings arc made the enjoyed or Bhogya food by some animals; because human
beings 100 utilize the scrvices of onc another o acquire what is desircd by
thcm, among them also the relationship of “‘the cnjoyer-the cnjoyed’” ariscs.
Mcn being utilized by women, women by mcen, boys by clders, cldcrs by
youth, scrvants or cmployces by the ecmploycrs, cmploycrs by the employces,
common pcoplc by Icaders, these Icaders by the clectorate — in this manncr
they arc all utilizing or cxploiting the others in the form of ‘the cnjoyed’ or
Bhogya. Why say morc, this phecnomenon of the world itsclf can be reckoned
as a big hcap of *‘the enjoycd, the means ol cnjoyment, the cnjoycrs’” indeed.

Man carrics on his transactions kceping bcfore him as the goal — first,
individually his own cnjoymcnt, then the cnjoyment of his own rclatives, then
the cnjoyment of his party or his country. Finally, fecling or belicving that the
human race itsclf as his own, he divides the world into — (a) thosc things
which arc dcsirablc for humanity to be good; (b) those things which are
undcsirable for humanity to be bad. To man all things like — quality of the
soil, quality of wcather or climate, socicly, cducation, agriculture, trade,
government ctc. beccome worthy of examination and analysis from the point of
vicw of acquiring desirablc things which can be cnjoyed, as also mitigating
undesirablc things.

Not only in this world, but if there is a world beyond — in that other world 0o
man wants Sukha or a desirablc enjoyment; not only in this lifc, but if there is
another birth, in that rebirth too he wants a desirable enjoyment and he does
not want what is undcsirablc. For that rcason alone, he has formulated
scicnces which tcach the devices by which the desirable things can be
acquircd and the undesirable things can be got rid of. Thus for the acquisition
of dcsirable things and disssociation from undcsirable things he docs not
mercly take into the reckoning the cxlernal cause-effect catcgorics, but
aucmpts by mcans of his own pecrsonal actions also to acquire those things
which arc desirablc and 1o keep away those things which are undesirable.
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The Reality Beyond All Empirical Dealings

From this point of view, it amounts to saying that the transactions of
Kartru-Karma-Phala or the agent of action, thc means of action and the fruits
of action — also bccome a part of the world. Therefore, this aspect will have
to be considered by us.

IL. The Transactions Of Agent Of Action, (The Means Of)
Action And The Fruit of Action

The objcctive world is beautiful; it creates amazement; it causcs curiosity; it is
a mixturc of happiness and miscry — in this manner after finding out facts
about the world in stages man attempts to obtain happincss alone and get rid
of misery. By this he gets the knowlcdge pertaining to the action-the means of
action-the fruits of action (Kriya-Kaaraka-Phala Vyavahaara). With the
belief that by doing an action that is desired by him, using the requisite means
for that action, the desircd fruit can be obtained — he becomes a creature
endowed with the capacity to perform action.

Among the agents of action there exists a natural proclivity for action as well
as a tendency to analyse. Beasts, birds, animals, insects and bactena etc. have
a natural or innate tendency for action. They function among sound, touch,
form, taste and smell which are convenicnt for them. They recede from sound,
touch etc. which are inconvenient or unbencficial. But they do not possess in
the lcast the reasoning or discriminative power of taking into the reckoning
the memory of the previous experience and anticipating that in future such and
such a thing might happen and then performing an action. That is not so in the
case of man; he determines through discrimination that the things that are
known by means of his senses are such and such; knowing their nature, he
attempts to gather around him things which are desirable, not to allow things
which are undesirable and to take precaution; and inspite of it if unexpectedly
anything undesirable comes before him he tries to get rid of. Therefore, he is
an ‘agent’ of action endowed with the capacity or faculty of analysing.
Machines perform action in deference to the wishes or desires of others;
creatures know or undcrstand and then behave independently; man acts after
deliberating. Now what we have taken for consideration is the topic of man
who is an agent of action and who functions with deliberation.

Among the discriminative agents of action also two categories of the type —
people with limited knowledge and people with scientific knowledge — can
be made. The common run of people with limited knowledge have known by
practice spread over a long time the method of utilizing the external ground or
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earth, walcr, air, firc and ficlds as well as the objccts appearing in them.
People who have the knowledge of using the fruits and leaves of trees and
plants as wcll as the flesh of creatures as their food, constructing shacks and
houscs ctc., to avoid or solve the dif(icultics causcd by storms, rains and sun’s
hcat cic., preparing or cooking the proper food by the usc of fire, constructing
roads for trckking, living with {ricndship or amity among creatures as well as
human beings who live in the locality around us, driving away animals or
crcaturcs which appcar to bec our encmics by beating them up, formulating
norms for social justicc and rulcs and rcgulations for pcople to work with
unily ctc. — such pcoplc can be includcd among thosc with limited
knowledge. Pcople who discover, invent devices by examining with insight
the characieristics of objeccts, crcaturcs, human beings and socicties and by
suitable experiments to utilizc them for their benefit can be called people with
scicntific knowledge.

Whether it is the casc of agents of action with limited knowledge or whether it
is the casc ol agents of action with scicntific knowlcdge, all of them -— having
rcckoned that in this world for ccrtain known actions certain known rcsults
accrue on the basis of such and such time, space and causation and in
accordance with that knowlcdge — (these agents) undertake suitable actions
for the respective results or fruits. For example, those who have rcpeatcdly
scen the regulations pertaining to causc and effcct of the type — *‘From the
sccds plants and trecs grow’’ — grow plants and trees by sowing sceds and
nurturing them with water and manure; those who have known that from clay
pots and platcs can be made and that in the clay there is a potentiality of
becoming transformed into pots and plates eic. — on the strength of
experiments, they will utilize the requisite means, i.e. clay, the wheel, the
turning pole and will cngage themselves in vocations of manufacturing
carthen pots and plates cic. This is an example for the agents of action with
limited knowledge. In the same way, pcople with sharp intcllect find out by
experimentation that in watcr two gascs called oxygen and hydrogen arc
combincd. They use the mcans of creating the conditions congenial for the
two gascs o combinc and thus produce water. This is an example for the
agents of action who have a scicntific knowledge. If the results or effects of an
action have to accruc, then all the relevant or requisite means are needed; from
that point of vicw although the agent of action is also a means of action, he is
indcpendent as far as the matier of causing the action is concerncd; the
rcmaining mcans of action arc dependent upon him or they arc in his control.
Thus in this world there arc many agents of action who use stipulated
ume-space-causation caicgorics and perform actions as well as many enjoycrs
who enjoy the fruits of thosc actions.
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Those who are agents of action and enjoyers arc many in this world. To the
extent these people know the fact that for the actions relying on ume, space
and causation catcgories such and such results accrue, the actions as well as
their results will be within their command. When the knowledge that — *‘By
mcans of such and such actions such and such results or fruits can be
attaincd’’ — is acquircd by many pcople, then it is true that cach one of them
will make an attempt to obtain that particular fruit or result. Thus for man to
undcrtake any acuon his Raaga and Dwesha or scnse of attachment and hatred
alonc becomes the cause. People who have knowledge as well as the desire o
cnjoy the fruits will hanker after oblaining the respective results or fruits as
early as possible with ccriainty. If the scnse of attachment and hatred is high
and the anxiety of the type — *‘If others take away this very result or fruit for
themselves, what about me!’’ — also scizes many persons, then among such
agents of action and cnjoyers a compclilive Spirit arises.

In these days as and when the scicntific knowledge has incrcascd among
people, the desire to amass the objects of happincss as much as possible also is
incrcasing. Nowadays in cach community or society between one individual
and another as well as between onc group and another group the competitive
spirit is increasing in many ways. Bctween onc nation and another the
compctitive spirit is incrcasing. Because of the multitude of objectives or
end-results like greed or wealth, power of position, sovercignty or lordship
over other people ctc., individual agents of action as well as nations have been
indulging in competition for suprecmacy. Apart from fulfilling the desires of
people, those, who are prompicd by the hatred of depriving pecople, whom
they do not like, of their respective objcctives or fruits, utilize many
accessorial means for the purposc. They are using appliances like rail, ships,
stcamer, and acroplanes ctc. not only for thcir own convenicnce but for
causing dangers or hazards to others. To destroy lakhs of pcople instanta-
ncously they arc using atom bombs and such other lethal or dangerous
weapons. In addition to this , men have been aspiring to reach the Moon, the
Mars, the Jupiter and such other plancts and if possible they wish to use them
too for their bencfit. For this purpose, they are launching intcr-planetory
satcllites which can travel that far to those planets. All these are the effcects of
an identification with the agentship of action and the enjoyership on people in
gencral.

People are utilizing the scicntific knowledge for their own benefit with the
speed of lightning. Eclipses of various plancts and such other events which are
likely to take place in the future after the lapse of many years are being found
out by them from now on with the help of science. By exploring the decp
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strata of carth through geological survcys they are discovering metallic ores as
wcll as oils usclul for industrics; by studying the characteristics and habits of
crcaturcs living in occans, they arc aspiring to achicve what is desirable and
avoid what is undcsirable from thosc creaturcs; by improving the agricultural
mcthods they have begun o grow plants on desert land; they are discovering
mcthods and devices to prevent or cure many illnesscs and discases which
man is susceptible to suffcr from. If all these arc not caused by man’s defects
promptcd by his innatc liking or attachment (Raagajtowards a thing and
dislikc or hatred (Dwesha) lowards a particular thing, then from what other
causc can they arise? It sccms a North Indian expressed his desire in the
manncr — “‘If scicntists (ind out a method of living on the planct Moon, then |
will start a hotel or boarding housc there!”” This is the statc ol allairs of the
conscquences of the transactions indulged in by many agents of action and
cnjoycrs!

Now we have (0 turn our attention towards another topic. Let us assume that a
particular person started rcasoning or dcliberating in the following manner
within himsclf: “‘In this world there appear to cxist many objccts or things
which arc cither senticnt or inscnticnt. Now is this phenomenon a mere belicf
of minc, or is it a distinct knowledge or expericnce? There exist many pcople
just like us in this world; all of thecm too arc saying that in this manner there
exist diffcrent types of objccts or things as well as many people and agents of
action and cnjoycrs likc us alone. Therefore, that which is acceptable to the
majority of pcople should be acknowledged as true and certain indcced, is it
not?”’ In this manncr any pcrson may argue. But, although it is truc that it
appcars as if there cxist many agents of action and enjoyecrs like us alone and it
is also truc that this fact is cstablished or fully supported by the empirical
knowlcdge, is it a dcfinitc or distinct knowlcdge which is absolutcly rcal or is
it mercly Prateeti or a time-honoured or traditional belief? It is seen that just
like mc alonc the others too arc indulging in actions or transactions; but is
their knowledge like this or not, who knows? It is truc also that I have
imagincd or assumcd by virtuc of the fact of their actions that all of them are
also enjoycrs; but how do I know what their experience is? If, supposing, any
onc says: ‘‘I am suffcring from stomach ache’ — its expericnce is not
cognized by mc in thc same manncr as when I myself suffer from or
expericnce a stomach ache, it is not? At a distance away from mc if a pcrson
fires a revolver or a gun, its sound is hcard by me indecd; it is also bascd on
expcricnce that I determinc or decide that that is the sound of a gun shot alone.
But how am 1 1o know that that was the sound of a gun shot alonc? How do I
know now that that was fircd by a person and that he held a gun in his hands?
How is it to be dctermined or decided that objects or things exist just as they
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appear 10 me only? That there exist many people in front of me as also that
thcy behave just like me — these are my belicfs. That this is inferred
knowlcdge (Anumita Jnaana) also is truc; how should this be determined or
established? In the sky at a far-off distance some stars appear (0 me; in that
manner is it merely appearing to me or rcally they exist independently by
themsclves? If a microphone sound gets magnificd in various dircctions
through the loud speakers, it cannot be imagincd that so many people are
rcally speaking from those several directions, is it not? In the same manner,
thc phenomcenon of many agents of action and enjoycrs appcaring before us —
is this merely a magnificd projection of a means of knowledge or really do
those agents of action and enjoycrs exist independendy by themsclves?

Listening to this method of deliberation some pcople may laugh! But when we
begin to dctermince the Ultimate Truth, it is very clear that incre belief is not
enough. Just as for enjoycrship to cxist in us, in support for that we have to
have agentship of action in us, it is in cverybody’s expcricnce that the
dclibcrative knowledge of action and the mcans of action as well as the
dcliberative knowledge of the agent of enjoyment or enjoyer, the mcans of
enjoyment and the object of enjoyment are also equally the supports. For that
rcason, now we have to dcliberate upon the phcnomena of the knower, the
mcans of knowledge elc.

ITII. The Transactions Of The Knower, The Means Of
Knowledge And The Objects Of Knowledge

Man is not a mere enjoyer, nor a mere agent of action cum enjoyer; he is a
knower t0o. For insenticnt objccts like a stone, sand etc. thcre is no
enjoyership; if on a rock rain falls and the water slips away hither and thither,
if the rain falls on sand and it bccomes muddy — to those (incrt or inscntient)
things by this happening ncither happiness nor miscry accrucs. In one sense
we can think that by storm, rain, sun, light and moonlight ctc. plants and trces
beget happiness and misery. When rain comes plants and trecs appear to be
dancing with elation. If the sunlight becomes strong they dry up. But as in the
case of creatures, birds and animals the happincss and the miscry that the
plants and trecs beget are not so very conspicuous. For the creaturcs, birds etc.
the enjoyership prompted by agentship of aclion exists; we can notic¢ that
when they are hungry they go in search of a place where they can obtain their
food, and having caten it they become clated, as also when they are exposed to
cold, rain, storm and hot sunshine etc. they fecl miserable. We can also notice
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that they advance towards attractive, desirable objects or pcople and recede
away [rom undcsirablc objccts, creatures or human beings, as also among their
desires, hatred and fcar they display some in a particular manner. Even so,
they do not posscss the power or facultly of deliberating upon things which arc
desirable or which are undcsirable. Human beings can systematize their
opinions and can communicate (o their fellow-beings those opinions through
language. Therelore, they are both agents of action and enjoyers who are
capablc of bchaving on the basis of knowledge supported or backed up by
dcliberation. Having discrimination of the type of Heya (or that which should
be discardcd) or Upandeya (or that which should be acquircd), they (i.e.
human beings) are capable of discovering what is undesirable and acquirc
things which arc desirablc and to enjoy them too. From this, (it is evident that)
in the empirical transactions of man, as a substratc for his agentship of action
and enjoycrship, his knowership exists.

The main diffcrence of distinction between man and other crcatures is that
man performs action with discrimination as also enjoys their fruits with
discrimination. For this rcason alone we reckon that man alone has distinct
capacily, qualification to study the scriptural texts on Self-Knowledge and
ritualistic acts. It is not mercly that man knows or undcrstands the objects, but
he can also determine in the manner — ““This is correct knowledge and this is
wrong’’. Although among the Westcrners logic is acknowledged as the
science of discrimination or dcliberation, there are occasions when they have
to dciermine after reconciling their logic with the objects or the facts.
Although as long as there is not mutual contradiction in their deliberations it
amounts to using logic, thcy have to per force observe that their knowledge is
in agreement with the factual situation or circumstances. Therefore, in our
country the delibcration on 16 catcgories, like Pramaana or mcans of
cognition, Prameya or Lhe objects of cognition etc., is itself called “logic’. The
knowlcdge which denotcs or signifies ‘a thing as it is’ is called Samyajnaana
or corrcct knowledge; the means for that knowledge is called Pramaana or the
instrument or mcans of cognition. Therefore, man is not a mere knower; he is
a Pramaatru or cognizcr also. Cognizing the external objects through the
means likc Pratyaksha or perception, Anumaana or inference elc., thereafter
based on the attachment (Raaga) and hatred (Dwesha) that is causcd in him
towards a particular object cither he advances towards that object or recedes
away from it. Hence, for man’s empirical dealings of the type of agentship of
action, enjoycrship ctc. his cognizership or Pramaatrutwa alone becomes the
basis or background.

Now we have 0 dclibcrate more incisively upon the esscntial nature of
Pramaana or thc mcans of cognition. Pramaana or the valid mcans of
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cognition hclp acquire that knowlcdge of an object as it is; only if it denotes an
objcct as it is, thcn alone that mcans will be {it to be called a Pramaana. To
thinkers here in this context there may arise a doubt of the type: Because the
Pramaana or the valid means of cognition has dcnoted, it should be reckoned
that the object exists in that manner alone or because i, i.e. the means of
cognition or Pramaana, denotes or signifies the object as it is it should be
reckoned as a true means of cognition? For the solution of this doubt, the
thinkers put forth a device or strategem. Although it is a general rule that the
means of cognition denote objects as they are, when there are defects in those
means of cognition they may denote the objects in a different manner too.
Merely for this reason, Pramaanas or means of cognition cannot be rejected
as the valid means of cognition. The mcans of cognition in thcmselves or in
their own right have the ability to scrve as means of cognition, but compared
to othcrs, or relatively, they do not posscss that validity. If any one asks in the
manncr — “‘In that case, ‘in a particular circumstance did the means of
cognition dcnote its objcct as it is or not?” — how can this question be
dciermincd?’’ — they have an answer to that question too. The fitness or
suitability of the mcans of cognition should be determined through analogy or
corresponding evidence. If a man gocs towards a distant place sceing that
there is water there, and if he gets rcal water, that means, if he finds that by
drinking that water it was possible for him 0 quench his thirst, then that
means of cognition was capable of giving rise to an action in kecping with the
fact; hence, that is irrefutable alone.

Although this solution scems to be somewhat rcasonable, many means of
cognition Ict us down even after proper examination. For, even after many
mecans of cognition dcnote in thc manner — “*This time what I have denoted is
absolutcly truc only’” — if the object is examined thoroughly in another
manncr we come to know that the decision taken by the former sct of means of
cognition was not proper or correct, just like it is in our experience that many
cheats asscrt in the manner — *‘This is true’” — we come to know in due
coursc that thc perceptual knowlcdge that we got through them are not in
accordance with facts. Huxley in the book on ‘Physiology’ has written the
ncws about one Mrs. ‘A’. Even after she perceived very clearly that on a mat
in sher house her pet cat was squatting, when she approached it and touched
she camc to know that there was really no cat at all. Even after she had
asccrtaincd that her husband had gone away to a far-off place, it was
appearing as if he was standing in person near the entrance in front of her
room. Thus when it is rcckoned in the manner — ‘“Though secn, it is not
rcally seen; though heard, it is not really heard’’ — etc. the question or
problem may arise as to — ‘‘Whether the means of cognition should be called
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as thosec which give rise to proper or correct knowledge or not?”’ To this
question, Huxley answers: The senses denote what they perceive alone; our
dccision is wrong. That is all. When the nacre or sea-shell shines brightly its
shining in that manner is true, what we understand in the manncr — ““That
silver’” — is thc mistake of our judgment. Not only such illusions born out of
sensual perception are there, but also illusions where one conceives what is
not there. For example, in delirious statc and such other states, what we sce as
objects and what we hear as sounds are also such hallucinations. There are
also dclusions which people imagine or conceive by themselves. It is said that
a particular lunatic pcrson imaginced himsclf to be a water pumping set! Thus
there are many illusions of such typcsthappening. From this it becomes
established that to determine — ‘whether our knowledge is in accordance with
proper means of cognition or not?” — becomes diflicult.

To some it may appcar that by rcpeatcd cxamination or by the detcrmination
of many pcople who come togcther and dcliberate upon, a particular thing
may become true in accordance with proper or valid means of cognition; but
what happens when the mental state of all those who determine in that manner
is in one and thc same dcfective condition or state? Just because many sick
persons dcterminc or decide that it is not wrong to take curds, will it become
proper decision? If many lunatics with one voice say something, will it
become a truth? Now we have taken for examination the common empirical
knowlcdge alone.

Whether ‘Knowlcdge’ is the means and whether it is in accordance with the
fact — how to find out this? This is the crux of the question. Things or objccts
are established on the basis of means of cognition (they are Pramaana
Siddha), or they are estlablished on the basis of traditional beliefs (thcy are
Prateeti Siddha) — In this manner we have taken that they are of two kinds.
The silver of nacre or sca-shell is a traditional belicf (Prateeti Siddha); it is not
established on the basis of proper means of cognition. That it is nacre or
sca-shell is establishcd on the basis of the proper means (Pramaana Siddha).
But what happcns when the proper means of cognition themsclves do not
denote in a true or proper manner? What happens when the judge himself is
corrupt and accepts a bribe? Are there other means to examinc the veracity of
the mecans of cognition? Here in this context, it is not proper to argue or raise
an objcction in the manner — ‘“What is scen by the eyes — can it be said to be
false?’’ For, the crux of the problcm here is whether the eyes are showing or
denoting the true things or not? Even the objection or argument that — *“After
the object is denoted as it is, did it or did it not serve as a proper means of
cognilion?’’ — is not proper. Here is it not worth deliberating upon as to
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whether it, i.e. the means, denoted the object as it is or not? The physical
scicntists have formulated that — ‘‘An object or thing means a substance
which occupies some space’’; but what is meant by saying — *‘The object or
thing exists’’? Let us take that just as in a drcam an object is perceived by the
eycs, it is determined that there is a thing occupying a certain space like a
stonc. We do not at all call that a thing which is established on the basis of the
proper means of cognition. What is seen in the waking — is it established on
the basis of the propcr means of cognition (Pramaana Siddha) or is it
establishced on the basis of traditional belicf (Prateeti Siddha)? — This
qucstion is what we have taken up for deliberation now. It is but natural for the
doubt of the type — ‘‘Becausc the dcalings involving the mcans of cognition
arc thus lcft dangling without a foundation, what will be the fate of dcalings
involving Kartrutwa or agentship of action and Bhoktrutwa or cnjoyership
which depending upon thosc means of cognition themsclves come into
being?’’ — to arise. Thercfore, it amounts to saying that the truth about the
proper means of cognition has to be examined still more incisivcly or decply.
Let us now get down to that task.

IV. Dealing Of Ignorance

We have understood that among the dealings of enjoyership (Bhoktrutwa),
agentship of action (Kartrutwa) and knowership (Jnaatrutwa) — the carlier
ones desiderate the later oncs. If we have to say that enjoyership is our
essential nature, in rcality the agentship of action has to be our esscntial
nature; to say that agentship of action alone is our esscntial nature, knowership
alone will have to be the essential nature. If knowership is not our essential
nature, conscquently if the essential nature of any object whatsoever which we
determine through the means of our knowership amounts to be not certain or
determined, then no scientific treatise which we formulate will have any value
or validity. For, all scicntific treatises start on the strong belicf alone that we
are all cognizers (Pramaatrus), that we acquire correct or real knowledge on
the strength of which we are capable of performing all acts of approaching or
receding from external objects and of solving our problems of our likes and
dislikes. Therefore, what we decided in the previous discussion that —
‘“Knowledge can never denote what is correct or true; it is not possible at all
to dctermine that such and such a knowledge is the valid means of cognition
or final’’ — seems to be false or dry logic alone. For, by one kind of logic any
one can refute or strike down another kind of logic. But how can it be accepted
if it is said that the scientific knowledge which determines the cssential nature
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of an objcct or cntity on the strength of obscrvation, cxamination and analogy
clc. is also not dcterminatc? Mathematics is an exact scicnce which denotes
the resultant aspects without the least diffcrence. Astronomy stands on the
foundations of mathcmaltics; what that science (i.e. astronomy) has estab-
lished, e.g. an cclipse and the beginning and the end of a star etc. as facts
which arc pcrccivable by everyone — to say that it is indcterminate or
unccrtain, can it be a statcment exhibiting wisdom? — This doubt may arise in
us.

Bcfore a solution to this doubt is suggested, we have to examine the belief
itscll which is the support for that doubt. For, thcre is no doubt in the
statcment —  “‘All the scicnces carry out deliberations invariably in
accordance with proper means of cognition and then determine the essential
naturc of various cnutics or truths”’. Bui what we arc dcaling with as the
knowlcdgce based on proper mcans of cognition — is it an irrefutable
knowlcdge? Docs that final knowledge stand on belicf or docs it stand on
decisions sustained after deliberations? — This question has to be considered
first. The crux of the problem which wc have begun to tackle now is —
““What is cstablished by perception — can it be said to be the absolute truth?’’
Wec have alrcady found out that this is controversial by dcliberation on the
esscntial nature of knowlcdge. Merely because the doubting disputant
contcnds that in all cmpirical dcalings all of us believe it to be true, how can it
be established that deliberation on the esscntial nature of knowledge is itself
wrong? A thinker by name Berkeley had opined that the objects which appear
to us arc certain sensations. For example, what we call a mango is a particular
form, a colour, a smcll, a taste — such qualitics alone, is it not? Apart from
these qualitics, each onc of them is a mere knowledge that is flashed to a
particular scnsc organ. Therefore, sccing, hearing, smclling, touching and
tasting — all these together alone — this is the meaning for the word which
we call as ‘fruit’. In order to smcll the objcct there is no separate smell or
fragrance, (o scc there is no scparatc form etc. That being the case, we are
calling the group of thc mental idcas alone the object or substance. Thus
hcaring what Berkeley had opined, another thinker Johnson, kicking a stone
with his foot, said, it scems — *‘I have rcfuted this opinion’’! Here Johnson
did not properly undcrstand Berkeley’s opinion; for, Berkcley did not at all
say that it is not possible at all to sce, to touch or to kick the stone. What
Berkeley had said was that — ““All these arc the knowledges of our mind
alonc.”” Similarly, in the present context for the objcction — “‘How 1s it
cstablished that knowledge is the valid or proper means of cognition?”” — is
there no dealing of perception in the scientific treatises? Pcople believe what
is pereeptible to be true, is it not? — in this manner if a solution is suggested,
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will it be proper? It is true that scientists as well as the common people of the
world carry on transactions of the type — perception, infercnce etc.; merely
for that rcason can they be reckoned to be true? Just because in the game of
chess the players carry on dealings like ‘elephant’, ‘camel’, ‘horse’ etc. do
those pawns of the chess game really become animals like elephant, camel,
horse etc.? A thinker by name Sri Harsha has writtecn a book named —
‘‘Khandana Khanda Khaadya’’ . In that he has taken up for consideration the
topic that — “*When disputants of opposile views argue with one another on
various topics, they camry on transactions pertaining to valid means of
cognition ctc. But merely on that basis, can the mcans of cognition elc. be
reckoncd or assumed to be real alone?’’ He has declared his judgment that
because some disputants say that objects or substances are real and some other
disputants say that they are essenccless, even before the argument starts to
assume that — *“The mcans of cognition, etc. 1o be true or untrue’’ — is not
proper. This his opinion is proper indced. For, if without deliberation at all
anything is o be assumed to be proper or wrong, then where is the need for
deliberation at all?

So far, assuming that we are invariably cognizers (Pramaatrus) — that is, we
are of the nawre of knowing the objects and determining their essential true
nature — we have carried out our deliberations. But let us examine and see
whether the cognizership or Pramaatrutwa exists in us as our very essential
nature or not. If cognizership or Pramaatrutwa is not our essential nature, then
to assume that we determine the objects by the valid means will amount to be
wrong alone, is it not? It is true that all the people carry on their day-to-day
dealings on the assumption that they are cognizers or Pramaatrus, but are we
in reality cognizers or Pramaatrus? How can it be established that we are of
the essential nature of cognizership or Pramaatrutwa? — Let us now consider
this problem.

Pramaatru or a cognizer is one who utilizes the valid means of cognition or
Pramaanas and endeavours to determine the essential nature of the object of
cognition or Prameya. Is it not? Here Prameya or the object of cognition is the
substance which is to be known and dctermined. Let us suppose that it appears
to us that at a distance there exists a snake; then, before we determine that
there a snake exists, we may get a doubt to the effect — “‘It looks as if there
exists a snake, really is it a snake or is it a rope?’’ Thereafier, we approach
nearer, examine, see and then determine as to what it is, is it not? Here, what
was seen as if a snake existed was by the eyes, the doubt arose in our mind; the
eyes, the mind — both these function depending upon our body alone. Our
going near the snake, examining it, imagining or thinking that it may be a
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rope, thereafter courageously touching it and determining it (o be a rope alone
— all these details arc carried out with the help of the body alone. Anyway,
the scnscs like the eyes, cars etc. and thc mind — the body which is the
support for both these — without all these factors and without assuming that
the body is oncsclf, i.e. ‘I’ and the senses, the mind to be ‘mine’, no onc can
say that — *‘I detcrmined it to be a rope by the valid means of perception’ —
is it not? This opinion has been expressed by Sri Shankaraachaarya in the
form of objcctions and their solutions in the following manncr — ‘‘Katham
Punaravidyaa-vadvishayaani Pratyakshaadeeni Pramaanaani Shaastraani
Cheti? Uchyate, Dehendriyaadishu Ahammamaabhimaanarahitasya Pramaa-
trutwaanupapattau Pramaanapravruttyanupapattehe’’ — ‘‘Objection: How
is it that valid mcans like perception, infcrence etc. as well as Shaastras or
scriptural texts arc things pertaining to ignorant pcoplc? Solution: We will
answcr it. Because, for pcople who do not have an identification with the
body, the scnscs etc. in the manner — ““I’” and ““mine’’ — the cognizership or
Pramaatrutwa docs not become relevant, the dealings of valid mcans of
cognition do not at all bccome relevant 100.”’

If obscrved in this manncr, whether in the case of the common run of pcople
or the scholars — while they consider the essential nature of Truth they are
assuming in the manncr — ‘‘We are cognizers’’ — alonc; Pramaatru or
cognizer means onc who has invariably reckoned the body to be ‘I’ and the
scnscs and the mind to be ‘mine’. But neither the fact that the body is ‘I’ nor
that the scnscs and the mind are ‘mine’ is establishcd on the strength of any
valid means ol cognition whatsocver. All these are based on traditional beliefs
(Prateeti Siddha). Therelore, because, without deliberation only, after the
dcalings of the type — *‘“The body is mysclf or ‘I’ and the senscs and the mind
are ‘mine’’’ — the dealings of Pramaatru, Pramaana ctc. (or the cognizer and
thec means of cognition etc.) are born, all these amount to showing that there is
Avidya or ignorance alone, i.e. misconccption. It is true that those who carry
out dcliberation on Reality on the strength of valid mcans of cognition
acknowlcdge the division of knowlcdge and ignorance as well as their
dcalings. But what they have taken up for deliberation or analysis are only the
knowlcdge and ignorance with regard to the objects of cognition. What we are
examining now is: At least after it is detcrmined that the decalings of the valid
means of cogniuon are invariably and universally acknowledged, whether
those empirical dcalings are, in the truc or absolute sense, knowledge, correct
knowledge or not? What we have assumed as Pramaatru or cognizer — that
too appcars to bc ignorance (misconccption) alone (Avidya), is it not? From
this standpoint we will have to examine and observe as to how pervasive or
comprehensive is the rcgion of ignorance or Avidya.
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V. The Dealings Of ‘I’ And ‘Mine’.

It is so far mentioned as a general solution to the doubt: *‘Is it proper to say
that the dcalings of valid mecans.of cognition and the objects of cognition are
themselves the effects of Avidya or ignorance?’’ Although for all scientific or
scriptural texts the dealings of valid mcans of cognition and the objects of
cognition are necessary, mercly on that ground without examining those
dcalings to assume or presume them to be absolutely true will not be proper at
all. In logic the apparent causes are first elaborated upon and then by logic or
rcasoning the mcthod of differentiating the real and the false is enunciated, it
is true. It is also true that psychologists have examined the question — ‘“How
do the delusions occur?’’ — and have explained it. Further, it is true that
scicnces like mathematics, astronomy etc. have determined and shown their
topics or objccts beyond doubt so as to be fully realized for all time by all the
pcople. But all those are topics pertaining to the objects of cognition. In those
cascs there is no question of examining the valid means of cognition at all.
About the deliberation upon the question — “‘Is Pramaatrutwa or cognizer-
ship absolutely real?’’ — there is no trace even in those cascs.

Thercfore, although in the empirical sciences the valid means of cognition
mcntioned give rise to Vidya or knowledge — that means the correct
information — from their own empirical viewpoint, because they have not
dcliberated upon the question of Pramaatrutwa or cognizership alone it is not
wrong whatsoever if {from the absolute viewpoint it is dctermined that the
dealings of valid mecans of cognition are the effects of Avidya or ignorance. It
is already mentioned that for Pramaatrutwa or cognizership to be entertained
it is but nccessary for one to have identification of the type — *‘I'* and
*‘Mine’’ — in the body and the senses and the mind. Now let us deliberate
upon the question — ‘‘How is it established that the body, the senses etc.
exist?’’ Those who start dcliberating like this will have to be per force
‘cognizers’ themselves, is it not? Thercfore, before considering the ‘cognizer’,
the body, the senses etc. have neccssarily to exist; prior to our considering the
question — ‘Do the body, the senses elc. exist or not?’*' — the Pramaatrutwa
or cognizership should exist. Thus because there exists a defect of mutual
dcpendence (Anyoanya Aashraya Doasha) it amounts to the fact that we do
have thc body, the senses etc. is established on the basis of an admitted
proposition or axiom (Abhyupagama Siddha) — that means, it is established
mercly on the basis of all of us acknowledging it tob true and then
deliberating. Although all the pcople have acknowledged that the body, the
senscs elc. are established on the strength of valid means of cognition alone
(Pramaana Siddha) if we begin to consider the essential nature or reality of
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this topic it bccomes tantamount to saying that all these arc established
without proper dcliberation at all.

Now another doubt ariscs: In order to dcliberate and detcrmine about the
cognizership, the body, the scnscs etc., with the support of which entity can we
at all carry out this dclibcration without assuming cognizership or Pramaatru-
twa (that is, thc assumpuon of “‘I am the cognizer’’)? All thc means of
dclibcration that arc available for us arc: The body, the senscs, the mind ctc.
alone which arc wcll-known. Discarding these well-known means, (o start
dcliberating upon their cxistence itsclf is a statement of exaggcration or
vanity, is it not? — In this manncr any onc may ask. From the standpoint of
other sciences this doubt is proper indeed; for in those scicnces there is no
cndcavour at all to determine the Reality beyond the cmpirical valid means of
cognition. Thosc scicnces have presumed invariably that — ““The cognizer-
ship 1s rcal; the valid mecans of cognition which depend upon this cognizer are
also rcal and the objects of cognition which are established through those
valid mcans of cognition arc also rcal’’. It is also true that it is enough for the
empirical dcalings that the establishment of the reality of the objects of
cognition is thus achicved by the valid mcans of cognition; for, all of us carry
on our cmpirical or day-to-day dcalings by acknowledging that we have rcally
a body, the scnscs and the mind alone. ‘‘Empirical or day-to-day dcalings’’
mecans ‘‘whatever proceceds from these three alone’”’.

But the science of Vedanta philosophy is saying: ‘‘Because these too are the
known objccts, we must dctermine their essential nature or reality only after
thorough examination alonc; the cxternal objects have to be established by
mcans of knowledge gaincd through the senses. Those objects are Pratyaksha-
vedya or knowablc or cognizable through perception. The external things to be
known which are not perceptible to the senscs have to be known by infcrence
bascd on the strength of any symptom which will be within the purview of
perception, for cxamplc, obscrving smoke, it is inferred that there must exist
firec there and is likewise dctermincd. Such known things are called
Anumaanaadipramaanavedya or things known by the valid means of
infcrence etc. But when we start examining the whole gamut of valid means of
cognition we do not havc any other valid mecans at our disposal at all. Even the
mind, like the external senscs, can directly know or cognize happiness or gricf
which arc its objccts only, but when the whole group of body, senses and mind
is kept as an object of knowledge and then deliberated upon, its (i.e. the
mind’s) help also will not be available to us. For, then the mind too is an
objcct of knowlcdge. By the strength of that entity with which we know or
rather ‘Intuit’ that all these are objects of knowledge — that entity is called
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Anubhava or Intuitive experience (or in short Intuition). Anubhava or Intuition
means Pure Consciousness — which is quite distinct from the perccptual
experience or Pratyaya Anubhava and the psychic experiences or Vedanaan-
ubhava of the kind of mental grief, happiness and various emotions elc.; and
which illumines all these empirical or physical expcriences by the strength of
its knowlcdge or Consciousness alone, that is, Its very essential nature or core
of Being. That alone is our true cssential nature. This alone is called Atman in
Vedanta. Aiman who is of the essential nature of Intuition is self-established;
this is not like the self-established axioms or truths which are acknowledged
in Euclid’s gcometry etc. The composite whole (Amshi) is bigger than the part
(Amsha); if two things arc cach cqual to another particular single thing, the
two things between themselves are cqual to each other — etc. — such axioms
are acknowledged to be sclf-established truths in mathematics; but all of them
are empirical truths which flash to the mind or which by means of intellectual
logic or reasoning but without much, unduc discussion beccome established.
When we say that — “‘Atman who is of the essential nature of Intuition
(Anubhava) is self-established (Swayamsiddha)’’ — it is not in that sense or
with that meaning. He is not to be perceived either by means of discarding
(Haana) or acquisition (Upaadaana); that Intuitive expcrience of Pure
Consciousncss cannot be either acquired afresh or given up; it is not possible
either to establish His Pure Existence through any valid means or instrument
or to reject or refute in the manner — ‘‘He does not exist’”” — for, the
stipulations or injunctions of the type — ‘‘He exists’’ — or the prohibitive or
deprecating instructions of the type — ‘‘He does not exist’’ — both have to be
established by means of that Intuitive experience or Pure Consciousness
alone. This is not any entity to be postulated in the manner — ‘‘Let us
presume that Intuitive experience (Anubhava) exists’ — for, the essential
naturc of Being of the person who presumes in that manner is Itself Atman
who is of the nature of Intuiuve experience, i.e. Anubhava or Pure
Consciousncss. All kinds of our existence, living and empirical dealings are
all rooted in that Intuitive experience. There is no scope or room for any logic
or disputations with regard to this Intuitive expericnce. For, as Sri
Sureshwaraachaarya has stated: ‘‘Amwn Praashnikamuddishya Tarkajwara-
bhrishaaturaaha,; Twaachhiraskavachoajaalairmoahayanti Parasparam’’' —
‘“All those who are afflicted by this illness with high temperature of logic or
disputation are arguing with one another in the manner — ‘It being so, it is
like this’ — only accepting this middleman or mediator of Intuitive
experience.”’

On the strength of this Intuitive experience Sri Shankaraachaarya has taught
us all a profound truth: ‘‘Anyoanyasminnanyoanyaatmakataam Anyoanya-
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dharmaamscha Adhyasya Itaretaretaraavivekena, Atyantaviviktayoadharma-
dharminoarmithhyaajnaana Nimittaha Satyaanrute Mithuneekrutya Ahami-
dam Mamedamiti Naisargikoayam Loakavyavahaaraha'’ — ‘‘Self-
established Atman, Anaatman or not-self like body, senses etc. which are
established on traditional or time-honoured belief — by misconceiving both
these, one for another, and wrongly assuming the essential nature or
characteristics of one to be those of the other and although both of them are of
extremely and exclusively different natures, without being able to distinguish
between them and as a result of their misconceptions, people are carrying on
quite naturally their empirical dealings in the manner — ‘I' and ‘mine’.”’
When it is said — ‘misconcciving onc for the other’ — it is not like
misconcciving two picces of copper and silver, which arc lying side by side,
onc for the other; just as a mixturc of milk and water is dcalt with as milk
alone, thc mixture or blending of Atman or Sclf and Anaatman or not-self is
being treated as the single entity of ‘I’ alone by people. That alone is taken to
bc onc’s ‘Atman’ — that mcans, one’s esscntial nature of Being. One who
lacks discrimination calls cach one among the body, the senses, the mind as ‘I’
and carrics on transactions with notions of ‘I’ and ‘mine’ as and when he likes
in thc manner — ‘‘My son’’, ‘‘My body”’, ‘‘My eyes’’, “My mind’’ — just
as a ncw officer who has taken charge, when he is not properly familiar with
his duties or work, goes on signing on whatever papers that are forwarded by
his clerk. What is now ‘I’ — that alone becomes ‘mine’ the next moment!
Mcrely if it is mentioned that this is a misconception, people become angry!
Just as a drunkard promptcd by the intoxication of the liquor thinks all those
who are around him to be drunkards, this person who has misconceived one
for the other through supcrimposition will not hesitate to call thosc who have
come to dcliberate and explain the truth as people lacking discrimination!

Let us analyse a little this entity called ‘I’. What is this substance? In this we
do not sce any organs whatsocver; it is a consolidated or composite experience
this entity callcd‘I’. In this there is no varicty at all. Anything whatsoevcer can
be called ‘I’; whatever misconception may be removed, but this phenomenon
of ‘I’ cannot be known. To this ‘I’ there is no plural number. Just as by adding
‘tree’, ‘tree’ and ‘trce’ we say ‘trees’, by adding ‘I’, ‘I’ and ‘I’ we cannot say
‘I's; second to this ‘I’ there is no ‘I’ at all. This ‘I’ makes all that is separate
from it as its object and calls that as ‘mine’; if anything that is apart or
separate from thcmselves is desirable, people display greater identification in
them and praise it in thc manner — ‘It is such and such’’; if it is undcsirable
thcy decry it. But no one can make himself as an object and sce it at all.
Although it appcars that this is perceptible as the ‘I’ notion — that is, we can
objcclify it as ‘I’ — that ‘I’ which objectifies remains as the subject alone.
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Man falsely indeed fecls proud that he has objectified himself alonc. Asmat
Pratyaya — the cognition of the type of ‘I’ or the ‘I’ notion — like the
occasional cognitions of pot, cloth ctc. — is not one which is cognized on a
particular occasion; just as we, on sceing many pots, have assumed the
cognition of pots in our empirical dcaling, no one, whosocver he may be, has
formulated this cognition of the form of ‘I’ on sccing many such ‘I's. For the
children even after the knowledge of ‘I° has clearly been scen, they may not be
able (o carry on transactions as ‘I’; but its cognition (Pratyaya) especially will
always exist in them invariably.

Anyway, all of us carry on our empirical transactions each one treating
himsclf as ‘I’ and the rest as ‘you’, ‘he’ etc. The fact that in this entity called
‘I’ the misconception (Adhyaasa) — of 1aking one as the other — of two things
is implicit does not flash to any one whosoever he may be. If Vedantins say
that Atman or the Self and Anaatman or not-sclf — both these having
combined the misconception of the type of ‘I’ has been formulated or
conceived, everyone gets surprised or dissatisfied or angry. That this ‘I’ is onc
and onc entity only sccms so natural to all of us! Even so, the feeling of ‘I’
(Aham Mati), like a sparrow, flics from one place to another and to whichever
thing it attaches itsclf it makes all those things to be felt as ‘I’ alone.
Thercfore, the scripture is stating as follows: ‘‘Sa Vaa Ayamaatmaa Brahma
Vijnaanamayoa — Manoamayaha Praanamayaschakshurmayaha Shroatra-
mayaha Prithveemaya Aapoamaya Vaayumaya Aakaashamayasiejoamayaha
Kaamayoa(s)kaamamayaha Kroadhamayoa(s)kroadhamayoa Dharmamay-
oa(s)dharmamayaha Sarvamayaha’’ — (Brihadaaranyaka 4-4-5). *‘I dcliber-
ate, know, breathe, sce, hcar, jump, talk, touch, smell’’ etc. All this is ‘I’
alonc! It is seen in our empirical sphere that one employer entrusts employees
in his control with various jobs. But here ‘I’ alone performs all these tasks. ‘I
heard the fruit falling, I went there, I took that fruit in my hand, I smelt it, cut it
with a knife and I put it in my mouth, I chewed it, I tasted it, I swallowed it
and fclt satisfied’! — in this manner if these knowledges of ‘I’ which relates
everything to itself alone is not Avidya or ignorance, what else can it be? In
Amarakoasha (Sansknit lexicon), it is said: ‘‘Avidya(s)hammatihi’’ — i.e.
*“The notion or fecling of ‘I’ alone is ignorance’’. In this manncr it is clearly
writtcn also. On certain occasions even persons who are different from
oursclves are treated as ‘I’ alone. For example, don’t we call the work
performed by our son or through our servant in the manner — “‘I did it? Here
in this context, although it is known that the son or the servant is differcnt
from oursclves, with the fccling of the type — *“They are my people; if my
people perform a task it is like I doing’’ — we carry on our transactions. But
there in that context toq, because the feeling that those persons are ‘‘my
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people’’ is engendered on the strength of the ignorance of the type — ‘I’ alone
— there is no doubt whatsocver in calling all this ‘‘dcalings of ignorance
alonc’’.

In that case, what is mcant by Vidya or Knowledge? Without dcsiderating any
of these, viz. the body, the senses etc. how at all can Vidya or Knowledge be
auwaincd? This topic will have to be deliberated upon now.

VI. Dealings Of Knowledge (Vidya) And Ignorance (A vidya)

For Pramaatrutwa or cognizership the belicf that ‘the body, the senses ctc.
cxist’ alonc is the foundation. It is not possible either to say that the body, the
scnscs clc. exist or that they do not exist. That all of them are established on
common pcople’s belicl or time-honoured belief has been indicated. It has
also been explained that the knowledge about oncself as ‘1’ or to entertain the
‘I’ notion and all the empirical dcalings carricd out on the support of this ‘I’
nouon (Aarammati) arc both the cffcects of Avidya or ignorancc. How do we
comc to know that all thesc are the cffccts of Avidya or ignorance? Which is
that Vidya or Knowlcdge that strikes down or removes this Avidya or
ignorance? How docs that Vidya or Knowledge arise? — all these questions
have to be further dcliberated upon.

First of all, what is mcant by the statcment — ‘‘Knowledge has accrued’’ —
this question let us consider a litde in depth. The logicians say that aftcr Atman
or the Sclf comes in contact with the mind, after the mind t0o comes in contact
with the scnscs, by the relationship betwecen the senses and the external object
the knowlcdge accrucs. But no knowlcdge of this description occurs to us in
our workaday world. ‘‘Just as we opencd our eyes the object was seen’ — in
this manncr it appcars (o us, is it not? Some pcople do say that the mind goes
out through the scnscs and aficr it assumes the shape of the objcct, that object
is illumincd by the light of Pure Consciousness (Chaitanya) and appcars. But
without the light of Purc Consciousness ncither the mind nor the senscs by
themsclves can at all shine or function; just like a mirror shines with the light
of thc Sun, they, i.c. the mind and the scnses, are shining (or {unctioning) with
the light of Purc Consciousncss alone. There are no limits or restrictions to the
light of Purc Consciousncss (In other words, It is infinite and immutable). It is
not possiblc to say: *“Up to this limit is my Intuitive experience; It docs not
exist beyond’’. For, Lo say — ““It docs not exist’” — also Intuitive expcrience
or Pure Consciousness alone is necessary.

The sense organ perceives or knows to the extent — *“This is a form™ —
only; the scnse organ remaining as it is, keeps on receiving the reflections of
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the object. The mind espccially tells us after it formulates a trustworthy
cognition of the respective object, while the intcllect determines it. All these
are with distinctions (Savikalpa) alone. Pure Consciousness of the Self or
Aatma Chaitanya, on the other hand, is without distinctions or Nirvikalpa; like
the Sun, without performing any action or without movement, It, i.e. Pure
Consciousness, illumines everything. The Mind as the composite inner
instrument (Antahkarana) as thoughts pervaded by Pure Consciousness and
forming Its apparent forms alone goes out through the scnses and has to
illumine the external objects. It being so, when we transact in the manner —
““Knowledge has occurrcd”” — which is this ‘knowlcdge’? Did it actually
arise or was it born afresh? When the cloud moves to a side, the Sun is scen by
the eyes. Then, can it be said that — ‘“Thc Sun was bom’’? In the same
manncr, at the end of every cognition (Pratyaya) Pure Consciousncss that
appcars alonc is knowledge or Jnaana. Depending upon the nature of the
thought or Vriui it has 10 be detecrmined whether it is “‘the proper or correct
knowledge’’ (Samyajjnaana) or *‘wrong or falsc knowledge’’ (Mithyaajnaan-
a). That which appcars at thc end of the falsc knowledge or Mithyaajnaana
also is that very Pure Consciousncss alone. In the Intuitive experience
(Anubhava) called Chaitanya or Pure Consciousness alone the intellect, the
mind, the scnses — all these exist. Because the thoughts in the inner
instrument (Antahkarana) of the Mind are born, the transactions of the type —
‘““Knowledge is bomn’’ — is carried on and when these thoughts disappear the
transactions of the type — ‘‘Knowledge is lost’” — are carricd on. In reality,
to the essential nature of Knowledge or Pure Consciousness there is neither
birth nor destruction.

If observed from this standpoint, because a thought is caused when the body,
the senses and the mind — all these combine together only, it amounts 0
saying that the production or formulation of Vidya or Knowledge — i.e. the
proper or correct knowledge (Samyajjnaana) also occurs in the region of
Avidya or ignorance alone. Therefore, it is tantamount to saying that the
dealings of Vidya or Knowlcdge and Avidya or ignorance — both are within
the ambit of Avidya or ignorance alone.

Here there lurks a doubt: Because the knowledge that — “‘The body, the
senses elc. exist’’ — is not falsified, it should be said that knowledge is the
correct, proper knowledge alone, is it not? — To this doubt the solution is: It is
not so; for, whcther it is the body or the senses or the mind — none of these
remains as it is even for a moment; their essential nawre kecps on changing
alone. The body geuing bom, growing, transforming, withering or getting
emaciated and finally getting destroyed — thus the body experiencing all
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these changes or mutations is universally well-known. Changes occurring by
stages in the senscs oo is well-known only; otherwise, incrcase and decrease
in onc’s cye-sight, dcvcloping cataract etc. being there in evcryone’s
cxpericnce, how can the doubt be relevant at all? Especially, the mind keeps
on flowing and flceting alonc; otherwisc, it cannot be called ‘mind * at all. The
scripturcs or Upanishads statc that Atman or the Sclf (of the esscntial naturc of
Purc Bceing-Consciousncss) docs not possess the body, the senscs or the mind
ctc. at all in the manncr — “‘He is ‘Ashareeram’ or devoid of a body,
‘Achakshushkam’ or dcvoid of cycs, ‘Apraanoahyamanaaha Shubhraha’ or
dcvoid of Praana or the vital breath, devoid of mind, purc. Atman or the Sclf
appcars even in the drcam as il He, with the aid of a body, scnses elc. is
knowing thc objccts and is moving about. In rcality, that therein (in the drcam)
there do not cxist any of these, viz. body, senscs, mind ctc., is universally
acccptlable. In deep sleep cspecially it is established on the strength of
cveryonc’s cxperience that Awnan or the Scll docs not sce anything
whatsocver. Therefore, it is evident that Atman having Pramaatrutwa or
cognizership is not His csscntial nature; it is also evident that He is of the
csscntial naturc of Purc Consciousncss or Chaitanya alone. Bcecause it is
cvident that onc who perceives through the senses is Atman alone, and
becausc the body, the scnscs and the mind elc. being of the nature of constant
changes or mutations do not exist in the lcast either in the dream or in the decp
sleep, it becomes cvident that all dealings of the type of sceing, hearing etc.
takc place owing Lo Atman’s innate nature alone without the aid of the senses,
the mind ctc. For that reason alonc the scripture Shwetaashwatara Upanishad,
statcs: ‘‘Apaanipaadoa Javanoa Graheetaa Pashyatyakshuhu Sa Shrunoatya-
karnaha; Sa Veiti Vedyam Na Cha Tasyaasti Vettaa Tamaahuragryam
Purusham Mahaantam’’ — (Shwetaashwatara Upanishad 3-19). It mcans:
*““Without having hands and legs He grasps, walks fast, without having cycs he
sces, without having cars He hcars, He knows all the objects which can be
known, there is nonc who can know Him, Him alone wise pcople call ‘great or
suprcme Being’ or ‘Mahaapurusha’.”’

Thus if both knowledge and ignorance (Vidya and Avidya) become a dcaling
carricd out from the vicwpoint of Avidya or ignorance alone, does there exist a
Samyajjnaana or rcal Knowledge which transcends this dcaling? — To this
question, the answer is — Ycs; that alone is called Shaastrajanyajnaana or
Knowledge born out of the study of the scriptural texts. The topic as to how
that Purc Knowlcdge transcends both the cmpirical knowledge and ignorance
— lect us now examine and find out.
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VII. The Scriptures As The Valid Means To Cognize Reality

It has been alrcady stated that Pramaatrutwa or cognizership is caused by
misconccption. After having mentioncd that the body, the senses etc. are
established on the strength of time-honoured or traditional beliefs, it has also
been justified or explained in dctail that the dcaling of the type —
“‘Knowlcdge has occurred or arisen”” — is based on the fact that at the end of
a thought Pure Consciousncss manifests itsclf alone and not that really
knowlcdge ariscs or is causcd afrcsh whatsocver. Finally, it has also been
shown that both Vidya or knowlcdge and Avidya or ignorance occur in the
region, or within the ambit, of Avidya or ignorance alonc. Now another doubt
ariscs: If, thus, everything occurs in the region of Avidya or ignorance alone,
how can the Absolute or Pure Knowlcdge which transcends both these is to be
attained at all? Whatcver kind of knowledge it may be, it has to arisc or occur
by the change of thought alonc, is it not? How can we believe that another
knowlcdge which can strikc down that knowledge also cannot arise at all? Is it
not a ridiculous statcment (o say that — “‘Thriving in the sphere of empirical
dealings only we claim to propound a truth which is beyond the ken of any
empirical dealing’’?

The solution to this dilemma is: Whatever we were talking till now was based
on the assumption that the existence of the body, the senscs etc. is established
on the ume-honoured or traditional belicf. Therefore, it is but natural that even
after our reckoning the fact after due deliberation that ‘‘Knowledge cancels or
removes ignorance’’ — the doubt of the type — “‘Is this alone the final
judgment?’’ — to arise. But the scriptures indicate to us the Rcality as It is,
taking the Intuitive experience (Anubhava) — which is not susceptible to be
cognized by any valid means whatsocver and which is Itself the support for
proving the validity of any proper means of cognition — alone as its final
support. Therefore, there is a very great dilference between the topics based
on purely time-honoured or conventional beliefs which we have followed so
far in our dcliberations and the topics which are established on the support of
Inwitive experience alone that we are mentioning now. The scriptures do not
argue in the manner — “‘It should be like this’’; they remind us about what
really exists, in the manner — ‘It is like this’” — alone.

For example, let us bring to our mind the purport or opinion of the scriptural
statcment: ‘‘Yat Saakshaadaparoakshaad Brahma Ya Aatmaa Sarvaania-
raha’’ — (Brihadaaranyaka 3-4-1), meaning, Brahman is our direct and
immcdiate essential or innate nature, that is our, Atman or Self alone. Between
that Atman or the Sclf and oursclves there is no mediation whatsoever of
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eithcr time or spacce. This Atman or the Self is the innermost esscnce of
Being-Consciousncss of everything. We might be knowing or rcckoning our
body, vital brcath, mind, intcllect, cgo — all thesc 1o be ‘I’ or ‘my Sclf’
through Ajnaana or ignorance; the fact that morc than all these (misconcci-
ved) sclves the rcal Atman or Sclf who is innermost — even more innate than
our cgo — is our Atman or Sclf. He is one who is devoid of any divisions
whatsocver — this fact is establishcd on the strength of Intuitive expericnce
alonc. The scriptural tcxt is indicating this truth as it is only. This is not any
kind of imagination or infcrence whatsocver which is arrived at by relating
and rcconciling mere cogitable forms of pure logic in the manncr — ““If A is
cqual to B and B is cqual to C, then A must be equal to C’’. The fact that —
““Our Atman or Sclf is immediate (Aparoaksha); exists in our Intuitive
expericnce without any mediation whatsoever (Avyavahita)’’ — bccomes
cstublished to qualificd scckers who are capable of discriminative thinking on
the mcre hearing of the scriptural texts.

In the scripturcs too some topics have been instructed in the form of logical
arguments or dispulations; but there is difference between this Sarauta Tarka
or scriptural logic and Laukika Tarka or empirical logic. In thc cmpirical logic
thcre arc many things or phenomena which arc objective or extemal; if they
arc rcconciled in such a manner as not to have any contradictions and then
cxamincd, then whatever decision is rcached at the end — that alone we
reckon as the final determination. In Shrauta Tarka or the scriptural logic it is
not so. Thercin at cvery step Intuitive experience (Anubhava) alonc is taken as
the basis. Passing from onc Intuitive expericnce to another, f{inally getting
cstablished in the Ulumate Intuition or Pure Consciousness alonc is the form
of that logic. For instance, Ict us examinc the following: ‘‘Ashareeram Vaava
Santam Na Priyaapriye Sprushataha’’ — (Chaandaogya 8-12-1). The
mcaning of this scriptural statement is not — *‘Onc who docs not posscss a
body, to him the desirable and the undcesirable things do not affect or touch’”;
“‘Atman docs not posscss a body, thercfore the desirable or the undcsirable
things do not affect or touch Him’’ — this is the meaning. Even when we sce
the cat drawn in a picture as drinking milk, we say in the manner — ““The cat
is drinking milk’’; but that the statcment is not like — *‘A real cat is drinking
rcal milk’’ — is known to all of us. In the present context, we really possess a
body — to prove this fact we do not have any valid mcans whatsocver. This
aspect the Bhaashyakara or Sri Shankaraachaarya has shown clcarly in his
commentary on the aphorism on *‘Samanvaya’’ or ‘‘Mutual conncction’ (in
thc Brahma Sutras). This same topic has been indicated in the Bhagavadgeeta
loo: ‘‘Naasatoa Vidyate Bhaavoa Naabhaavao Vidyate Sataha’’ — Hcre Sat
mcans Alman; Asal mcans Anaatman or nol-sclf — i.e. the body, the scnses

27



The Rceality Beyond All Empinical Dealings

etc. Non-existcnce of Atrman or the Self is never probable (i.c. it is impossible
even to imagine); ‘the body, the senscs exist’ — this proposition is also never
probable, i.e. it is an impossible premise. This alone is the mecaning of the
Geeta siatcment. In the commentary on this staicment of Geeta, Shni
Shankaraachaarya has taken the support of Intwitive experience to explain that
— “‘If the effcct is properly examined, it docs not appear to be different from
its causc at all’’ and has finally established on the basis of logic that Atman
alone is real and the body, the scnses etc. are like the mirage water etc. —
mere falsc appcarancces alonc. Further on in the Geeta itscll these following
verses arc there: ‘‘Avinaashee Tu Tadviddhi Yena Sarvamidam Tatam,
Vinaashamavyayasyaasya Na Kaschit Kartumarhati; Antavania Ime Dehaa
Nityasyoakiaaha Shareerinaha; Anaashinoa(s)prameyasya Tasmaadyuddh-
yaswa Bhaarata’’ — (Geeta 2-17). Here it is statcd that the fact that —
‘Atman or the Sclf has all-pcrvasiveness’ — is in accordance with Intuitive
expericnce alonc. Bcecause Atman is of the esscntial nature of Pure
Consciousncss (Chaitanya Swaroopa) and because Pure Consciousncess docs
not have any limitations whatsocver He is all-pervasive; because apart from
Him there docs not exist any other rcal entity whatsocver, there cannot exist
any change or mutation caused by another thing. Therelore, Atman is
Avinaashi or indestructible; o His csscntial nawre of Being—Consciousness
there docs not exist any change from Himsclf too; He is of the esscntial nature
of the Ultimate, Absolute or Transcendental Reality. On the other hand, in the
casc of the body, the scnses etc., till they are properly and clearly examined
and sccn, they appear (o cxist and at the end of the discrimination or
deliberation they become falsificd (Baadhita) like the bodies, the senses of the
drcam and magic, and for this rcason thcy arc having an end or destruction;
their very cssential nature disappears and they become falsified, as it were;
they did not cxist at any time at all — in this logic too there is a form of logic;
even so, it is showing or pointing out one’s Intuitive experience alone. We all
kecp on asking — ‘“Who is this Atman or Sclf?’’ — with astonishment,
although we are Atman alone of such an csscntial or innate nature of our Pure
Being-Consciousness-Bliss. The scriplures are saying — ‘‘Bodiless Atman
alonc art Thou; you do not possess a body now itsclf, i.c. at this very moment
while you are in this body’’.

In the same manner, in the scriptural statcment: ‘‘Apraanoa Hyamanaaha
Shubhraha ...Ctasmaajjaayate Praanaha’’ — (Mundaka, 2-1-2, 3) — it is
mentioncd in accordance with everyone’s Intuitive expericnce alone that —
“‘Just as for onc who has got up from deep sleep, in the dream the vital breath
(Praana) and mind appcar, although one is really devoid of Praana or vital
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breath and dcvoid of mind, now (in the waking) duc to Ajnaana or ignorance it
appecars as if onc has the vital brcath, mind etc.”

In thc same way, there is yet another scriptural statcment: ‘‘Swapnaantam
Jaagaritaantam Choabhou Yenaanupashyati; Mahaantam Vibhumaatmaan-
am Matwaa Dheeroa Na Shoachati’’ — (Kathoapanishad 2-1-14). ‘*‘He who
cognizcs both the drecam and the waking statcs from his naturc of Intuitive
cxpericnce — He alonc is Atman who is the Supreme Lord; if onc knows Him,
onc docs not gricve’’ — this scriptural text has projected in {ront of us a logic
in consonancc with Intuitive cxpericnce. Onc who sces the drcam is not the
Pramaatru or cognizcr of the waking state; for the body, the scnscs, the mind
which arc the adjuncts of the waking Pramaatru or cognizer do not exist at all
in the drcam; the body, the senscs and the mind of the drecam cspecially do not
exist in the waking at all. Even though it is so, we say — ‘I saw a drcam’’!
Thesc arc two states which do not have mutually any relationship in the lcast;
it is but natural then il it is said that — ““If onc cognizes that he is the non-dual
Atman alonc who cxists by and unto Himscl[ and who pervadcs by His Pure
Consciousncss both these states, then to that person the vicissitudes and gricls
of Samsaara do not attach themsclves.”” In this logic at every step Intuitive
expericnce alone cxists. It is clear and cvident that this is not at all the
logicians’ dialcctics which i§ of the form of scntences belonging to five limbs

or parts.

Another scriptural text: *‘Sataa Soamya Tadaa Sampannoa Bhavati Swama-
peetoa Bhavati Tasmaadenam Swapiteetyaachakshate Swam Ilyapeetoa
Bhavati’’ — (Chhaaandogya 6-8-1). In this scriptural statcment a logic in
consonance with Intuitive expericnce alonce is mentioned in the manner —
“‘All of us in dcep slecp merge or become one with our essential nature of
Bcing alonc; that csscntial nature of Being is Brahman alone of the esscnce of
Purc Existcnce alone.’” In deep sleep apart (rom our cssential nature of Pure
Bcing or Existence nothing clse whatsoever exists at all; therein we exist by
oursclves unto oursclves alone. If the body, the scnses etc. were our esscntial
nature, then in deep slecp where did they go? — in this manner by Intuitive
logic the notion of onc having Samsaaritwa or bcing endowed with
transmigratory naturc is rcmoved and the fact that our cssential nature is that
of Paramaatman or Suprcmc Sclf (Pure Consciousncss) alone is clucidated.
Here there docs not cexist any valid mcans whatsoever, nor there is any
cmpirical logic at all.

Let us examinc another scriptural text: ‘‘Atra Pitaa Apitaa Bhavati Maataa
Amaataa Loakaa Aloakaa Devaa Adevaa Vedaa Avedaaha, Atra
Stenoa(s)stenoa Bhavati Bhroonahaa(s)bhroonahaa Chaanda-
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aloa(s)chaandaalaha Poulkasoa(s)poulkasoa Shramano(s)shramanas Taapa-
soa(s)taapasoa(s)nanvaagatam Punyenaananvaagatam Paapena Teernoahi
Tadaa Sarvaanshoakaan Hridayasya Bhavati'' — (Brihadaaranyaka 4-3-22).

Hcre what is stated to the effect that — “‘The relationships of father and
mother, of empirical actions or works, of various regions, deitics and Vedas
and the scriptural rituals etc., of thief and such other pcople with sinful
proclivitiecs — do not exist whatsocver in deep slecp’ — is very much in
consonance with Intuitive experience! When there is relationship with body,
scnses and mind alone Avidya or ignorance, desircs and actions do exist, is it
not? Therefore, here also logic in kecping with Intuitive experience is referred
to in the manner — *‘In deep slecp there does not exist any griefl whatsoever
of Samsaara or the transmigratory life.”’ In another place in this same
Upanishad it is statcd in this following manner: ‘‘Salila Ekoa Dri-
shtaa(s)dvaitoa Bhavatyesha Brahmaloakaha Samraaditi llainamanusha-
shaasa Yaajnavalkya Eshaa(s)sya Paramaagatireshaasya Paramaa Sampa-
deshoasya Paramoa Loaka Eshoa(s)sya Parama Aanandaha Etasyaivaanan-
dasyaanyaani Bhootaani Maatraamupajeevanti'’’ — (Brihadaaranyaka 4-3-
32). ““In deep slecp the essential nature of Atrman or the Self exists extremely
purc. It is of the nature of non-dual scer or Witness, is of the essential nature of
Brahman or the Ullimate Reality alone. There in not cven the vestiges of the
nature of transmigratory life of the Jeeva or soul exist. This is thc Supreme
state or abode that the Jeeva or soul can achicve or attain; the supreme wealth
or riches that he can acquire; the supreme world that he can reach; this is the
supreme happiness or Bliss that he can acquire; depending upon a part alone
of this suprcme Bliss the remaining Jeevas or souls thrive’’ — in this manner
the scriptural text has praised that essential nature of Being. Therefore, it
becomes established that the nature of soulhood which appears in the waking
is born out of, or causcd by, Avidya or ignorance alone.

It should not be doubted in the manner — ““To the one person who has
directly cognized with the help of the three states alone this Intuitive
expericnce accrues but not to the others, is it not?’’ Here we have carried out
the dcliberations taking into our reckoning all the Jeevas or souls alone who
appear in each one of the states. Thercfore, the difference or distinction itself
of the type — ““The others’’, “‘I'” — is projected or effected by Avidya or
ignorance. If that Intuitive experience is cognized in accordance with the
teaching of the scriptures, we get the conviction that we are of the essential
nature beyond the three states alone. That these states are projected or effected
by Avidya or ignorance is dctcrmined or decided by the Intuitive experience of
the dcep sleep alone. The scriptures by means of sentences of the form of logic
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in accordance with Intuitive expcricnce bring home to our mind our real
esscntial nature of Suprecme Sclf (Purc Existence-Pure Consciousness) by
rcmoving the misconception of the type — ““We are endowed with a body,
senscs, elc.; we arc endowed with the three states, we arc transmigratory
souls’’. Because the knowledge bom out of the scriplural texts (Shrutijanya
Jnaana) is of the csscntial nature of etcrnal Intuitive expericnce transcending
the two kinds of conceptions viz. ‘‘Avidya or ignorance existcd’’ and
‘‘By mcans of Vidya or Knowlcdge it disappcarcd or was removed’” — there
is no scope for doubting about any hindrance or danger whatsoever to this
Knowledge. ‘‘Yatra Twasya Sarvamaatmaivaabhoot Tatkena Kam Pashyet’’
— *“*‘When cverything is Atman (of the cssential nature of Pure Existcnce-Pure
Consciousncss-Bliss) alone, then who can sce whom?’’

VIIIL. The Final Valid Means (Antyapramaana)

It has been so far clucidated as to what is the essential nature of the Intuitive
steps or stages as well as the esscntial nature of the logic or dialcctics in
accordance with one’s Intuitive expericnce that have been mentioned in the
scriptural texts, i.e. Upanishads. The scriptural texts alone are the final valid
means or Antyapramaana. Therefore, it has been indicated already that there
is no higher court of appcal whatsoever over and above that. Now what is
mcant by Antyapramaana? Does it mean — *‘This alone is final; there is
nothing grcater than this; one should not raise any objection against it’’? In
that casc, all this will amount to mere faith or belief alone! People of various
religious faiths are claiming that — *‘Our scriptural or religious texts are in
the same manncr Antyapramaana or final authoritative source; those who do
not belicve in them will meet with evil conscquences’. Christians are saying
that their scriptural text, viz — Bible, is manifested to the people through
saintly persons who arc prompted or blcssed by the Almighty Lord; the
Mohammedans say that their rcligious leader Mohammed was the final
Paigambar or saint; he has expoundcd the God’s message to the world.
Buddhists say that Buddha was omniscicnt; there is no sccond to his teachings
etc. It being so, how will it be proper to say that the scriptural texts, viz.
Upanishads, alone are the final authoritative sources or texts?

The solution to this objection is: When it is stated that the scriptural texts or
the Upanishads are Antyapramaana or the final authoritative or valid mcans,
it is not mcant at all that they are to be belicved to be greater means or the only
authoritative sources. The scripwres indicate the Ultimate Reality in
accordance with everyone’s Intuitive experience; after they indicate the
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Reality it is not possible at all 1o doubt about its veracity — This is the real
purport of the statement. Anubhava or Intilive experience docs nol mean
anything like the expericnce of a mendicant devotee without a nose who used
to say — “‘If onec cuts off his nose he auains the Saakshaatkaara or
maltcrialization of God in person’’; what he refcrred or alluded to was an
expericnce which is pertaining to an individual; that had to be belicved based
on trust alone. Finally in that episode evcryone came t0 know that the
mcendicant was a cheal. In the present context it is not like that at all. Here the
scripturcs or Upanishads which, by rcminding cveryone of his Intuitive
expericnce alonc which cver exists, arc stating: *‘You are not beings who are
endowed with a body, scnses, mind; thercfore, the notion that you are all
Pramaatru or cognizers is a projection of Avidya or ignorance. For this reason
alone, all Pramaanas or valid mcans (which the Pramaatru or cognizer of the
form of ‘I’ notion uses to know or cognize the objccts before him) are
promptcd by Avidya. Although these Pramaanas or valid means of cognition
arc rcal in the region of Avidya, if observed from thc vicwpoint of the
non-dual Intuitive expericnce which is based on the universal acceplance it
will be discerned that the dealings themselves of Pramaatru or valid means of
cognition and Prameya or the cognized object are false or misconceived;
thercfore, you are not rcally Pramaatrus or cognizers, you are not
transmigratory souls, but arc that Supreme Self Himself who is the Ultimate or
Absolutc Reality. Knowing this truth you be in your essential nature of Being
or Sclf (Pure Consciousncss)’’. Just as in a criminal (court) case, accepling
onc among the criminals who is prcpared to turn an ‘approver’, the criminal
charges are levelled against the remaining criminals, Vedantins rely on the
scriptures because they state facts or truths in accordance with everyone’s
Inwitive expericnce and on the strength of those valid means or sources of
cognition they (i.e. Vedantins) decide or determine that all valid means of
cognition or Pramaanas are promotcd by Avidya or ignorance alone. It is true
that from this it amounts to saying that the scriptures too are not Pramaanas or
valid mcans of cognition at all; but it is a special fcature with regard to the
scripturcs or Upanishads that they become falsificd or invalid mcans only
after signifying the truth that A¢man or the Self is the non-dual Brahman or
Ulumate Rcality which is of the essential nature of eternally pure, conscious
and libcratcd Bceing-Consciousncess. In this sense the scriplures are called
Antyapramaana or the final valid means or authoritative sources, that is, it
mcans that after the instructions or teaching of the scripturcs are cognized or
Inwiuvely discerned then the dcalings of using any valid mcans of cognition
do not remain at all. The scriptures do not indicate Brahman or the Ulumate
Reality by pointing It out objcctively in the manner — “‘It is this’’.
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“‘Anyadeva Tadviditaadathoa Aviditaadadhi’’ — ‘*That which is cognizcd,
that which is not cognizcd — beyond both these, that is, beyond both the
manilcsicd and the unmanilcsied worlds — this Parabrahman or Suprcme
Rcality which is verily the Amman or Sclf of all of us is quitc diffcrent
indced’"; ‘‘Aksharaat Parataha Paraha’’ — “‘Itis different from Avyaakruta
or thc unmanifested which is quecrer than all else’’; “‘“Neti Neti’” — *‘Not this,
not this’> — In this manncr the scripturcs or Upanishads refute the whole
gamut of Anaatman or not-sclves and then indicate the Ultimate or Absolute
Rcality.

Thcre is a vast diffcrence between the negating sentences that are o be found
in the Upanishads and the scniences which the Buddhists usc 1o negate the
characteristics of any substance. Without discerning this fact, many arc
dcluded that the non-dualistic Vedanta is Buddhism alonc. Naagaarjuna, who
is thc author of the Maadhyamika Kaarikas has written: ‘‘Buddha taught
Pratcetya Samulpauda or dcpendent origination in order to destroy all
vicewpoints’’. “‘Shoonyataa Sarvadrishteenaam Proktaa Nihssaranam Jinaih-
i; Yeshaam Tu Shoonyataa Drishtistaanasaadhyaan Babhaashire’’ —
(Maadhyamika Kaarika 13-18) — *‘No vicwpoint is proper; nothing exists —
this alonc is the thcory of Buddhism; thosc who reckon that — ‘Essenceless-
ncss (Shoonyataa) itsclf is our vicwpoinl” — to such pcople tcaching is not
possiblc at all’” — this the mcaning of the statcment. This is the purport of the
ncgating scntence according to the viewpoint of the Buddhists. The
Shoonyavaadins’ or Nihilists’ doctrine is: To rcfute all kinds of theorics of
causc-cflcct — 1o say that substances, whatcver they may be, do not have any
cxistence. But the tcaching of the Vedantic scniences is not this at all. The
purport of the ncgating sentences found in the scripturcs is nothing but:
““There cxists an Ultimate Reality; in that Reality nonc of the charactcristics
which the ignorant people have superimposed or misconceived 1o exist do not
rcally cxist’’. The cssential nawure of Atman or the Sclf should not be reckoned
to be ‘such and such’; ‘that is like this’ — In this manncr 10 cognize It is as
much wrong as o cognizc It 10 culminatc in total cxistential negation or
rcfutation in the manncr — *“That is not like this’’. To describe Atman (of the
csscntial nature of Purc Being-Consciousness) as Atman, i.c. that which is
onc’s own innatc nature, also is Adhyaasa or dclusion alone. In Atman there
do not cxist any causcs or prcmisc whatsoevcer to prompt any kind of usage of
words. Therefore, to cognize that He (Atman) is devoid of all characteristics of
the manilcsied world and to get cstablished in the essential nature of Pure
Bceing-Consciousncss of Atman alone is Aatmaanubhava or Intuition of Atman
(or the Ulumatc Recality).
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Now we can analyse the qucstion: ‘‘Between these two theories which is to be
acceptcd and why?”’ In the opinion of the followers of the school of
Maadhyamikas all the substances that appear in the dualistic world are
mutually rclative; it is not possiblc to prove logically that in themsclves they
have any ecsscntial nature at all. If they arc cxamined by applying the
four-pronged or four-comered rule of the type — ‘cxists’, ‘does not exist’,
‘though cxisting, does not exist’, ‘docs never exist’ — those substances cannot
at all belong to any of these four groups. Therclore, ‘‘Shoonyataa
Sarvadrishteenaam’’ — ‘‘No theory or doctrine is maintainable or can be
sustained’’ — this fact alone is true, it amounts (o say. Thus the doctrine of
Maadhyamika school is supportcd by logical disputation. But Vedanta follows
both Intuitive exporicnce (Anubhava) and logic or strategy in accordance with
Inwitive expericnce. Whatever substance it may be, if it appcars to us, its
esscntial naturc has to be something; it cannot appcar without any support
whatsocver. ‘‘What appearcd to be silver — though it was not rcally silver, it
existed indced as the sca-scll or nacre’”” — bascd on this expcericnce the
above-statcd stratcgem is proposcd. Further, no one can cver prove that our
Atman docs not exist. Maadhyamikas have tricd to prove that Aiman also docs
not exist by a logical device like — ‘‘Avidhyamaane Bhaave Cha
Kasyaabhaavoa Bhavishyati; Bhaavaabhaavavidharmaa Cha Bhaavaabhaa-
vam Cha Vetti Kaha'' — (Maadhyamika Kaarika 5-6). i. e. ‘‘If Bhaava or
essencencss docs not exist, then Abhaava or essencelessness 0o does not
exist; because essenceness and csscncelcssness do not exist, Atrman who
cognizes both essenceness and cssencelessness and who is quite different
from both these also does not exist’’. But if there does not exist anyone at all,
to dctcrmine whcether in the case of esscncencss or in the case of
essencelessncess they exist or they do not exist — then neither of the two facts
viz. ‘exists’ or ‘docs not exist’ can be established; therefore, to say that the
examincr or the witnessing principle of ‘‘esscnceness’” and ‘‘essenceless-
ncss’’ himsclf does not cxist is a ridiculous statement. It is a fool’s behaviour
to try to cstablish in himself in the manner — ‘‘Do I exist; I do not exist'’; for,
without assuming that one exists, dctermination of anything whatsoever is not
possiblc at all. Therclore, the tecaching of Vedanta philosophy alone viz.
““‘Atman who is the Wilnessing Principle of everything and who is onc’s
esscntial nature of Being cannot at all be discarded by any one whosoever’® —
is here sustained by rcasoning in accordance with cveryone’s Intuitive
experience.

Many pcople who are followers of Adi Shankaraachaarya’s Advaita Vedanta
have failed to reckon the vast diffcrence of the above kind between Advaita
Vedanta and Shoonyavaada or Nihilism (of Maadhyamika school Mahaa-
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yaana Buddhism). In ordcer to ridicule the Advaita philosophy onc particular
scholar of Dvaita philosophy, aftcr examining the historical account of Adi
Shankara’s life, has writtcn in his work that Shri Shankara wcnt 10 onc
““Bakka Swami’’ and that the latter tcacher taught him that — “‘Shoonya or
esscncclessness alonc is Brahman or the Ultimate Reality; try to get that alone
maltcrialized’’! It is truc that the Buddhists have stated that in order (o cognize
that — *‘Shoonya or esscncclessness alonc is the Ultimate Kcality” — one
should atin Yoga Samaadhi; but how is it possiblc at all for anyonc,
whosocver he may be, who wishes 1o attain such a Samaadhi or trance of
matcrialization of thc Ullimate Rcality of Shoonya or csscncclessness (o
succeed in his clforts without himscll remaining aloof (from the Samaadhi or
trance ol cssencclessness)?

By following Buddhistic, purcly logical device of ‘Chatushkoti Vaada® or the
four-comcred or four-pronged theory alone Shri Gaudapaadaachaarya (Shri
Shankara’s grand preceptor) has stated: “‘Koatvaschatasra Yetaastu Grihair-
Yaasaam Sadaavritaha; Bhagavaanaabhirasprushtoa Yena Drishtaha Sa
Sarvadrik’’ (Gaudapaada Kaarika 4-84) — *‘Onc who cognizcs that
Bhagavaan or Suprecme Lord or Reality who is not tainted in the lcast by any
vestiges of the phenomenon which is circumscribed by the four-comered
catcgorics like — ‘cxist’, ‘docs not exist’, ‘though cxisting, docs not cxist’,
‘docs ncver cxist” — is alonc the Sarvajna or all-knowing or omniscicnt
Being™’. All the Pramaanas or valid mcans of cognition arc misconceiving or
supcrimposing on Atman or thc Sclf (of Purc Bcing-Consciousncss)
somcthing or othcr. If Atman who is dcvoid of all causcs or prcmises for
prompting thc decalings or usage of words (Sarvashabda Pravrittinimitta-
shoonya) is dcnoted or significd by means of any word or scnience
whatsocver it becomes a wrong or improper procedure; what cxists — that
Entity the Scriptures have never refuted saying that — ““It docs not exist’” —
only they arc stating the truth that what is misconceived in or supcrimposcd is
not cxisting. ‘Tureeya’ mcans Auman or the Sclf (of the cssential nature of
Purc Bcing-Consciousncss) who docs not have any taint in the lcast of the
vesuges of the misconceived or imagined Praana, body, scnscs, mind,
intcllcet, cgo; Tureeya does not mean a state or Avastha; it means the
Ultimate Reality of Atman or Self which is vastly different from and which
docs not have any relationship whatsoever with all the three states which are
misconceived or superimposed on Atman.

It is extremely nccessary in Vedanta to understand or discern in the proper
perspective the purport of using the ncgating sentences (in the scripturcs or
Upanishads). “*Asthoolain’’ mcans mcrely ‘it is not gross’, that is all, but not
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‘that is Anu or subtle or miscroscopic’; therefore, the scripturcs have negated
even ‘Anwwa’ or subtlcty or microscopic nawre. ‘Neti, Neti’ i.e. in the
ncgative sense, it is ncither this ‘not’ too; if all the misconccived or
supcrimposed (or imagincd or Kalpita) characicristics or featurcs are
rescinded (Nivrwti) and (il one ‘recedes’ as it were unto his own true essenual
naturc of Purc Being-Consciousncss) then onc gets cstablished in the Ultimate
Rcality as It really ‘is’, i.c. “‘in ess¢’’. ‘‘Siddhantu Nivariakatwaat’’ — this
aphoristic statcment of Shri Dravidaachaarya viz. ‘*The scriplures become the
valid mcans to cognize the Truth only because they exhort us o rescind from
the Ultimate Reality all the characterisucs or features that do not at all pertain
to I’ — has this purport alone in vicw. Somc present-day Vedantins keep
arguing in the manncr — “‘If it is stated ncgatively that this is not a snake, it is
not cnough; it is nccessary Lo indicatc positively in the manner — ‘this is a
ropc’ *’. It is their opinion that ncgation of Anaatman or not-sclf is not
cnough; the esscntial nature of Atman or the Sclf should also be enunciated.
This is not a feasible task at all. Atman or the Self is devoid of characteristics
or any spccial [caturcs; He cannot be an object to cither any sentence or a
percept or cognition by the mind. Such is His essential nature. How can it ever
be possible to indicatc or signify Him through stipulative injunctions? A
Western philosopher has statcd that the philosophical science of the Ultimate
Rcality means the dctcrmination of the Ulumate Reality in the manner —
““What is this Reality?’’ That statcment is not proper; the Vedantic eaching
is: ‘“The supremc or final philosophical science propounding the Ultimate
Recality of Atman or Brahman is that which helps us avoid determining by
misconception or superimposition; and get established in the Ultimate Reality
of our Self or Atman (of the esscntial nature of Pure Being-Consciousness)
alone’’.

Anyway, this much is determined now: ‘‘All the other sciences proceed
depending invariably upon the dealings of knowership and agentship of
action. Those sciences call that knowledge alone which is projected by Avidya
or ignorance with the appellation of ‘Vidya' or knowledge. Vidya or
knowledge and Avidya or ignorance are both Avidya alone (in Vedanta);
*“The Supreme Intuitive expcrience alone of getting established in Atman or
Self who is beyond all empirical dealings and is eternally pure, conscious and
liberated or free is the true Vidya or Knowledge of the Absolute or Ultimate
Reality’’ — this alone is the essence of Shri Shankara's Vedania.
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IX. In Praise Of Shri Shankara Bhagavatpaada

How to culogisc the Achaarya or the Great World Teacher — Shri Shankara?
If we deliberate upon this question, we can come to this dccision, viz. if there
IS onc suprcmc quality mcntioning which it becomes tantamount to
mcntuoning all other qualitics — such a quality may be signified. That grcat
divinc person used o remain cslablished in the Intuitive expericnce of the
Supreme Sclf alonc which was beyond all cmpirical decalings and which was
his csscntial naturc of Being. This alone was his especial quality.

To the question — “‘In what entity is the Supreme Sclf established?”’ —
Chhaandogya Upanishad gives the answer: ‘‘In His own grcatness or
cxccllence (Mahima)’. Because the Supreme Self cxists rooted in His
csscntial nature of Purc Bcing-Consciousncss alonc which is beyond all
cmpirical dcalings, there is no possibility or probability of any other cntity
being a support or substratc (or Him. Enjoycrship, agentship of action and
knowcrship — among these, for the preceding dealing the following dealing is
the support. Vyavahaara or empirical dealings or transactions mean Pratyaya
or cognition, Vyapadesha or designation by name, Karma or action — that is,
knowing, talking or expressing and behaving or acting. Bhagavaan Shri
Krishna has 10ld Arjuna: ‘‘The auwachment towards the pairs of opposilcs
(Dwandwamoaha) which is causcd by love or desirc and hatred afflicts
especially to all born creaturcs’’. One who is devoid of the ‘I’ notion — he
cannot possibly havc the physical qualitics or characteristics mentioned in the
Gecta suatcment — ‘‘Ichhaa, Dweshaha, Sukham, Duhkkham Sanghaataha
Chetanachetanaa Dhritihi’’ i.c. dcsire or love, hatred, happincss or pleasure,
miscry, conglomcration of parts, scnticnce or consciousncss and inscnticnce
and rcsolution or sclf-command. The dealings of Kartrutwa or agentship of
action, Bhoktrutwa or cnjoycrship and Jnaatrutwa or knowership do not in the
Icast taint or touch him at all.

Without discerning the sccrct of the Knowledge or Consciousncss devoid of
the agentship of action which the Vedantins mention, some pcople blame
them saying — “‘Vedanta is a philosophy of lazy pcople’. The signs of
symptoms of living are cither to do somcthing or to give up somcthing, is it
not? *‘If these are not there in life, one will have to remain like inanimatc or
inscnticnt things like stonc, sand ctc.”” — this is their opinion. But the truth is:
What is mentioncd in Vedanta is a supra-statc which has transcended both
Karma or acuion and Akarma or inaction. Though kings likc Janaka ctc. had
undcrtaken action of the type of the administration of an cmpire cic. for the
wcllare of mankind thcy werc rooted in Atman or the Sclf of the esscntial
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naturc of Pure -Bcing-Consciousncss beyond the ken of action; so many
Avadhootas or ascctics who have renounced the world, although externally
they secmed to practisc silence and to meditate upon the Self alone, by their
gracc many peoplc have performed wonderful actions or feats. Yaajnavalya
discharged the dutics of Gaarhastya or houscholdership in kecping with the
social laws and conventions but at the samc time he renounced the world (like
a Sannyasin or ascctic) to cmbrace ascclicism (o sct an exemplary code of
conduct for the pcople to cmulate. His tcachings arc fit 1o show all of us a
mcans or path to Shreyas or spiritual attainment of cmancipation. What
stupcndous acts and tasks Shri Shankaraachaarya, who attaincd Paramahoun-
sahood or Sclf-Realization in his youth alonc, performed before his 16th ycar
of agc, who can possibly in the present age achicve?

Nowadays there arc scveral pcople who praise Shri Shankaraachaarya. In
cvery town Shankara Jayanti cclcbrations arc organiscd. Many pcople among
them think that by distributing somc catablcs and drinks they have performed
the worship or adoration of Shri Shankaraachaarya! But how many grcat men
arc there who have discerned the scerets of the esscntial nature of the Ultimate
Rcality or Brahman which is beyond all ecmpirical dcalings and which Shni
Shankaraachaarya has propounded? ‘Beyond all empirical dealings’ — this
phrasc docs not mean an cntity which squats or remains still at a place without
doing any work or action. ‘‘Naiva Kinchit Karoameeti Yukioa Manyela
Tattwavid; Pashyan Shrunvan Sprishan Jighrannashnan Gachhan Swapan
Shwasan; Pralapan Visrujan Grinhannunmishannimishannapi’’ (Geeta 5-8,
9). As thc Geeta statcment says: ‘‘Jnaanis though they are performing all
actions or works they are revelling in the Intuitive experience of the nature —
‘I am not doing anything at all’. They have directly Inwited a state of Being in
which Atman or the Sclf grasps without any hands, walks without any fcet,
secs without the eyes, hears without the ears’’.

If we sec any great man who has cognizced the teachings of Shri Shankara we
gain pcace of mind oursclves. Just as, if we sce people crying we become
miserable and if we see smiling or jovial pcoplc we also get happy, similarly
when we are in the vicinity or in the presence of such grcat men all the
vicissitudes of the empirical sphere disappear into thin air; we get peace of
mind too. This alone is Shri Shankaraachaarya’s greatness or cxcellence.

Pcople interested in poctry praisc Shri Shankaraachaarya as a ‘grcat poet’;
lawyers or logicians say: ‘‘He puts forth very lucidly his arguments or logical
disputations’’; litcrary men or scholars say: ‘‘What a wondcrful style, what a
beautiful language!’” Reformers say: *‘What a great social reformer he was!”’
Philosophers say: ‘““What a plcasing or attractive style of rcasoning and
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exposition of the Ultimate Rcality!’’ Thus according to thcir own levels of
understanding or knowlcdge and individual perspectives people culogise Shri
Shankaraachaarya. Rcally spcaking, none of us has complctely reckoned what
statc he had atained. Shri Shankaraachaarya, though he had carricd out all the
empirical transactions in an efficient and excellent manner (rom the empirical
point of vicw, hc had cstablishcd himself in the glory or exccllence of his
non-dual Scif or Atman. Let all of us pray to Him alonc with utmost rcverence
in thc manner — ‘‘Let your grace flow towards us all!”’

Om Tat Sat
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