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Nar ayaNam nikhilapuur NaguNaikadeham
Nirdoshham appyatamamapi akhilaiH suvaakyaiH |
Asyodbavaadidam ashesha visheshhatopi

Vandyam sadaa priyatamam mamasannamaami ||

Shree Madvacharya always has the direct
knowledge and never encounters any obstacles in his
endeavors. However, in the beginning of Anuvyakhyaana
he has written Mangala Shloka in praise of
ShreemannaraayaNa.* This is intended to teach his
disciplesthat one should pray before one composes any
text so that it can be completed without any obstruction.
“ ShreemanNarayanaisthe cause of creation, sustenance
etc., of theworld and isfree from al defects. Heisthe
embodiment of all infinite auspicious qualities. Unlike
us, He does not have physical inanimate body. He is
describedin Vedaas and Shaastraas directly andispraised
by al. | prostrate with special devotion to Him who is
alwaysmy most beloved.”

* Itrans - To help the readers to identify and pronounce non-
English words correctly ‘A key note to the ITRANS' has been
added in the page number ‘ xxiii’

To praise any god in the beginning of thetext, He
should have three essential qualifications. 1) If God
whom we prostrate should have distinguished glory, then
only he can solveall the possible obstacles. It isobvious
that Shree Narayana, whoisthe creator of thisworld and
isfull of infinite attributes and free from flaws, hasthis
capacity. 2) If the God whom we pray isdescribed by this
text, Hewill blessuswith spiritual inspiration needed to
compose the text. Since Shree Narayana s the purport
of all the Shaastraas He is capable of giving us this
required knowledge. 3) To praiseany God, we should have
immense devotion for such God. Shree Narayanaisthe
most beloved of the composer, Shree Madhvacharya.
Shree Aacharyaisextremely devoted to God. Heisagreat
soul who loves Shree Narayanaall the time without any
selfishness. Thus this Mangala Shloka has clarified by
describing all the qualities of the Lord which indicate
that Heisworthy to be praised.

ThisMangala Shloka has described greatness of the
Lord who is possessing all auspicious qualities and is
absolutely free from defects. By thisit is easy for usto
know the Lord as different from us. It is convenient to
identify aperson different from othersby describing His
gualities. Hence this Mangal a Shloka has described the
Lord as possessing infinite auspicious qualities, etc.,
which differentiate the Lord from the other animate and
inanimate entities.

This Shloka has also clarified the means of
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knowledge to know the Lord. Only Vedaas are the
PramaalNaasregarding the existence of God. Thecreation
and other activities of the world are wonderful and
systematic require a person who has wonderful
knowledge and great powers. Hemust bethe Lord. Thus
isthelogic. The Shlokahasindicated two PramaaNaas
by describing two qualities of the Lord such as ‘akhila

veda pratipaadya (31 3 gfaurer) and ‘ jagajjanmaadi
kaaraNa (SRTE-ATIERROT) that isthe onewhoisdescribed

in all the Vedaas and the cause for the creation,
sustenance, etc., of theworld.

If the Lord isthe creator of thisworld, aquestion
ariseswhether Hehasaphysical body likeus. If Hedoes
not have physical body, He cannot createtheworld. If He
hasit, will he not haveall the painsand defectsrelated to
the body? This objection has been resolved by the
Shlokathrough an adjective of ‘ nikhilapuurNaguNaika

deham’ (RRIFERIE) who is the embodiment of

infinite and perfect attributes. He does not have inert
physical body like us. Therefore there is no chance for
any physical defects. He can create this world with his
natural and transcendental body, which isthe embodiment
of infinite auspicious qualities.

All the glories of the Lord which are described in

the Mangala Shlokaof * Anuvyaakhyaana (STTATEAT) are
embedded in the word ‘Narayana . ‘ara means defect.
“naara meansquality. ‘Narayana meanstheonewhois
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possessing al auspicious qualities and free from any
defect”. Theword naarameans Veda, which areflawless
sincethey are‘ apourusheya (3TIT&Y), non-authored by
any human. So Narayanameansthe onewho isdescribed
in the Vedaas. ‘ naara’ means creation, sustenance etc.,
relating to human beings. Heis called Narayanabecause
heisthe causefor creation etc. Narayanaa so meanswho

is worshiped by ‘nara samuuha (TR8HE), meaning all

human beings. ‘ naara(AX), means God of wind who is
supreme among human beings. Because He isthe most
beloved of God of wind, Heiscalled Narayana. Thusthe
Shlokaindicatesthat the word Narayanafor theLord is
meaningful.

This invocation Shloka is essence of the entire
BrahmaSuutra. “The scripture declares that supreme
Brahman is the creator of this world. Discussion of
Brahman has to be conducted. When it is critically
examined it will be proved that all the Vedaas describe
Brahman as possessing infinite qualities.” Thisisthe
essence of thefirst chapter of Brahmasuuutra. The same
purport is briefed in the first Shloka by the adjectives

‘nikhilapuurnaguNa (FRI&IERTeT) (who is possessing
infinite attributes), ‘ jagat kaaraNa (STehIOT) (creator of

"Doshaara chidrashabdaanaam paryaayatvam yatastataH,
gunaaH naaraaH iti JneyaaH tadvaan NarayanasmrutaH||
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thisworld), ‘ akhilavedapratipaadya (31fae 3 gfaurereT)
(who is described in all the Vedaas ), ‘vandya (3+I)

(worshipped by all). ‘vandana (F=3) means contem-
plation inthemind. Discussionisalso akind of contem-
plation. Hence vandana also means discussion. The
adjective ‘vandya (=) in the Shloka indicates that
enquiry into Brahman should be conducted.

Inthe second chapter the Lord isestablished asfree
from defectsby solving all other objections. Themeaning
of the second chapter of BrahmaSuutrais briefed by an
adjective‘ nirdoshha (f481) in the Shloka. The essence
of third chapter isthat one hasto contemplate on Brahman
through dispassion and devotion, and through
contemplation one should realize Brahman. The words
“asheshha visheshatopi priyatamam’ (3= faRwarsie
foaaww) * aapyataman’ (&) have briefly explained
the meaning of third chapter. The meaning of thesewords
isthat by giving up all worldly fancies one hasto make
effortsto seethe Lord through devotion. Mokshameans
approaching the Lord in aspecia way, though Heis all
pervading. Theforth chapter isthe description of Moksha.
Theword ' agpyatama (3Tm=a#)in the Shloka, by indicating
attaining the Lordinaspecia way isMoksha, hasbriefed
the meaning of the forth chapter. Thus the invocation
Shlokahasattempted to teach al the essence of thiswhole
BrahmaSuutra.

Shree Madhvacharya has worshipped Shree
Narayanain the first Shloka. In the second Shloka, he
invokesthe blessings of VedaVlyaasawho isthe teacher
of theentireuniverseand hisspecia Guru. Though Shree
Veda Vyaasa is the incarnation of Narayana, Shree
MadhvacharyahasprayersintwowaystothelLord asGod
and as Guru. The purpose of thisisto teach hisdisciples
toworship both their Guru and the Lord who are different
for others.

TheValidity of BrahmaSuutra

Shree Madhvacharyaafter theinvocation Shiokaand
before interpreting the BrahmaSuutra, establishes its
validity and describes its greatness. For any text to be
valid, the author of the text should have thorough
knowledge of the subject. Also he should have concern
to teach that truth. He should also have perfect senses
alongwithintellectud brilliance. Evenif Guru knowsthe
truth, he may not teach the disciplesif they are not worthy.
If thedisciplesare qualified to learn theteachingsand if
they are beloved of the Guru then thereis no reason to
hide the truth. Even if teacher and students have these
gualifications, for the sake of fun, there are occasions
where untruth is entertained. A teacher who knows the
truth will not deceiveworthy and beloved disciple onthe
occasi on of seriousdiscussion of the philosophical truth.
That text which is preached in order to reveal the truth
without any deception should beavalid PramaaNa. This
beautiful combination of teacher, student and the occasion
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iscalled ‘ vaktRi-shrotRi prasakti aanukuulya.” (I Ag
guih). There cannot beany chancefor ignorance, illusion
and deception. Such a text is called ‘aaptavaakya

(3mmHeT). BrahmaSuutra is regarded as such a great
‘aaptavaakya (ImHETH). The author of thistext Shree
VedaVlyaasa, istheincarnation of omniscient God. Shree
VedaVyaasa, who taught Vedaasto Brahmaand other demi-
godsandwhowrotethegresat scriptureslike Mahabhaarata
etc., cannot have ignorance and doubt. He must have
perfect philosophical knowledge. We can understand his
concernsin preaching the truth since he has written all

such great texts. Is there any possibility for defective
sensesfor such agreat soul? Brahmaand other godswho
weretaught by VedaVyaasaarethemselvestheteachers
of the world. There cannot be any doubt of their
gualifications as students. They are also popular as most
beloved of God. When there was a chaos in the world
dueto lack of knowledge, Brahmaand other gods prayed
tothe Lord because of their mercy of the virtuous people.
Asaresult, the stream of teachingsflowed fromtheLord
Veda Vyaasa. Therefore it is not an occasion for
entertainment for the world. Is there any chance for a
doubt inthevalidity of such great teachings of aperfect
teacher of the world to the most deserving gods at the
important occasion of blessing the world? A perfect
teacher, qualified studentsand great occasion arejoined
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together. Moreover this text explains the subjects dealt
in Vedaas using logic. Hence it has the support of Veda
and logic. Thus Brahmasutracan beregarded assupreme
valid for threereasons; it is A aptavaakya( SITa=r=), and
it hasthe support of Vedaand logic.

Even in the Upanishads this BrahmaSuutra is
recoghized as Paravidya(Wia@m). All the Vedic statements,
which are apparently dealing with karmawhen thereisno
connection to the logic that is mentioned in
BrahmaSuutra, are categorized in the group Aparavidya
(sTuxferET). Subsequently Upanishad has described
paravidyaasameansof knowledge of God. When all the
scriptures other than BrahmaSuutrabel ong to the category
of aparavidya, the one which is described as paravidya
should be only BrahmaSuutra. The BrahmaSuutraalone
whichisdetermining the meaning of the Vedaasiscalled
paravidya. Similarly Vedaaswhich areexpounding redlity
of Brahman with the help of BrahmaSuutra are also
considered as Paravidya. Thus BrahmaSuutraisregarded
as paravidya because it is supporting Vedaas which are
paravidya. Even Vedaasbecomeaparavidyawhenthereis
no support of BrahmaSuutra. Paravidyameans supreme
PramaaNasinceit dealswith supreme Brahman. Thisis
the characteristic of BrahmaSuutra. Thuswe can establish
validity of BrahmaSuutraon the basis of Upanishadsand
logic.



Invoaction Prayer in the Sutra: (&) *

Thewise performinvocation prayer inthe beginning
of any task for its successful completion. Sometimes
even wheninvocation prayer isdone, thetask may not be
compl eted. We have so many exampleswherethework
iscompleted without theinvocation. But it isnot correct
to decidethat theinvocation prayer isnot necessary. There
areseveral instancesthat even if wetake medicines, the
physical disease may not be cured due to some other
defectsin the body. Even when medicinesare not takena
disease may be cured due to some reasons. By this can
we decide that medicine does not cure the disease?
Similarly evenif many religiousdisciplinary actionssuch
as vows and sacrifices which are mentioned in Vedaas
and Puraanaa-sfor gaining someworldly benefits, those
results may not be achieved. Those who have not
performed religious acts and live freely without
following any religious discipline attain such benefits.
By thisexample one should not cometo conclusion that
all the religious activities mentioned in scriptures are
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A Suutra can be defined as it should have the minimum
words without which the intended meaning cannot be revealed
and should not give room for doubts(clear). It should be meaningful
and capabl e to determine the meaning of several branches of Veda
by covering all aspects of the points mentioned by it. It should be
free from unnecessary words and faultlessin all ways.
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futile. As the medicine is not effective due to not
following required diet our religious acts prescribed in
the Vedaas may not give usthe desired results dueto our
commissionsand omissionsin performing the acts. Some
people, without performing such religious acts in this
life, may be enjoying the benefits due to their virtuous
actsinthe past lives. By experience and experimentswhen
it isproved that medicine cures diseases, successes and
failures in specific cases should be accounted to other
reasons. Similarly when the validity of Shaastraas is
confirmed, if there are no results even after the acts are
performed according to Vedaas, they should be accounted
asdueto other factors. Thuswise have been performing
invocation prayersfor the successful completion of their
worksevenif theresultsare not obtained at times. Hence
we should do invocation prayer for the successful
completion of thework. The author of BrahmaSuutradoes
not have any fear of failure. But he hasto do invocation
prayer in order to follow the tradition. If that is so, why
has he not donetheinvocation prayer in the beginning of
BrahmaSuutra? But Shree M adhvacharyahasrevealed that
inthe beginning of BrahmaSuutrathereisaninvocation

praye.

Thistext hasbegunwith* Om' (3TR) and * athal (30).
These two highly auspicious words constitute the
invocation prayer in thetext. Thesewords also describe

the subject of thefirst sutrabriefly. Thus* Om’ (37H) and
‘atha (3™). arerelated to the first Suutraalso. They are
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also in theform of invocation prayer for the successful
completion of the entire text.

When this* Om’ (3T/) is pronounced separately in
the beginning of the Suutrawithout joining the next word,
doesit belong to the first Suutra? Such a question may
arise. But we haveto accept that it is part of the Suutra,
since traditionally it has been pronounced in the
beginning of the Suutra. Om-kaara hasto be pronounced
inthe beginning and at theend of any paravidya. Thereis
also proof that Brahmavidyawill be protected when Om-
kaaraispronounced inthebeginning and intheend. Thus
by rendering the meaning of the Suutra, Omkaara has
become part of the first sutra. Therefore it should be
pronounced along with Sutra. To indicate that Om-kaara
should be pronounced in the beginning of all other
Suutraas to protect ‘Brahmavidyaa' it has been
pronounced separately in the first sutrawithout joining
it. The purpose of it isto indicate that Om-kaara should
beadded for all sutra-sof BrahmaSuutra.

The Four Requirementsof Scriptural Text:

Thistext beginswith theanalysis of objectionsand
establishment of truths

The first sutra explains 1) the subject of the text,
2) the purpose of thetext, 3) qualification of the student
and 4) the interrelationships among the subject, benefit
and the student. It is necessary to know all these before
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the commencement of the study of the text. Without
knowing the subject and the purpose of the text no one
will beinterested to study thetext. But only after starting
the study one can learn the subject and purpose etc., from
the first sutra. However a question will arise how one
can start to study even thefirst sutraas he does not have
therequired knowledge. Without knowing the subject and
the purpose etc. one cannot get involved in its study.
Without studying the text one cannot know the subject
and purpose. Is it not mutual dependence? Before
answering thisquestion one should know what * PravRitti’

(Qaﬁ) is. Either the knowledge of an object or longing

for happinessisnot ‘ PravRitti’ (Sl?{ﬁr). Wedon'trequire
any knowledge of benefit to have experienceor thedesire
for benefit. Whether there is benefit or not we perceive
an object infront of us. We perceive even the undesired
objects. Thereforeto have experience, the knowledge of
the benefit is not required. To get happiness, we desire
for means such asfruits, milk, etc. But happinessis not
desired to get some other benefit. That itself is
Purushaartha (gEElT?l‘). Thedesirefor happinessarisesin
us naturally. Thus the knowledge and the desire for
happiness arise in us without depending on any other
benefits. Theseare not called PravRitti. PravRitti means
desiring for instruments or means of happiness and
making effortsto achievethem. For thistype of PravRitti
one should know the purpose. We desire for means of
happiness only out of the need for happiness. We make
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effortsfor that. To make such effortsin the study of the
text we should know the subject and purpose of thetext.
But there is a possibility to know them even without
making any efforts. One can know the subject and the
purpose which are indicated in the first sutra by
accidentally hearing alecture or discourse on philosophy.
Subsequently hewill devel op deep interest and will make
attempt to study the scripture properly. We have already
explained that to derive knowledge from astatement one
need not know the purpose. Therefore one can know the
subject of thefirst sutrawithout having any knowledge
of the purpose by hearing some discourse accidentally.
Thus without having any mutual dependence, we can
account for both the knowledge of the subject and the
purpose of the text without PravRitti, and subsequently
making serious efforts to study.

How does BrahmaSuutrateach usthese subject and
Purpose ?

Lord Veda Vyaasa, who is omniscient and
compassionate, is supremely trustworthy. But
BrahmaSuutrais regarded as NyaayaSuutra. It was not
intended to convey usthe subjectsand the purpose, unlike
pouraaNic statementswhich arejust aaptavaakya-s. Shree
Veda Vyaasahaswritten BrahmaSuutrato establish every
‘prameya (T8) (object of theknowledge) by using logic.
By using logic hisintention wasto analyze critically to
give us clear and firm knowledge of every subject and
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the purpose etc., that are mentioned in Vedaas and
PuraaNa-s. Thisissimilar to gold using apolishing stone.
Since Lord Veda Vyaasa is a great trustworthy teacher,
his statements have much morevalue.

The objection with regard to subject, purpose and
student asfollows:

The discussion that is conducted in this text is
unnecessary. It does not have any subject matter and no
purpose at all. No one will be fascinated to this
discussion. Thistext isnot meant to examineinanimate
objects which are perceivable. The self is always
experienced by us. Hence the discussion of the self is
not required. Thereisno supreme Brahman different from
the self.

We are always experiencing the self with the
attributes such as doership, enjoyership, happiness and
unhappiness etc. Hence which new aspect remainsto be
known intheself? Therefore thereisno need of thistext
to establish the self.

Though the self isalways being experienced by us,
He is entirely different than what we know him. We
experience the foll owing attributes such as Jnaana(I™),
knowledge, happiness, unhappiness and doer-ship etc. in
the self. But He is pure existence without any such
attributes. This text is meant to explain such pure
consciousness as the self. This is the subject of
BrahmSuutra; thus some Vedantins contend. In that case
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the Shaastra will be contradictory to the experience.
Experience recognizes the self with attributes and
gualities. But Shaastrawill be declaring that the self is
devoid of such qualities. Can we accept the statement of
the scripture which says against our experience. The
Pratyaksha and that too experience of one’'sown self is
superior to all other means of knowledge. How can we
believe the scripture, which describes the self as
attributel ess against the experience? If Shaastrasaysthat
whichisalready experienced by Pratyaksha, thenitisa
waste. If it says something against Pratyakshathen also
it becomesinvalid. Thereforeitisimpossiblefor Shaastra
to deal with the self, which is already experienced by
Pratyaksha.

What is the purpose of the discussion of the self?
To achieve M oksha contemplation and direct perception
are not required. Thereisno necessity of knowledgeto
attain Moksha, since Shaastrahas declared that it can be
attained even by ritual acts such as sacrifice etc.

In addition, it is also difficult to believe one can
attain Moksha by self realization. So far we have not
attained M okshathough we have constant experience of
the salf. We have been experiencing Samsaara(88) from
the beginningless. Henceit isonly adream that in future
one will be liberated through self-realization. Thus no
gualified student will be availableto read thistext since
it hasno subject and purpose. Inthe state of M okshawhich
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is the benefit of this Shaastra there is no scope for any
contact between physical body and the senses. There
cannot be any experience of happiness where there are
no body and senses. We are observing that to experience
happiness body and senses are required. No one will
desire for Moksha, which does not give any happiness.
Giving up al themeans of happinesswhich areavailable
in this life, no balanced seeker will go after Moksha
where there is no happiness. This is the essence of
objections of the first sutra.

The first sutra begins as an answer to al these
objections.

| 3% STITAT TRATARTET 3% 1)
“Om! Athaato Brahmajijnaasaa Om!”

Theword“Om’ (31/) and “ Brahman” (&) describe
the Lord possessing infinite qualities. It isneither Jeeva
nor inanimate objects that are going to be discussed in
the Shaastra. This text is meant to discuss about the
supreme Brahman. An entity which is full of infinite
attributes, iscalled supreme Brahman. Thusthis Shaastra
dealswith Brahman who isunknown and isdistinctively
different from Jeevas.

Only if supreme Brahman isnot different fromthe
self, there may be some scope for previous objection
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that there is no object to be known from this Shaastra
sinceweknow the self always. But the Upanishads have
emphasized that the knowabl e object from the Shaastra
isonly supreme Brahman whoisfull of infinite attributes.
Thereis no room for any objection to accept that ever-
new Paramaatmaa can be the subject of the Shaastrafor
two reasons : 1) Heisentirely different from Jeevaas-s
who are limited. And 2) the perfect knowledge of
Paramaatmaa has not obtained so far. The objection that
this Shaastra does not have a purpose is also incorrect.
We can attain the great Purushhaartha that is Moksha
through the knowledge of Brahman who is possessing
infinite qualities. The seekers achieve Saakshaatkaara by
knowledge of Brahman, through that they earn His
Supreme Grace, which aloneleadsthemto Moksha. The
Lord who isthe causefor Samsaaraisalso the causefor
liberation, only through His blessings Jiivas will be
liberated from Samsaara. After getting the knowledge of
Brahman our devotion for Him increases substantially.
When the devotion reachesitspeak, Jiivaaswill earn His
complete grace. This leads them to Moksha. The
realization of Brahman isessentia to reach that level of
devotion. When wedirectly perceive any object wewill
develop increased love for that. We cannot love any
object, whichisnot experienced but just heard. Therefore
to achievereal devotion direct perception of theLordis
essential. To perceive the Lord directly one should
constantly meditate on the form of the Lord. This
meditation is possible only when the object is properly

18

known through critical analysis and discussions. Thus
discussions, meditation, direct perception, supreme
devotion and grace are the sequential meansfor Moksha.
Thereforeto attain M okshadiscussion and enquiry into,
who is possessing all attributes is essential. Vedas
repeatedly declarethat M okshaisimpossiblewithout the
grace of the Lord. Though it is stated in some passages
of the Vedaasthat one can get Mokshaby ritualistic acts,
they will not be direct meansfor Moksha. By ritualistic
acts the purity of the mind is achieved which helps to
acquireinturn knowledge, meditation, direct perception,
grace and Moksha. Hencethe discussion of Brahmanis
very essential to obtain liberation.

Need of Grace of God

Whereisthe need for graceto attain Moksha? Can
we not attain that by knowledge alone? Having got into
illusion that heisthe body and without proper knowledge
of the self one getsattachment and aversion for the object
which are agreeable and non-agreeable to the body,
respectively. We engage in the various activities of the
world dueto thisattachment and hat-redness. Thisresults
in merits and demerits. Because of that we got into the
cycleof birth and death, and sorrow and joy. We can get
out of thiswhirlpool of illusion by thereal knowledge of
the self. By the knowledge that one is not the body, he
knowsthat he has no relation with the objects, which are
agreeable and non-agreeableto the body. Hence after this
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realization, where is the room for attachments or
aversion?Hewill not get engaged in any activitiesof the
world once heisfree from attachment and hat-redness.
Thereforehewill not commit any new meritsor demerits.
He exhausts the merits and demerits of the past by
experiencing in this life itself. Devoid of merits and
demerits, the self does not get into the new bondage of
worldly life. He getsrid of the bondage of life, when his
present body istotally deteriorated. Then will he not be
liberated permanently fromthissorrowful life? Why does
one require the blessings of the Lord and need to pray
God, possessed al attributesfor thisprocessthat occurs
naturally? There is an old saying, why does the river
require anyone’s permission to flow down the mountain?
Why should we strive for the grace of God when it is
possible for us to get Moksha by our own self-
knowledge? Thus some philosophersrai se objections. We
get answer for this problem when we deeply analyzethe
real causefor our bondage of worldly life. Let usaccept
that we have got into thischain of troublesinlifedueto
illusion that he is the body, which occurs because of
absence of proper knowledge of the self. But we haveto
carefully examine how theignorance, whichisthe cause
for al these troubles, came into existence. We have to
examine how the self “Aatmaa’ (TTeAT) who is the
embodiment of knowledge from the beginninglesstime,
got into delusion. Can the darkness cover thelight? How
did the self who isnothing but knowledge got entangled
inthewhirlpool of world of illusion? Thereforewe have
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to accept some beginningless “Anaadi” (3112) entity
which coversthedivinelight of the self “ Aatma’ (3TTeHT)
asthelid concealsthelight. That is called conceal ment
of “PrakRiti” (3%fd)Because of this“ PrakRiti” the self
Is unable to experience his own consciousness and
blissful form. The great power of God has an important
role behind this concealment of this“PrkRiti” Without
the support of conscious entity nothing can be done by
Insentient object a one. Hence we haveto depend onthe
graceof theLord whoisthegreat power of consciousness
to get rid of concealment of “PrakRiti” whichisbeyond

our capacity.

Evenif thechild hasan orangeinitshand it cannot
enjoy it. Thechild can enjoy that fruit only whenitsskin
is removed by the mother. Similarly the Jeevas are
conscious blissful forms. We cannot experience our own
bliss, unless the concealment of PrakRiti is destroyed
by God for that we have to depend on the mercy of God.
Without the grace of God, we cannot realize our own self
nor experience our own bliss. For that reason we haveto
depend on the grace of God.

How can eventhe grace of God destroy the bondage
of PrakRiti asit isbeginningless? Such a question does
arise. Space and souls are also beginningless. They do
not have destruction at all. If the bondage of PrakRiti can
be destroyed even though it is beginningless, why not
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space and souls, which are also beginningless get
destroyed? Such an objection also does arise. But for an
object to remain indestructibl e beginninglessnessis not
the only reason. All born objects need to be destroyed
immediately. The cloths and pots remain for a longer
period though they are born. But they get destroyed only
when the cause of destruction is available. Pot will be
broken whenitishit. Cloth getsburnt when we set fireto
it. The grace of God and His knowledge, which are
instruments of destruction, take place why not the
beginninglessobj ects be destroyed by them?Itisageneral
rulethat an object, which iseither born or beginningless,
gets destroyed when the cause of destruction exists.
Darkness, though it is thousands of years old gets
destroyed in afraction of asecond when light comesin.
Similarly the bondage of PrakRit, whichisbeginningless
can be destroyed by the direct perception and grace of
God. Thereisabsolutely no problem at all.

Only thetheory of Shree Madhvacharyagivessuch
a great importance for the grace of God. All other
philosophers have established that M okshais attainable
only by the knowledge. The knowledge aone is not
sufficient to get rid off the concealment of PrakRiti which
istheroot causefor bondage. Shree Madhvacharya has
established that itisonly grace of God, which can destroy
thebondage of PrakRit. If knowledge aonegivesMoksha
the Jiivan-M uktaas, theliberated souls, cannot beavailable
intheworld. All philosophers have accepted that some
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realized souls who have gained perfect knowledge are
still guiding theworld through their knowledge of truth.
If Mokshaisavailableonly by knowledge, why not these
Jiivan-Muktaas are liberated soon after they got
realization? Why delay for their liberation?

giu=sTiar A1 = oo fRRar W

Pumicchadheenatano cet vilambaH kim kRito bhaveth?

Thusif realized soulsareliberated soon after their
direct perception of the Lord there will not be any link
between the world and realized souls. They will not be
available to share their experience after they perceive
God directly. They will disappear from usimmediately
after they realize. Wewill haveto get teachingsonly from
the ignorant who have not realized Brahman. Thus all
philosophical teachings become hollow. They may not
have the basis of experience. Therefore the realization
alone is not the cause for Moksha. It is only after the
direct perception the real spiritual pursuits begin. A
devoteewho has perceived God directly will be engaged
intensively in devotional acts. He will also give the
message of thereality totheworld. Hewill play therole
of bridge between God and His devotees. Hewill attain
Moksha when his spiritual pursuit is completed and
become a great blessed-soul of the Lord. Till thenthe
Jivanmuktas play therole of mediatorsfor the devotees
of God to make contact with the Lord. In thisway the
M okshacan be attained by the grace of God only, solves
all philosophical problems.
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Thustheword ‘atah’ inthe Brahmasutraindicates
that the discussion of Brahman should be conducted to
attain Moksha through knowledge, meditation, direct
perception and grace.

If bondageisred, the grace of God will berequired
to get rid of that. But the bondage itself is an illusion.
Dueto ignorance Jiiva has superimposed on himself all
sorrows and joy. The knowledge alone is sufficient to
destroy theillusion. Nobody’s graceisrequired. By the
knowledgeaonetheillusory world destroyed, just asthe
illusion of snake in rope gets destroyed when one
recognizestheropeasarope. Thereforeto attain Moksha
there is absolutely no need of grace of God. This
objection is also resolved by the Lord Veda- Vyaasa by
using theword ‘ atah’ (31:) in thefirst Brahmsutra. This
bondage of Samsaaraisnot illusory. Wemay have many
illusions in this world. But the body, mind senses,
knowledge, sorrow, pleasure and PrakRiti, which arethe
cause for illusion by covering the self, are not unreal.
The grace of God is required to get rid of this real
bondage of life. Thisiswhat isimplied by theword* atah”
(31:) meaning therefore. Hence we have to discuss,
meditate and realizethe Lord.

VedaasproveBrahman:

To conduct logical discussion of Brahman, some
basic proof isrequired. No object can be determined by
logic alone. The discussion of Brahman means to
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determine the meaning and purport of scriptures, which
arevalid, by usinglogic. A question arisesastowhichis
the valid text to be used as a base for the discussions of

Brahman? Thisis answered by theword “Om” (3TRD)in
thesutra. Om-Kaaraistheabridged form of al the Vedaas.

Theinterpretation of Om-Kaarawhich consists of
three letters ‘g, u, and m’ (31,3,#)is called ‘ VyaahRiti
which consistsof threewords. Thewordsof ‘ VyaahRiti’
(;rgf)- bhuuH, (3:) bhuvaH () and swaH (&)
describethe Lord alone. Theword bhuuH means perfect.
The meaning of bhuvaH iscreator. Another meaning of

‘bhuvaH’ (=) is supreme entity endowed with richness
(Bhuthi (m’ﬁ) means glory and vara means supreme
entity). Theword ‘swaH’ (&:)saysthat Brahmanisfull
of blissand joy. The'* Gayatri Mantral (Fi=fta=n)which

consistsof threewords, istheinterpretation of VyahRiti,
describe the qualities of Brahman. There is a popular

belief that “ Gayatri (FTEEfT) describes the Godess Devi
or the Sun God”. But the Gayatri Mantra also describes
ShreeNarayanaonly. Thewordssuch as* Savitaa (®far)
and ‘BhargaH’ (38T:) inthe* Gayatri’ ("Tit) describethe
qualities of God. Theword ‘Bharga’ () describe two
gualitiesthat are‘ Bharana (3¥T) and ‘ Gamana’ (TH+).
Since He is the protector of the world He is called
‘Bharan’ (3%UT). Also asheknowsthewholeuniverseHe
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iscalled Gamana . Hence Heiscalled ‘ Bharga (3t). He

is called  Savitaa (®fs@T) since He is the creator of the
world. “We meditate on thedivineand al pervading form
of God, whoisthe God of Gods. L et him propel our noble
thoughts’. This is the meaning of Gayatri Mantra.
Purushasuuktaisthe expansion of Gayatri. If Gayatri has
three Paadaas, the Purushasuuktahasthreedivisons. The

“Purusha (38%) who isdescribed in Purushasuuktaisthe
Lord done. SinceHeisfull Heiscalled“ Purusha’ (3&9).
The body, which is abode of Gods and Jiivais called
“Purd (30) since God ispervading in al thebodiesHeis

called Purusha. He alone is the knowable object in the
Purushasuukta. All the Vedaas are expansion of this

‘Purushasuukta’ ({&9¥). Three Vedaas are the

interpretation of three divisions of Purushasuukta. Thus
the supreme Brahman, who is described by Om-Kaara

(3TEW), isonly described by VyahRiti (FATEf), Gayatri
(=), Purushasuukta and all the Vedaas which are

interpretations of Om-Kaara (31/$M). These Vedaas are
supreme valid means of knowledge of God.
BrahmaSuutraas are meant to interpret Vedaaslogically.

This is what is indicated by letter ‘Om’ (3I/) in the
BrahmaSuutra (S&RE).
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Analysisof K aryataavaada: * (FHdTE1E)

Some Meemaamsakaas object that Brahman
cannot be discussed by Vedaas. Their arguments are as
follows: They accept that any sentence should
communi cate some action implying some doing or going.
If the sentence does not involve any instruction, the
sentence will not prompt the listener to act. We use the
sentences only for the purpose of some instruction.
Where action is not involved one need not make any
directive statement. In the beginning children get the
meaning of the words only when the sentence is of
instructional nature. When the elderly people order the
young using statementslike* bring the book” , “ drink the
water”, etc., the young follows the instructions
accordingly. A boy, observing all these actions,
understands the meaning for such sentences. For
example, when elderly people instruct the young., “ eat
thisfruit”, the young one eats the fruit. A boy who has
observed thisaction understands the meaning of theword
of fruit. Thusachild learnsthe meaning of thewordsby
only observing the action. Therefore all the statements
primarily instruct some action. But action alone cannot

* According to Meemaamsakaas there are two types of statements:
1.The statements of facts, which describe the objects asthey
exist without implying any action. These are called
Siddhavaakyaas.

2.The statements of commandments which are injunctions
persuading thethelistenersto act and involveimperative and
potential moods. Theseare called K aaryaparavaakyaas.
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be instructed. We will have to instruct any action in
relation to some definitive object. If there is no water,
how can it bebrought? Therefore, “tieup thecow”, “ drink
the water”, such instructional statements have to point
out objectsaso. Thushow can vedaas primarily expound
Brahman independently, since Brahman is not action-
oriented? Therefore Brahman cannot be discussed by
Vedaas. Thisisthe objection raised by Meemaamsakaas

(HwmEsn).

Asan answer to thisobjection, Shree VedaVyaasa
used theword “ Atah” (31%:). Thereisno suchrulethat any
word should involve action. It can givethe meaning of a
definitive object. A child need not betaught the meaning
of the words by instructing action alone. We can teach
the meaning of thewords, wherethe objectsarein front
of us, such asfather, mother, sugar, fruitsetc. Thisisthe
eas est method to teach the meaning of thewordsfor the
childintheprimary stage. Itisnot practical for achildto
remember thewords of the elderly peopletill theyoung
one does his job. Instead one can show the directly
perceived objects and teach the meaning of the associated
words. Therefore it is incorrect to say that the words
should only be action oriented.

What does“Kaarya’ () mean?Let usexamine
it. The object, which is involved in action, cannot be
“Kaarya’. Many people take alcohal. It is evident of
action. But nobody saysitis*Kaarya’. Drinking alcohol
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isconsidered as“ Akaarya’ (37M™). Therefore an object
which is instrument for happiness is called “Kaarya’.
Because drinking of alcohol results in an undesirable
effectsitisconsidered as“ Akaarya’ (not to bedone). In
thisview, though God doesnot involve any action, Heis
most desirable and provider of benefitslike Moksha. (He
is Parameshtaand ishTasaadhaka). Therefore He should
be considered as “Kaarya’. Even the instructive
statements of Vedaas, which prescribe any object, declare
only objects, which cause beneficial effects, “Do
sandhyavandana (¥=a1a+3=¥)” means doing sandhya-
vandanawhichisacausefor beneficial effects. Therefore

thereis no objection for Vedaasto describe God who is
the cause for all benefitsfor humans.

If “isTassadhana’ (388T), action that resultsin

desired effects, is considered as “Kaarya’ (F1), the
impossible actions such as bringing moon to the earth
and going to the heaveninthevery samebody canaso be
considered as “Kaarya’. They are also isTasaadhana-
sisTassadhana’ (3¥8™9). we make efforts only after
knowing that some thing is “Kaarya’. Let one make
attempt in such impossible actions. Such objections may
ariseinthisinterpretation of “Kaarya’.

But for anyone to make attempt to achieve the
god, theknowledgethat itis“Kaarya’ or meansto achieve
beneficial effectsisnot sufficient. Though we know so

many things as “Kaarya” we will not make efforts in
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achievingit. Thedesirethat wewill get some benefit by
doing somecertain actionisasorequired. Alsowewould
not be interested in any action when we have afeeling
that the object is impossible to achieve though it is a
means of beneficial effects. “Dothis’ by this statement
we will know that “thisisisTasaadhana” (388T6+). The
statements “Do this’ points out only that much. We
should decide by using our discretion whether it is
possible or impossible. One need not betaught separately
whether it is achievable or not. Therefore all the
instructional Vedic statements point out only
isTasaadhana. But people make efforts after thorough
examination whether it is possible to achieve it or not.
Godwhois* Siddhavastu” (feg=q) doesnot get involved
in our action. But heisvery much the meansto achieve
beneficial effects. He himself is the means of
“ Parameshhta’ (7#H¥) because we get all the important
object in life including Moksha which is supreme
desirable goal of life. God himself is prime desirable
object for * Ekaanta Bhaktars (Thi=a=hT:). Pleasureisnot
desired by usfor another benefit. That itself isdesirable
god. Similarly ‘ EkantaBhakta-s' do not love God for the
sake of Moksha. They desire Mokshafor the sake of God.
God aone is their prime desirable object. Moksha is
meant for them to reach God and not God for attaining
Moksha Thus God Himself isTa (3¥) desirablefor some

devoteesand “isTassadhana’ for other devotees. We can
enjoy completejoy by realising the Lord. We get engaged
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inspiritua pursuitsfor realization of God. The scriptures
point out the L ord as prime knowable object. They instruct
religious acts, which are helpful for realization of God.
Thisaloneisthereal purport of Vedaas.

What is the purpose of the statements of facts
which just reveal the objectsasthey are? By thisneither
‘pravRitti’ nor ‘nivRitti’ takes place. This kind of
objection is also not correct. The purpose of any
statements is not only ‘pravRitti and nivRitti’(!F{ﬁr,

A9 that is* making effortsto achieve some desirable
objects and making efforts to avoid some undesirable
objects, respectively.

The statement will be purposeful by describing an
object, whichisdesirable. When thefather isintroduced
to the son who got separated from his father, he feels
extremely happy. Similarly al thevirtuous seekers, having
given up al the sensuous objects, are eagerly waiting to
perceive the Lord desperately, who is the father of the
world. Asthe trustworthy relative the Vedaas describe
theLord to the seekers. The seekersfee extremely happy
as the son feeling very happy about the information of
hisfather. Thenthey begin all spiritual pursuitstorealize
God. They get engaged in meditation. You cannot seethe
reflection of the sun in disturbed water. We can see the
reflection only in pure and still water. Similarly God
cannot be reflected in polluted mind. We can meditate
on God only with apure mind. Only for the purity of mind,



31

Vedaas have prescribed religious acts. ThusKarma-sare
meant for the knowledge of God. They are not the prime
subject of the Vedaas. Vedaas disclose the Lord for
‘Ekaantabhaktas' likethefather tothechild. Andfor the
rest of the devotees God is described in the Vedaas to
attain supreme bliss. The devotees, who are sufferingin
different waysin thisworldly life and want to get rid of
these troubles, desire for Moksha, which is nothing but
experience of total bliss. Vedaas teach that God alone
can give Moksha when He is pleased. They describe
different religious actsto achieve realization and grace
of God. Thus in the Vedaas God aone is described
primarily as the prime knowable object and the
description of all Karma-sis secondary.

Even if we accept that Vedaas instruct only
Kaaryaasand do not describeany other objectsof ‘ sddha
(objects of fact) thereisno problem for Vedaasto teach
about the Lord. Aswe have aready explained that Vedaas
haveto mention other objectswhileinstructing “ Kaarya’
when Vedaas prescribeto pour gheeinthe sacrificia fire,
it has to mention about fire and ghee aso. Or else the
entire action becomesincomplete. Instead of gheeinthe
fire something el se hasto be offered somewhere. There
it should be accepted that those Vedi ¢ statementsexplain
other objects also along with the action. When Vedaas
are instructing the Kriyaas such as discussion and
meditation of Brahman, it hasto explain what Brahman
is. For meditation or contemplation the existence of the
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object isnot necessary. It can even be done by imagining
theobject. Thereforeevenif Vedaastak about Upaasanaas
they need not haveto explain Brahman. Thisisabaseless
objection. Inthat casefor Meemaamsakaa sthefireand
‘havis (gfa)(objects of offering to the fire) which are
componentsof sacrifice, cannot be established. Canthey
not sacrifice imagining such objects? Thus there is no
objection for Vedaas to describe Brahman either
primarily or along with the action.

Validity of Vedaas:

Another doubt ariseswhenit isinstructed that the
discussion of Brahman should be conducted onthebasis
of Vedaas. “Pratyaksha” (9e9%) direct percption and

“ Anumana (3TgdT)” logic arethe only two valid means

of knowledge. “ Shabda’ (Fr=%)isnot at all valid means of
knowledge. Dueto appropriate contact between objects
and senses, knowledge is derived from sense-organs.
There is no contact between objects and senses. If
‘shabda (3r=%) (sound) is present in the space objects
exist somewhere. When there is no proper contact
between them, how isit possiblefor the knowledgeto be
derived from the Shabda-s? Thus when ‘ Shabda' (31=2)
itself is not ‘PramaaNa’ or source of knowledge, how
can Vedawhichistheform of Shabdabecome PramaaNa?
Therefore why should we discuss anything that is
mentioned in the Vedaas? This doubt is also cleared by

theword ‘ AtaH’ (314%:) inthe Suutra. Like Pratyakshaand
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Anumaana(Logic) ‘ Shabda isalsoaPramaaNai.e. valid.
We have experienced of knowledge derived from
‘Shabda-s'. We a so experienced that the objects of that
knowledge arereal. Sometimeswe may get illusion due
to defects. We get erroneous knowledge even from
Pratyaksha (3e@%0) and Logic. Yet if they are accepted as

PramaaNaas (THTUTT), why not ‘Shabda’ be a
PramaaNa?lt is also incorrect to say that there is no
contact between the words and objects they indicate.
Eventhey can havelink. Weinfer fire by perceiving the
smoke in the space above the hill. We aso deduce the
occurrence of rain on the hill by perceiving the flood
down the hill. This is what is called * Yukti’ (Ff®).
Therefore there need not be any contact between the
smokeinthe space above and thefireonthehill. But the
invariable concomitance of fire with the smoke is
established. Smilarly shabdaand itsobjectsdo have some
kind of natural relation. The sanskrit words, which are
beginningless, have such a natural contact with their
objects. Thisiscalled ‘ Padashakti’ (¥e31ih), theintrinsic
power of the word. Even in other languages the words
have such power which are made. Hence like Pratyaksha
and logic, Shabdaisalso aPramaaNa.

If words have natural power of describing the
objects, then why don’t we understand the objects after
we hear thewords? Why isthat only those who havethe
prior knowledge of the objects of the words can
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understand when they hear them. Just as the fire burns
even thosewho do not know its power, words should a so
givethe meaning to thosewho do not havethe knowledge
of power of the words. Some may ask such questions.
We can give many examplesin thisregard. Though we
have eye and ear we need not get the knowledge of colour
and sound always. The knowledge of fire need occure
just because smoke exists. The knowledge occurs only
when the appropriate contact between the sense organs
and their objects takes place. To know the fire the
presence of smoke is not is not sufficient. We should
perceive the smoke. Also we should know the
concomitant relationship between the smoke and fire.
For any knowledgeto take place different rulesarethere
in different situations. Henceit isnot correct to say that
some one should get knowledge as soon as we hear the
words, unlikein the case of fire burning without having
its knowledge. Only when we know the ‘ Arthashakti’
(3rIATRRR) (the capacity to give the meaning) inthewords
we will get knowledge of the objects. Any cause has a
natural power to produce the effects. As the worldly
objects have different natural power we are ableto see
different variety of effects. Similarly words also have
natural power. It will be proved later that Vedaas are
* Apourushheya (sTar&) (not composed by any human).
All thewordsin the Vedaas have such natural power. A
person who knowsthat power, Vedaas disclosethemselves
to him. Similarly the Sanskrit language, which is
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beginningless has natural ‘Arthashakti’ subsequently
different languages of theworld that are born at different
times indicate objects using word symbols, made by a
man. The born languages are expressing their meanings
by symbolswhereas the beginningless Sankrit language
gives the meaning of the objects by its own power. As
the Vedaas are not composed either by any human or God,
the*arthashakti’ inthosewordsit also natural and isnot
symbol made by God. By knowing that power one should
recognize the meaning of the Vedaas. It is not right to
deny natural Power of thewordsonly, whenit isaccepted
that all the other physical objectshavethat natural power.

“PraamaaNyam SwataH” (Validity isNatural)
(FTHTTTETEE)

The question may arise even if Shabda is
PrammalNa, how can we decide that Vedais Valid? The
answer isvery simple. To determine any PramaaNa as
valid, one does not require any other base.
“ Saakshi” (AT¥T) alone when it compreh the knowledge
also recognizesthevalidity of that knowledge. Every time
to know thevalidity one need not analyze or exerciseany
logic. While we are traveling, we do not get any doubt
about the house, tree and plantsthat we perceive. When
we buy anew cloth in the shop, we do not get any doubt
whether itiscloth or not. Wewill not be ableto recognize
thevalidity of theknowledge only whenthereisaspecia
featurethat negatesthe knowledge. Otherwisewerequire
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some logic to determine the validity of the knowledge
and some other logic to determinethevalidity of thefirst
logic,- thus endless regression. Therefore it should be
accepted that we can determinethevalidity of knowledge
when it is recognized by Saakshi. Hence we need not
search for any proof to determine the validity of the
Vedaas. I thissystem isfollowed an objection may arise
naturally that no knowledge in the world can be

‘ ApramaaNa (3THT). Evenillusory perception of smoke
inthewater or the delusion that thereisno God, can also
be‘PramaaNaas . If ‘ saakshi’ alonerecognizesthevalidity
of every knowledge, why not theillusory perceptionsare
not valid? But thereissome method to separate pramaaNa
from ApramaaNa(319HmT). The knowledge derived from
defective sense organs, logic and vaakyaasisnot valid,
Saakshi does not recognizethevalidity of the knowledge
derived from defective means because it can be negated
by a contradictory knowledge. Theillusory knowledge
of snake in the rope occurs due to similarities between
theropeand the snake. Thisisnot ‘ PramaaNa'. Itisonly
illusory knowledge. When proper examination is
conducted the knowledge of the snakeis negated by the
contradictory knowledgethat it is not snake. Therefore

‘Saakshi’ does not recognize the validity of that

knowledge. There is no room for any doubt regarding
Vedaas. Vedaas are regarded as ‘ Apourushheyaa-s

(suTEd). |f anything composed by human, there can be
errors due to defects in his mind. There cannot be any
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chance for such defectsin the Vedaas since they are not
at all composed by any human. Hence thereis no room
for any doubt of invalidity of the Vedaas.

Non-Human Author ship of Vedas: (SRTIm&HT)

Wemay get somedoubt asto why we should accept
that Vedaas are not composed by any human. The
followersof Vedaas and even some philosopherswho do
not follow Vedaas, generally accept super sensuous
entitiessuch as‘dharma , *adharma’, heaven, hell etc. On
what basi swe should know these super sensuous entities?
Itisnot possibleto know ‘ dharma and‘ adharma’ by only
logic. Without arriving at any conclusion, inthe disputes
of arguments and counter-arguments one may only get
confused with the help of logic, though we can provethe
existence of dharma or adharma as cause for happiness
and unhappiness and the differencesin the personalities
of the beings, we cannot get specific information only
throughlogic. It can be known only through the scriptures
and the words of the wise. But it is also impossible to
believewhoisrealized and whoisnot. Thereare severa
different schools of thought and different religious
traditions. Every follower of his school of thought
believes that his profounder of his school of thought is
only arealized soul. All the doctrines of these schools
are not uniform and consistent. If that is the case how
can we know who thereally realized souls are and who
have genuine concernsto preach thetruth to the seekers.
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How can we decide that these profounders of different
doctrinesare not having natural human weaknesses? Thus
without any basiswe havetoimagineal thequalifications
required to preach the truth on some person. Instead of
this, is it not easy method to accept that Vedaas are
Apourashheya-s? Can we not know the dharmasfromthe
Vedaas accepting that they are written by Omniscient
God? One may question why should we make a new
concept for Vedaasthat they are not composed by anyone?
Is not God a new imagination? How is the presence of
Omniscient God, whoistheregulator of all theactivities
of theworld without having any physical body, isproved?
If one can believe such God, why should anyone hesitate
to believe that Vedaas are not composed by anyone? In
reality God isalso established only by Vedaasjust asthe
super sensuous entitieslike dharmaand adharma. Hence
only after Vedaas are established as PramaalNaas, we can
prove the presence of God by Vedaas only. If that isthe
case, how canweknow that Vedaas are PramaaNabecause
they areauthored by the Lord, when the existence of Him
itself is not proved before? Only when we accept that
Vedaas are Apourushheyaas we can get answer to all
guestions.

Who has written Vedaas? and when were they
written? No answer is available still now. Veda itself
declaresthat Vedas- are beginningless. According to the
tradition also it isbelieved that Vedaas are being recited
whichwereaready existing. If thereisan author for such



39

a great text like Veda, is it possible for Vaidikaas or
followers of Vedaas to forget him? It is not possible to
believethat thefollowersof Vedaas, who have maintained
meter, intonation and sequence without any error, have
forgotten the author. Thuswhen it isimpossibleto know
Dharma(:#) and Adharma(3n¥) through the advice of
any founder of doctrine, there is no other way than to
accept Vedaas as apourushheyaand accept religiousand
spiritual truths discussed in the Vedaas.

The super-sensuousreligious and spiritual truths
themselves are imaginary. We do not accept entities,
which arebeyond our direct perception. Theatheism may
argue that there is no necessity of accepting
* Apourusheya PramaaNa (3T9T&uT J919T) to establish the
super sensuous entities. But ancient philosophers such
as Bouddhas, Jains, Sankhyaas, Meemaamsaka:s €tc.,
though they have not accepted God, they have admitted
Dharma, Adharmaheaven and hell which arebeyond sense
perception. We will explain thisin detail later when we
will analize atheism, that social system is impossible
without Dharmaand Adharma.

L et usexaminethisfrom the another angle. How
can we conclude that there are no Dharma or Adharma.
By Pratyaksha (3e9%0), it is not possible to prove or
disprovean entity, whichisbeyond direct perception. We

have to decide through nose only whether an entity has
fragrance or not. Isit possiblethrough an eye? Thusisit
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possi ble to determinethat Dharmaand Adharma, which
have been accepted by al philosophers as super sensuous
entities, are not therejust becausethey are not perceived?
The senses can recogni ze the absence of the objectswhich
are appropriate for perception by the respective senses.
It is beyond the capacity of the Pratyakshato prove or
disprove the super sensuous entities such as God,
righteousness etc. Hence it is not possible to know by
Pratyakshathe absence of God, Dharma, etc., though they
arenot perceived. Attempts haveto be madeto disprove
them only by logic. But logic alone cannot determine
them. We cannot confirm that super sensuous entities
are not at all there, just because they are not perceived
by our sensesfor the following reasons:

1) Many Vedic and Avaidic(3/@f@®) philosophers are
firmly establishing the existence of super sensuous
objects.

2) Several enlightened souls are saying that they have
perceived them.

3) Objects are perceived by one sense that are not
perceived by the other.

In thissituation one can get doubt whether Dharma
isthere or not. But he cannot determine that Dharmais
not there. Ultimately to conclude this issue one has to
depend on somevalid proof. We have aready explained
that other than Apourushheya Veda no other means of
knowledge can clear this doubt. Thisworld isvast and
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wonderful. It isbeyond our limited direct perception. To
get the knowledge of super sensuous entities, we haveto
admit that Vedais*“ Apourushheya’ and valid means of
knowledge. Theaim of thisBrahma-Suutraisto determine
the meaning of the Vedaas.

Themethod of knowing the meaning of a statement:

There are also disputesin terms of the methods of
how astatement convey the given meaning. In asentence
each word conveys specific meaning on an individual
basis. How will we get the comprehensive knowledge
combining meanings of all words? For example a
sentence that ‘beautiful flowers are blossomed in a
creeper’, hasafew words. From each word we remember
their specific meaning. Only when we comprehend the
interrel ation and the meanings of al words, we can derive
comprehensive knowledge from the full sentence. The
above sentence does not have such word, whichindicates
theinterrelation between the meanings of all thewords.
If wordsin the sentence convey their respective meanings
individually, how can weknow their interrelation? This
isacomplicated question, which hasto be answered by
all philosophers.

Some argue that when words convey their
meaningsthey convey their interrelationship aso. When
that relationisknown by asingleword, whereisthe need
of other wordsin that sentence? How can we decide that
among all words in a sentence, which specific word
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conveystherelations between therest of thewords? This
objection will arisein thistheory.

In reality, the word does not give the meaning of
that object alone. When aword conveysthe meaning of
an object, it indicates specific character of that object
also. Along with that it also indicates the relation with
other objects in a general manner. When that word is
connected with the other words, the specific relation of
the object will be revealed in detail. Thus we derive
comprehensive knowledge form the sentence when those
wordsconvey,

a. themeaning of eachword,
b. general relation between the meaningsand
c. comprehensiverelation among all the meanings.

Other philosophers argue that words convey only
the meanings of the objects. When these objects are
grasped through the use of the words and memory, they
indicate their relationships also. Thisisalso incorrect.

We regard the means of correct knowledge as
‘PramaaNaas’ Pratyaksha(¥eT), Yukti(3fth), and Shabda

(31=%) are regarded as PramaaNaas since we get proper
knowledge from them. If relation of objectsisconveyed
by objects aloneinstead of Shabda, they should also be
regarded as PramaaNaas. But no one acceptsthe objects,
whichareknown by words, asPramaaNaas. Itiseveryone's
experience that as soon as we hear a sentence we
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understand the contents and their relations at the same
time. Itisimpossiblethat the contents alone convey their
mutual relations.

Those who argue that it is only the objects that
areindicating their relations givethefollowing example.
We perceive vaguely somewhite object at adistance. We
also hear the sounds of horse-steps. By these two, the
hearing of soundsand seeing the vagueimage of an object,
wederivethe knowledgethat awhite horseisrunning at
adistance. They give this as an example to prove their
theory that it isonly objects, which indicate their mutual
relationships. Asamatter of fact it isnot only the objects
which givetheknowledge. Asweinfer fireby perceiving
smoke, thisaso isakind of logic. That an expression
that ‘awhitehorseisrunning’ isnothing but an inference
deduced by the combination of perception of the two,
sound and vague form. According to this theory, either
the mere objects or the objects that are grasped through
thewords, give comprehensiveknowledge, which consists
of therelation among the objects. But the above example,
however, does not suite thetheory.

According to abovetheory, memory of the objects
through the words and the knowledge of their mutual
relationship through the objects occur. Thus one has to
accept different powersfor wordsand for objects. Instead
of accepting these two separate powers, isit not proper
to accept asingle power for theword by which it conveys
the meaning of the objectsaswell astheinterrelationship
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among them? We understand the meaning as soon aswe
hear the words. When we hear the word ‘cloth’

immediately we comprehend the object. We also
understand that object not as a mere object. We
comprehend the object with its related action and
attributes. Wewill be eager to know that relationship. If
theword ‘cloth’ is associated with another word ‘blue’

then it conveysthe comprehens ve knowledge of an object
along with itsattributes due to association with the other
word. Thus aword conveys the object and its genera

relationship. When we use another word the same first
word conveysthe specific relationship in detail. Thisis
everyone sexperience. Therefore asthereisno problem
to derive knowledge from the sentences, we can accept
Veda, whichisintheform of sentences, as Apourushheya

PramaaNa (s1ar&s 3umoT) (valid source of knowledge).

Onthebasisof valid PramaaNaas such as Vedaas,
we have to discuss supreme Brahman, who is full of
infinite qualitiesfor hisrealization and grace, to achieve

M oksha (|T#).
Vishnu isBrahman:

The supreme Brahman isVishnu only. Beforethis
BrahmaSuutra (I##[3M), in the end part of
‘ Daiveemeemaamsa (FHATED), “ SaVishNurahaHi” (&
faworE &) isthe Suutra (8) that indicates Heisindeed
Vishnu. The same VishNu (=) isreferred by theword
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Brahman and discussion about Him is established. All

thewords such asVishNu, Brahmaand Narayana (ATaer)
are synonymswhich convey the same object whichisfull
of infinite qualities.

When the meaning of word “Brahman” (&) is
perfect, theword “Vishnu” also conveysthe meaning that
heisall pervadinginal thethreeperiodsof timeand all
space. Hence both the words give same meaning. ‘ Ara
(31) meansdefectsand ‘ Naara (AT:) means attributes.
Hence ‘Narayana means one who is possessed all the
gualities. Thereforetheword ‘ Brahman’ means Vishnu
or Narayana. Theenquiry into Vishnu only isinstructed
in BrahmaSuutra

In the popular ‘Narayanasuukta' (TRIAITHTHR)
“tadeva Brahma Paramam Kaveenaam” (A9 & T

Fai) thus Narayanaaloneis called supreme Brahman.

Whereisthe proof that it isNarayanawho isreferred as
supreme Brahman? Such a question may arise. This

‘Suutral () ispopular as* Narayanasuuktal’ (TREUREH).
Thereforeto mention other than Narayanain this* suukta

becomes irrelevant. In the beginning of this suukta
(§h)a so “ ambhasyapaare bhuvanasyamadhye naskasya
pRishhTemahato mahiiyaan” (ST TR 3[ae 7o TTReT

Ty HEAT 7EAH) Narayanaisreferred as* samudrashaayii”
(&H=2mET) and is described as supreme Brahman.
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Narayana alone is popular as ‘samudrashaayii’ in the
PuraaNaas. (TUoT)  AmbhralNisuuktal (3RJIfiER) also
says “Yam Kaamaye tam tamugram kRiNomi, tam
BrahmaNam”, (3 F @ T3 FOT1W) that isthe Godess
ambhraNi (s/yefied), whoiscalled Laxmi Devi andis

the mother of theworld, gives Brahma, Rudra (¥%) and
other gods their respective status. But NaaryaNaisHer
Lord who isdescribed as* Jalashaayi”. Thereforeif any
God is described as ‘Jalashaayi’ in the Vedaas and
UpanishadsHe should beregarded asVishhnu only. Hence
thereisno doubt that itisVshhNu aonewhoisreferred
here as supreme Brahman. More over this suukta
mentions some glories which are exclusive qualities of
Vishhnu” which are not seen in other Gods. Hence
Vishhnu aloneisregarded as Brahman.

TheFour Meaningsof ‘Atah Shabda’ (31 2Ts2):

The first Suutra means that we should discuss
about the supreme Brahman. Theword‘ ataH’ (31%:) inthe
Suutrameanstherequired qualificationsand meritsfor a
seeker to discuss about Brahman. After attaining the
gualifications such as devotion, detachment and
scholarship, one has to study deeply to understand the
Lord and Hisrelated glories. Theword ‘ ataH(31:) inthe
Suutra conveys the benefit of discussions and answers
theobjectionsraised againgt it. * AtaH’ means*“ therefore’.
Itsimplied four meaningsare:
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1.Moksha (#T#T) can be attained through the
discussion of supreme Brahman ‘Therefore’ the
discussions about the supreme Brahman should be
conducted to achieve the benefit of Moksha. We should
get perfect knowledge of God which helpsto contemplate
on Him. Through contempl ation we can perceivetheLord
directly. This perception leads to supreme devotion to
the Lord, which in turn secures His supreme grace, by
which Mokshacan be attained.

2.Thebondageof thelifeisreal. ‘ Therefore’ to get
rid of this Samsaara(d8R) one has to conduct the
discussion of Brahman. If this Samsaara(cycleof births
and deaths) isillusory it would have been negated by the
real knowledge of the truth. For that no grace of God is
required. Just asthe mercy of officialsisrequired to get
released from a jail, God's grace is required for the
redemption of jiiva-s(sfaT:) from this Samsaara. For that,
knowledgeisessential. To get the knowledge, discussion
of Brahman hasto be conducted.

3.Any statement has the capacity to convey the
meaning of object (siddha Vastu, (ff &) without
involving any action.) ‘ Therefore', discussion should be
conducted on supreme Brahman on the basis of Vedaas.
If all the* PramaaNa Vakyaas (JRTIETET)convey the
meaning of objects, which involve some action, then
Vedaas cannot convey the meaning of Brahman. But there
isnosuchrulethat ‘PramaaNaVakyaas should instruct
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only ‘Kaarya'. Any ‘Vaakya (1) can become valid
means of knowledge by declaring ‘ishhTa or ‘ishhTa
Saadhana whetheritis‘kaarya or ‘akkaryad . Therefore
on the basis of Vedaa-s, there is no objection to discuss
about the Lord, who isthe most beloved of seekers.

4.Vedaisavalid meansof knowledge. ‘ Therefore’
we should discuss about supreme Brahman. It would be
meaninglessto discussabout Brahman, if Vedaisinvaid.
But Vedaisalsovalid just as Pratyakshaor Yukti. Words
do not convey only their respective meanings. They
become PramaaNa by conveying comprehensive
knowledge, which involves the mutual relationships
among the objects. To know thevalidity of * Shabda’ one
does not require another ‘PramaaNa when it is not
negated, and when there is no defect, one can easily
determinethevalidity. AsVedais' apourushheya there
isno room for any defects that can arise due to human
authorship. There is no proof for any contradictions.
‘Thereore’ Vedaisvalid. Hence we need to discussthe
Veda. Itisvery necessary.

These are al the meanings for the word ‘ataH’.
How doweget al these meaningsfromtheword ‘ ataH’ ?
the Lord Narayana who wrote BrahmaSuutra in his
incarnation of Veda-Vyaasa, also written* Brahmatarka
whichisan exhaustive ‘tarkaShaastra .(theory of Logic).
This Brahmatarka being supreme PramaaNais entirely
different from the avail able ‘tarkaShaastra’. Shri Veda-
Vyaasa has abridged Brahmatarka before he wrote
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BrahmaSuutra. It isasupportivelimb for BrahmaSuutra.
All explanationsdiscussed withreferenceto ‘ ataH’ shabda
arementioned in Brahmatarkain moredetail. What Shree
Veda-Vyaasahasexplained elaborately in Brahmatarka,
He has condensed it by theword *ataH’ and established
in the first Suutra that the discussion of Brahman is
essential.

TheWorld IsNot Unreal:

Somehaveinterpreted thefirst Suutra’ Om! Athato
Brahma Jijnaasaa Om” asit indicates that this worldly
bondage and the external world are unreal (mithyaa).
According to their view there is no Brahman different
from the self ‘Aatmaa’. The self, which is everlasting
luminous entity itself isBrahman. When we havethe self
realization always, where isthe need for the discussion
of Brahman? Yet thosewho areinthe state of * Samsaaral
have not realized the nature of the self. Thereal nature of
theself is*NirgunNa and ‘ nirvisheshha' that iswithout
attributes, qualities and undifferentiated entity. In this
world of Samsaara, whatever we experience such as
pleasure, pain, ignorance and knowledge, are not real.
They arejust illusory. Thediscussion of Vedantaismeant
to realize the self without any such attributes. If this
Samsaarathat we are experiencing isreal and since we
have the knowledge of thereal nature of the self, why do
we need to discuss about Brahman? Such aquestion may
arise. The‘aatmaa’ self isabsolutely different fromwhat
we experience at present. Only when our perception and
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experience are unreal, we get convinced that the
discussion of the self ‘ aatmaa’ isessential. Thereforefor
‘Brahmavicaara to bejustifiable, one hasto accept that
all the attributes in the self are not there and the entire
‘Samsaard isunredl.

The * Shaastra (&) scripture declares that the
knowledge of Brahman destroys the Samsaara. If the
Samsaara is real how can it be destroyed by the
knowledge. We mistake theropefor the snake. Whenwe
get proper knowledge of the rope, the snake which
disappearsisnot real. Thedream-world, which disappears
soon after we are awakened, is not real. It is only the
illusory entitiesthat get destroyed when real knowledge
occurs. Along with the ignorance all its products also
disappear. Therefore the Samsaarawhichisdestroyed by
the realization of Brahman is ‘Mithyaa (f&=T) or the
product of the ignorance. Thus to account for both (1)
the desolation of Samsaaraa which is the purpose of
Shaastra and (2) the self (3TTeAT) which is described in
the scriptures, Samsaaraa should be accepted as

unreal (f&r=t) only.

Those who argue that the world is unreal on the
basis of Suutragive one more reason.

Thegoal of thescripturesis Advaitha (31) only.
Theentire Shaastrais meant to teach theidentity between

jiiva(sfiar) and Brahman. If thisworldisreal, we haveto
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accept a God who is omniscient and omnipotent as the
creator of this world. We aso know how weak and
ignorant we are. Then we may recognizethat Advaitais
absolutely absurd when Jiivaand Brahman are having such
very contradictory attributes. No one will be interested
in such a Shaastrawhich is quite a contradictory to the
experience. Then what isthe purpose of the Shaastrato
teach identity between jiivaand Brahman? The apparently
contradicting attributes like omni science, omnipotence,
limited knowledge and power etc; are meaningless. It will
be possibleto establish Advaitawhen theworld and the
mutually contradictory attributes of jiivaand Brahman
areunred . Because of the above mentioned threereasons,
someview that theworld isindeed unreal and that isthe
only the essence of thefirst Suutra.

But thisis not correct. The knowledge aoneis
not the direct causefor the destruction of Samsaara. For
the destruction of Samsaara one hasto gain the grace of
God through His knowledge. This Samsaara cannot be
unreal even if we accept that the entities, which disappear
dueto knowledge, areunreal, just asthedreamworldin
the awakened state. The Samsaara from which we get
released through knowledge due to grace of God, it can
be real just as the jail from which one gets released.
Therefore just because Samsaara gets destroyed due to
knowledge of Brahman, thisworldly bondage need not
be unreal. We haveto examine one more aspect. Thereis
no such rulethat whichever isdestroyed by knowledgeis
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unreal. Visiting sacred placesdestroysthesin. Isthissin
unreal? We suffer from poison due to snakebite.
Meditation of Garuda (1%2) destroys this real poison.
(Garuda, the bird which is used as vehicle of Lord
Vishhnu) Meditation means the perception of apicture
in the mind due to the impressions of an object. Thisis
also akind of knowledge. Thereare several examplesto
establish that even a real entity can be destroyed by
knowledge. Thereforeit is not correct to prove that the
worldisunreal using such weak arguments.

Just to establish that Advaitaaloneisthe purport of
the scriptures it is also incorrect (@) to deny all the
attributes in the self, which are experienced, and (b)
designating them as illusory and (c) discarding all the
statementsin the Vedaas and PuraalN aa-S(TaeTTi=) which
declare that God alone, who is full of attributes, is
knowable in al the scriptures. Holding the view that
Advaita is supreme doctrine and is the essence of the
Shaastraas(FMEATIT) and proving that the entireworld is
unreal in order to establish that all the contradictory
gualities of jiivaand supreme Brahman are unreal, are
similar to lying to support another lie. Thereisno proof
to establish theidentity of jiivaand Brahman. It hasbeen
explained in another part as it is contradicting all the
pramaaNaas (THTUT). Therefore to say that thisworld
isunreal andto provetheidentity of jiilvaand Brahmanis

similar to a house built on the sand which collapses
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easily. It will be described in detail later why it is not
correct to say that thisworld isunreal.

Il 3 STHTEIRT I 32 ||
“Om! Janmaadyasya YataH Om!”

It has been established in thefirst Suutra(¥) that

discussion of Shree Hari(*fgf) who is the supreme
Brahman hasto be conducted. It isnot possibleto discuss
about Brahman without knowing who He is among the
infinite number of conscious entities. We can recognize
any object through its specific qualities. Werecognizea
man by looking at his features such as hands, legs etc.
These are called particular features (&&19T) of an object.
This Suutra indicates Brahman as creator, sustainer,
destroyer of the world and give of knowledge and

liberation (&) etc.

We have already explained that theword Brahman
means full of attributes. Brahman could have been
recognized by establishing theinfinitenessashisquality,
whichisindicated by theword ‘ Brahman'. But to find out
who possesses all attributes is also difficult just as
identifying the Lord among all conscious entitiesin the
world. We cannot identify that by direct perception. But
it is not difficult to identify the Lord as creator and
sustainer of the world. We can observe some creator
behind every object that isborn. Thisworld with such a
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systematic state of order cannot be created accidentally.
Therefore we can deduce that there is a creator of this
world. In addition, even the Vedaas have described the
creator of the Universe. Thus on the basis of logic and
Vedaas we can easily identify the creator of the world.
Even though the Vedaas describe the Lord possessing all
the qualities, adisturbing doubt may arise whether itis
possible for the existence of such transcendental entity
with full of qualities and which never has been seen?
Based on common experience we can deduce that there
must be a creator of thisworld just asthereisacreator
behind every creative object. Having established that there
isacreator, one can deduce that He must be possessing
infinitequaitiesand powerstoinsurethat al theactivities
in the world are being performed systematically. Since
we can easily understand the creator and sustainer of this
world, onthebasisof this, we can aso know that Hemust
be full of attributes to become the creator of the

Universe. Therefore Shree Veda Vyaasa (3t 38=am@) has

indicated the essential qualities (#¥°T) of the Lord as
creator, sustainer, etc., of theworld.

The Suutra (S¥HTEIET I<:) has described the
Brahman asthe creator of thisworld to answer one more
objection. The word ‘ Brahman’ has another dictionary
meaning asjiiva. Instead of accepting (a) that the meaning
of theword Brahman asthe onewith full of qualities, and
(b) that Heisdifferent from us, why should we not accept
themeaning of jiivafor theword Brahman and therefore
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provideameaning for the* Suutra that an enquiry of jiiva
hasto be conducted. Though jiivaiswell knownto us, we
do not have absol ute clear knowledge about him. Hence
the discussion of jiiva is not irrelevant. Instead of
accepting a new conscious entity, which is full of
gualities, and subscribing this meaning to the word
Brahman, it is easier to accept that the word Brahman
means Jiiva. Jiiva is self-evident. Even the dictionary
meaning of jiivafor theword Brahmanispopular. There
isno need for any new imagination. Therefore the first
Suutra does not indicate that inquiry of the Lord,
possessing all the qualities has been answered by the
second Suutra. When vedic statements ‘ tad Brahma' (A

&) ‘tad vijijnaasaswa (@ fRfSEmEninstruct to conduct
theinquireinto Brahman, they includethat the Brahman
isthe creator, sustainer etc of theworld by stating “ Yatova
imaani bhuutaani jaayante, enajaataani jiivanti.” (FaT T
AT AT FE | 3 ST i) is it possible to
account these qualificationsto jiiva? It is very obvious
that jiivawho has limited power is not the creator and
sustainer of the world. Thus when we examine other
statements of the Vedaas it is very clear that the Vedic
statementsdo not instruct theinquireof jiiva. They only
instruct usthat we haveto discussabout Brahmanwhois
full of attributes and who is qualified to be the creator,
sustainer, etc: of the world. To teach this the second
Suutra has answered an objection of the Brahman.
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Vishhnu IsTheMeaning For All Vedic Words:

From Vedic statements we have to know that the
Lord isthe creator of thisworld with the help of logic.
But we may get confused when we come across different
Vedic statements. Some Vedic statements say that
HiraNya Garbha (f&tv@ni) is the creator of thisworld.
‘HiraNyaGarbhaH Samavartataagre’ (fRTvaimni; quadanD).
Some say that liberationisthrough the meditation of Lord
Shiva‘eko rudraH nadvitiiyaayatasthe' (Tahi#g: 1 fadEm
&), ‘Jnatvaa Shivam Shantim atyantameti’ (FTea it
fea¥ sTe=adid). Thereforeit will bedifficult to decide

onthebasisof Vedathat Vishhnu aloneisthe creator of
thisworld. Vedaitself has answered this objection. The

Vedic Mantra, “ Yo Devaanam NaamachaEkaEva (ar<ami
AT TR @), declaresthat Vishhnuisonewho ishaving
names of all the other Gods. He is popular as
‘Padmanaabha’ (339T) i.e. who hasthelotusthat exists

at Hisnavel and that sustainsthewholeworld. ‘ Naamaani
SarvaaNi Yamaavishanti, tam Vai Vishhnum

Paramamudaaharanthi’ (AT FET{oT FHTfRTIw | & o fae]

TN |) clearly saysthat Vishhnu aoneisprimarily
described by all words of Vedaas (32T:)

By the above statement the Veda has resolved a
great philosophical riddle. Lord Vishhnu isdescribed as
superior and worshipped by Brahmaa, Rudra, and other
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Godsin Vedaas, Upani shads, M ahaabhaarata,(AgM™TR)
Geetha(3ftaT) and other valid means of knowledge ().
In some passages of scriptures, BrahmaRudraand other
gods are a so described as supreme entities. How can we
accommodate these conflicting statements? Thisisthe
problem in the philosophical field. Both Brahma and
Shivahaveto be supreme beings. At the sametimethey
haveto be subordinateto the L ord Vishhnu. How can Veda
become valid means of knowledge when it says
conflicting statements? Such adoubt may be haunting the
minds of the seekers. Shree M addvaachaarya( >t wam=m)
alone has shown a compromising path. Gods such as
Brahma, Rudraand othersare always subordinateto the
Lord. Also thewords such asBrahma, Rudra, etc., inthe
Vedaas and Upani shads describe primarily Vishhnu aone
asasupreme being. Though there are so many demigods,
thereisonly asingle supremeentity whichisreferred by
al the namesof al the Gods. That entity isthe Lord Sri
Hari alone. When Brahma or Rudra is described as
supreme being, one hasto understand that itisthe Lord
Vishhnu who isindicated as the supreme entity. When
Vedaas say that Brahma, Rudraand other Godsareborn
in the beginning of the creation then only these names
refer demi-gods other than Vishhnu. Thus Shree
Maddwaachaarya has accommodated all the apparent
conflicting Vedic statementswith the help of other Vedic
and PouraaNic (YRIfUr) statements.
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Asitisalready established onthe basisof Vedaas
that al the names of the Gods describe Lord Vishhnu
alone, the same cannot be accounted using other Gods.
Against this statement some scriptures may state that
other Gods arethe causefor creation and other activities
of the world. The Veda is supreme valid means of
knowledge sinceit is* apourushheya (Non authored by
any human). Hencewhatever issaid against itinthe other
scriptures cannot be accepted. The ‘PuraaNa-s that
contradict Vedaas cannot be regarded as ‘ PramaaNaas
vaid.

Thereare statementsin the Vedaas which apparently
state that even the Lord Vishhnu wasborn. How can the
Lord Vishhnu who is subjected to the defects of birth,
etc., be the cause for the creation and sustenance of the
world? This objection is also not correct. Whatever is
apparently said in the Vedaas cannot beregarded astheir
real meaning. Such statement should be interpreted in
accordance with the knowledge of the purport of the
Vedaas. The goal of the Vedaasisto givedivineblissto
the all-virtuous seekers, by releasing them from this
beginning-lessbondage of life. Jiivashaveto securethe
grace of the Lord to get liberated from this sorrowful
life. Hence Vedaas will be purposeful only when they
teach themethod to attain thisgrace. For that Vedaasteach
thejiiva-stheinfinite attributes of the Lord. By thisjiiva
swill develop special devotion for theLord and receive
the blessings of the Lord which lead them to Moksha. If
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VedaasindicatethedefectsintheLord, it will haveadverse
effectsto devel op devotion. The Vedaas cannot describe
anything, which will be against their goal. Thereforeall
the Vedaas are meant to praisethe attributes of the Lord.
The Vedaas cannot point out any flaw inthe Lord. Such
statements haveto beinterpreted in accordance with the
purport of the Vedaas which is conducive to devotion.
Therefore the doctrine of attribute-less God and His
identity withjiiva-sisagainst the devotion and so againgt
thegoal of the Vedaas. Henceit can be determined that it
isnot acceptableto the Vedaas.

Thelntrinsic Character of Brahman:

Arethe auspicious attributes of Brahman, which
are described as the intrinsic character of Brahman in
the Vedaas, identical with Him or different from Him?
This question has to be examined. If they are different
from Brahman they become extrinsic (transient). But the
attributes of Brahman cannot be extrinsic, becauseif they
are different from conscious entity of God they should
beinanimate. Itisnot correct to admit inanimate attributes
inthe conscious entity. Therefore we should accept that
theattributes of the L ord being inseparablefrom Brahman
areidentical with Him. Aswe cannot separate sweetness
from sugar and effulgencefrom light, we cannot separate
the attributes of the Lord from Him. Therefore all these
attributes being conscious entitiesareintrinsic qualities.

These are caled intrinsic characters (Swaruupa
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LakshaNa) (&=&=4aeer) by the philosophers. We
recognize a house with its particular form and design.
We can identify an individual with its color, form and
movement. They are intrinsic and inseparable with the
objects. When we recognize a house with itsflag, trees
and plantsin front of the house and when we identify a
person with his external dress and ornaments, these are

regarded as indicative definition (tatastha lakshhaNa,)

(qEeeRvT) since they are external and are not intrinsic
with the nature of the objects. The Lord’s creator-ship
and sustainer-ship of theworld arethe powerswhich are
the cause for the modifications of the world such as
creation, sustenance and destruction. These powersare
inseparable and intrinsic nature of the Lord. Hence all
those attributes are the swaruupalakshhaNaas

But some philosophersdo not agreewiththis. The
L ord does not have any intrinsic attributes or qualities.
He is attribute-less. Therefore the creator-ship of the
worldisjustillusory. Itisnotintrinsic quality of Brahman.
However the author of BrahmaSuutrahasalso writtenthe
Bhagavata (MWTEI) text which is acceptable to al as
‘PramaaNa . In that He has described the meditation
which can befollowed by usasamodel. It clearly says
“Brahmaakhyam asyodbhavaadi hetubhiH swalakshane”

(T AR : T that is the Lord's
creator-ship of thisworld is ‘ swalakshhaNa' (¥=Te5&oT)
meaning ‘ swaruupalakshhalNa' intrinsic quality. Therefore
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itisincorrect to say that the Lord is attribute-lesswhen
it is established that all the qualities and attributes are
intrinsic nature of the Lord.

In additiontheidentity of jiivaand Brahmanisnot
at all acceptable to Suutra. We have to understand the
purposeof describing the‘lakshhaNa' (e&T)of an object.
When apersonisdescribed by alakshaNaasthe onewho
has hands and | egs but does not have atail, it helpsusto
identify aman different from another animal. The purpose
of lakshhaNa isto identify an object as different from

others. By pointing out the power to create, sustain, etc.,
thisworld asthe‘lakshhaNa of theLord, whichisabsent
in sentient and insentient entities, it isproved that Heis

different from them. Even Shree Shankaraachaarya (4t
;=) while interpreting this Suutra, ‘it is only
omniscient and omnipotent Lord who could create this
world. Itisimpossible even to think that such acreation

ispossible by inanimate PrakRiti (s@ﬁ) or jiivawho has
limited knowledge and power according to Saankhya
(@A1§) school of thought.” By this*lakshhaNa whichis
not applicable to jiiva and jaDa (S1¥) (sentient and
insentient entity) he has shown amethod to identify the
Lord as entirely different from them. Hence the Suutra
Isquite against thetheory of ni rguNa(ﬁﬁﬂT) and Advaita.

Some have tried to interpret this Suutra without
affecting thedoctrine of Advaita. The supreme Brahman

62

IS not the cause for the creation and sustenance of the

world. Itis‘ maayaa (A1) dlonewhichisresponsiblefor
all activities of the world. Brahman is locus for this
‘maayaa whichisinexplicable (31fRa=+iT). Brahman does
not have any doer-ship or any power or any atribute. These
areall illusory dueto ‘maayaa’ . The Suutraisinterpreted
asBrahmanisthelocusfor maayaawhichisprimordial

cause of thisworld. The subject whether this world or
the attributes of Brahman areimaginary dueto ‘ maayaa

or real will be discussed separately in thisbook. Wewill

keep thistopic aside for now. When Suutraclearly says
that Brahman is the creator of this world, where is the
need of interpreting by stretching the imagination to
provide a difficult meaning? Instead of forcing the
interpretation to suite their theory, why should we not
accept sincerely the direct meaning of the Suutra? Thus
the Suutra clearly establishes that Brahman is not
attribute-lessand isentirely different from animate and
inanimateworld.

| $% AT 32 1)
“Om! Shaastrayonitvaat Om!”

That the Lord Vishhnu (=) aloneisthe creator,
sustainer, etc., of the world is established by all the
Vedaas. But it isalso declared by the scriptures authored
by the Lord Shiva, (R) HiraNyagarbha (f&xoani) etc
that Gods such as Shiva, HiraNyagarbhaand others are
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the causefor all the activities of the world. The seekers
have attained so many worldly benefits by performing
ritualistic activities prescribed in those scriptures. Hence
we cannot ignore these scripturestreating themasinvalid
since these scriptures have been established as
PramaaNaas regarding perceptual aspects. Onthe same
basis, they also haveto berecognized asvalidinrelation
to God who created thisworld, and other super sensual
aspectslike Dharmaand Adharmaetc. Therefore should
we not accept other Gods as the creators of this world
according to those scriptures? Hence how can we decide
that the Lord Vishnu aone is the creator of this world
and only His inquire has to be conducted? This third

AdhikaraNa (sT#eT) answers such objections.

We have to surrender to the Vedaas only to
determine as to who is the creator of thisworld? Other
than Vedaas by no other means of knowledge we can know
the creator of thisworld who is beyond our perception.
We cannot know the creator of thisworld through other
scriptures written by different great authors. When the
validity of those scriptures itself is questionable, how
can we determinethe creator of thisworld through them?
It might be true that the social benefits are obtained by
performing ritualistic acts prescribed by them. At the
same time there are also some instances where desired
benefits are not secured even when those religious acts
are performed. Because at timesthefruitsof actionsare
obtained accidentally, evenif onegainsresultsfromthese
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rituals can that make those scriptures invalid?
Furthermore because of omissions and commissions
during the ritual acts, at times we cannot achieve the
desired benefits. Therefore even if the results are not
accomplished, still will those scripturesbe‘ PramaaNaas?
Thusiit is difficult to confirm their validity under this
confused state. In addition to thisthese scripturesdeclare
mutual conflicting statements. If some scripture
establishesthe supremacy of the Lord Shiva, some other
scriptures declare the Lord Ganapati, (3ToTqfd) the Sun

God or Goddess Durgaa @jﬁ) as the supreme beings.
Many a time we accomplish our desired results by
following these scriptures. Hence we get confused which
scripture should be accepted and which one should be
rejected. Thereforewe haveto enquiry thetruth only on
the basisof Vedaas. We might not have attained thefruits
prescribed in the Vedaas on severa occasions. But wedo
not get any doubt about the validity of the Vedafor the
reasons already explained that it s
“apourushheya (3TITEY). Henceit isnot subjected to any
human errors. We will get doubt about the qualification
of an unknown ordinary doctor when the disease is not
cured. Even when the medicines are taken according to
the prescription of a doctor, who is well known as an
expert, if diseaseisnot cured then wewill conclude that
the patient has not followed the diet. Similarly when
resultsare not got from the scriptureswhere the validity
is not confirmed, we will not get confidence of its
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validity. But the validity of the Vedaas cannot be
guestioned even if the desired fruits of the actions are
not obtained after performing theritual actsasprescribed
by the Vedaas, since they are beyond the defects asthey
are apourushheyas. We will have to attribute the non-
achieving the fruits to the omissions and commissions
of the performer also. Therefore as the other scriptures
have not reached the status of the VVedaaswe cannot decide
the creator of the world through them.

L ogic Alone Cannot Be The Proof:

Why should we know the creator of thisworld only
from the Vedaas? Can we not know Himwith the help of
logic? Just as pot, cloth and other created objects are
made by some human being, thisUniversealsoiscreated
by some conscious entity. We may feel that thereis no
need of the Vedaasto establish this. But we cannot decide
the creator of thisworld, who is super sensuous, only on
thebasis of thelogic. Thereisascopeinthe*tarka ()
for different imaginations. We are observingintheworld
that for any creation of any object a physical body is
essential. Therefore we can aso argue that there cannot
be a creator of this world since He does not have any
physica body. Asmany peoplejoining together can build
the house, why thisworld isnot created by many? Why
should we accept that there is only a single creator for
thisworld. We can observe every human being i s subject
to ignorance and inefficiency in different ways. So we
can aso arguethat the creator of thisworld not necessarily
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be an omniscient and omnipotent. Thusthereisascope
for different types of logic. Hence it cannot be decided
only on the basis of logic that there is a creator of this
world and that Heisomniscient. Whenthe Vedawhichis
‘apourushheya establishestheexistenceof thelL ord, the
logic gives full support, but logic alone cannot prove
anything. Thereforeit isonly through the Vedaas one has
to know the Lord Vishhnu, who isthe supreme Brahman,
asthe creator of theworld. Hence an enquiry of Him has
to be conducted. This is established by this Suutra

‘ shastraynoitvaat’ (3 STt $%). This Suutrameans
Shaastra(IMEA) alone is the proof regarding the creator
of thisworld.

Themeaning of theword ‘Shaastrayoni’(?{rrﬁﬁﬁ):

Thereare different views about the meaning of this
Suutra. Some philosophers haveinterpreted that supreme
Brahman is the author of the scriptures (&), All the
Vedaas are born from Him. But there is no need of
explaining that here. When it is said that supreme
Brahman isthe creator of thisentireworld, one need not
explain separately that He isthe author of the Shaastra,
whichisapart of theworld. If theLord haswrittenal the
Shaastraas, which deal with al the objects, He should be
omniscient only. To explain His omniscience, it issaid
that He is the creator of all the Shaastraas. This
explanation also is not right. Even to create thisworld,
He has to know everything in the world. Against this



67

background of Aagama (3T"™) why should wenot assume
from the Vedaas that instead of the Lord Vishhnu even
the other Gods can be the creators of thisworld? Asan
answer to this objection, the next Suutra (aphorism)
beginsas:

|| $ T FHe=ETq 3 1*
“Omtattu samanvayaat Om”

We should not confirm that the apparent meaning
of the Vedaisthe real meaning. In addition, we should
not confirm the meaning of the Vedaon the basis of other
scriptures written by different personalities. The real
meaning of the Veda should be understood through the
Vedaonly. After examining and analyzing the statements
before and after we should conclude the meaning of the

*Vedas and apparently contradicting statements their in and
theimportant role of the Brahmasutra- ‘ Tattusamanvayaath’ in
solving the problemsby interpreting them consi stently, harmonioudy
and without any controdiction.

The Vedic philosophersare confronted with many contradicting
statements in the Vedaas which are regarded as non-authored by
any human. Who is the creator of the universe? In the Vedaas
some statements declarethat it is Lord Vishnu while regarding to
some othersit isHiranyagarbhaor Lord Shivaetc. Thereisagain
a fierce controversy with regard to Bheda and Abheda. There
are statements which signify the identity between Brahman and
Jiivaas. That Brahman is distinctly different from the Jiivaas and
the world, and He is the Lord of the universe, is the purport of
some other Vedic statements. Here the confusion is thus further
confounded.
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Veda. In order to understand the meaning of any Vedic
statement one should also refer the contextual statements
that are before and after. The words that are repeatedly
used in that context have to be examined to determine
what they emphasize. This process is called in turn
‘Upakrama (3T ‘ Upasamhara (STER) and * abhyaasal
(3rA™®). The combination of all these processesiscalled
‘taatparyalinga (AT o), sincethey arethe methods

In the Vedaas there are some statements which say that
Brahman is Nirguna, Niraakaara etc; (attributless and formless)
yet some others refute this meaning and say the quite opposite to
that as He is Saguna, Saakaara (with full of qualities and form)
etc. Some say worldisunreal and just superimposed on Brahman.
Again some Vedic texts declare that the world or Prapanchais as
much real as the Brahman. Here again some philosophers are
ableto find somelinesin the Vedaaswhichimply that Brahmanis
not knowable even through the scriptures, and this baffles our
imagination as to why and what is accomplished in the ultimate
analysis by the Vedaas and though it has been accepted as
Apourushheya? | have herein cited only a few examples of
conflicting Vedic texts & statements. There are many such
contradictionsand interpretations by some philosopherswith regard
to the nature of Moksha (Liberation from this miserable life and
enjoyment of eternal bliss) and the means to achieve it. Such
serious contradicting statementsin the various parts of the Vedaas
only add to confusion although the real objective of the Vedaasis
far from such an import. One can say that there cannot be any
scope for any human defect in the Vedaas since they are
Apourushheya. By thisone can dismissall other views opposed to
Veda. But now even Vaidikaas, follewers of Veda are divided
regarding the important topicsin the Vedaas.

This is a great defect which can be technically termed as
Vaakyabheda-doshaii.e. inconsistency in the authentic text. This
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to determine the purport of the Veda. In additionto this
therearethreemore ' taatparyalinga-s (aredfosT:) called

‘gpuurvatel (TEAT), ‘ phala (%) and * upapatti’ (ITi). We

makes me recollect ajoke. A person sends greeting cards to all
hisfriendsand relativesandin all the cardsthe expression “| love
You only” is printed. The meaning of the word ‘only’ loses its
sanctity!

What isthe purpose and useif the Vedaas are Apourushheya
sincethey can beread and understood only by human beingsat all
levels, who areignorant, not infallibleand henceareliableto making
mistakesin learning and finally can arrive at wrong conclusions?
Establishing non-human-authorship of the Vedaas with so much
of logical and effective arguments and analysisis not going to be
fruitful in finding asol ution to this serious problem. Though Vedaas
are conveyed through the word of the mouth uninterruptedly from
time immemorial, they have been made to various conflicting
interpretationsand these have resulted in various disputes among
the Vaidikaas (followers of Vedaas) themselves.

Shree Vedavyaasa the ultimate authority who is virtually
responsiblefor the conveyance of the Vedaasto the humanity and
who authored various scriptures tailored to make seekers
understood the purport of the Vedaas for their well being in this
world, has given usthe Brahmasutrawhich dispel sthe doubts and
confusions. Every earnest student of Vedantha should make it a
point to study every scriptural statement, analytically and
exhaustively, in depth following the recognized clues or marks of
import called ‘ taatparyalingaas whichwill helphimtoarriveat a
clear understanding of the Vedic texts and statements. This has
been pointed out very clearly and effectively in the fourth Sutra,
‘3 O HH-ETG 3# * in Brahmasutra. If the entire Brahmasutra
is resting on the first three Suutraas, the first chapter of
Brahmasutra is developed on the basis of the fourth Suutra ‘3%
o §H-ET 32 ° Hence thisisthe keystone for the whole of the
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have to determine the meaning of the Vedaas by
examining thefollowings:

1) The meaning should have anovelty (sTgar)

2) The meaning should be conducive to obtain the
desired fruit discussed in the Vedaas ().

3) It should be meaningful whenitiscritically examined

by logic (Iuaf).

first chapter of the Brahmasutra. The fourth sutra, the fourth
Adhikarana (topic), the first part (paada) and the first chapter of
Brahmasutra are named as Samanvaya sutra, Samanvaya
Adhikarana, Samanvaya Paada and Samanvaya Adhyaaya
respectively. The nearest translation word for Samanvaya is
‘proper exegetical correlation of variousscriptural texts. Whichever
subject conformed to these ‘taatparya lingaas' only enjoys
importance. Those factos are called

Upakramopasamharau Abhyasopoorvatha Phalam |
Arthavadopapattishcha Lingam Thatparyanirnyell

Shree Vedavyaasa has pointed out that Brahman alone is the
central theme of the Vedaas. Such a conclusion can be arrived
after only by applying samanvaya of the Vedic literature through

application of ‘taatparyalingaas on various Vedic texts.

The proving factors are:
O Upakramaand Upasamhara:

Relevance and consistency should be there between postulate
and conclusion (commencement and end)

O Abhyaasa:

Emphasis of the central topic in different word in and through
the text. (repetaion)
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We should find the inner meaning of the Vedaas
through contextual description through illustrative
example in terms of stories and criticisms of opposing

views. Thisis called ‘arthavaada (31€91@) which is an

O Apoorvatha: (Novelty) ‘ Pramaananthara Avedyathvam’ :

Uniqueness of the subject isthat it is not known through other
means of knowledge and it can be authoritatively determined
finally through Vedasonly.

O Phalam:

The purpose or fruitfulness or benefit of the subject presented
in the text.

O Arthavaada or Stuthi : Glorification: (appreciative or
depreciative statements)

The words of praisein favour of the central theme and words
of censurein favour of ideas opposed to the central topic.

O Upapatti (reason) : Essential meaning arrived at through logical
illustrations and examples.

The first Suutra of Brahmasutra

1) || 3% SrTAT STAfIFTET 3% || describesthe Lord asfull of

infinite qualities and He has to be enquired into throuthout the
Shaastraas.

The second Suutra
2 Il 3 JAHTEE qd: 32 || explains the definitions of

Brahman as He is the creator, sustainer, destroyer, etc; of the
world.

Thethird Suutra

3) Il 3 FMESATETT 3 |l Theenquiry of Brahman hasto

be conducted because He can be known through the Shaastra
alone.
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additional ‘taatparyalinga . We should try to get the
meaning of the Vedaas by using all these seven methods,
but not by our intellectual acrobatics of interpretation.
One cannot tastethe sugar caneby licking it. We can enjoy
thejuiceonly whenitischewed. Similarly when wejust
glance at the Vedaas we cannot get itsreal essence. We
may get it only after proper examination and intense studly.
Thuswhen Vedaisstudied using all these ' taatparyalinga-
s, it will be established that it is only the Lord Shree

Hari (>figft), who isthe supreme Brahman, that has been
primarily described.

To establish that Brahman is the creator of this
world, whereisthe need tojustify that Heisdescribed in
all the Vedaas?isit not sufficient to synthesize only some

The fourth Suutra

4) 1| $ Y HH=IETA 3» || which meansthat Brahman isthe
central theme or topic of all Vedantha Shaastraas.

Without following these steps, how can one settle this great
controversy when different schools of though claim different
themes as central. Unfortunately no author is available to clear
our doubts directly. In philosophical field there are works which
are commented by the authors to emphasis the subject matter.
Hence our traditional Achaaryaas have agreed upon to follow
separate method to arrive at conclusion whenever oneisconfronted
with contradicting views. One has to be faithful to these guiding
factors to determine the correct meaning of the apparantly
conflicting Vedic statements.

A reader can find this classical method used in
Shreemannyaayasudhaasaarain and through the text and enjoy it.
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Vedic statements, which explain the creator of thisworld?
Such a question may arise. The aim of the scripturesis
not only to establish that the Lord is the creator of the
entire universe but also to teach that Heisfull of infinite
gualities. That isHismajor characteristic. If the creator
of thisworldisarrived at by interpreting only afew Vedic
statements, then only afew qualitieswill be established
in Brahman that are mentioned in those statements. To
have the clear knowledge of the infinite qualities in
Brahman, it hasto be accepted that all the Vedaas describe
only theLord. Thisiswhat isexplained by the Suutraby
thewords‘ Sam anvayaat’ (§9 3T=[ATd). Anvaya(+=)
means the seven ‘taatparya linga-s' starting from
‘Upakrama (3T), asdiscussed above. ‘ Sam’ (§]) means
whentheseare properly examined, * Sum’ meaning all the
Vedaas, ‘anvayaat’ (+=a1q) related only totheLord. That
isonly theLordisprimarily describedintheVedaas, ‘ Sam
anvayaat’. (|9 7=a1d) Hencetheindicated meaning of

the Suutra (&) isthat the Lord Shree Hari (*1&f0) isthe
creator of thisworld, possessing infinite qualities.

We haveto face abig challenge when we establish
that the Lord isdescribed in all the Vedaas.

“If aword has to indicate an object the attributes
that areimplied by theword should betherein that object.”
We can call an object asbeautiful if the attribute such as
beauty istherein it. If Brahman is without any quality
and attribute, how can words describe Him? Veda has
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established by * Yato Vaaco nivartante’ (FaT =il fad=d).
That theBrahmanisindescribable ‘avaacya (3W@T=4). The
primary meaning of thewordiscalled ‘ vaachya (aT=a).
Wecall thiscountry whereweliveas‘Bharatha' (W),
The country isvaachyaartha (m=am), primary meaning
of theword Bhaarata (WIid). When we say that Bhaaratha,

(M) (India) has defeated another country, then it means
the peopleof thiscountry. Thismeaning is‘ amukhyaartha

(srgEam™) or lakshyaartha (&) of thisword. ‘Heis

living onthe Gangaa (F18T) meansheliveson the bank of
the river Gangaa. This is another example for
‘lakshyaartha’ (indicative meaning). Thushow canadl the
Vedaas describe Brahman when He cannot be primarily
describable by any word? It islike pushing atumbler idly
(=2&) into the mouth of a patient who is unableto drink

even water. To answer this question the next Suutra
follows.

| 5% EerqeiaTeay 3% |
“Om iikshhater naashabdam Om”

We have to accept that the Lord is descried in all
the Vedaas. All the believers know the Lord in genera
and conduct worship and prayers. The seekershave gained
the special knowledge of God. Eventhe Vedaashave said
that jiiva-sget the knowledge of God. How can weknow
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God?We cannot see Him through our eyes. It hasaready
been explained that the logic cannot establish the Lord
independently since logic can be opposed by counter
arguments. Among the three PramaaNaas such as
Pratyaksha, anumaana and aagama, (direct perception,
logic and scriptures) sincethe Lord cannot be known by
‘pratyaksha and ‘anumaana’, only left is ‘aagama
pramaaNa’ (Y™ Y). Even if the Vedaas cannot
describe Him, how can we know Him? Vedaas have
declared emphatically that the Lord isknowabl e indeed.

Hencewe haveto accept that He can beknown primarily
only through Vedaas.

Brahman IsNot I ndescribable (3191=7) :

Even though the Lord is knowable through the
Vedaas, He need not be necessarily known primarily.
Whenitissaidthat ‘houseisontheriver’, itisunderstood
that ‘itisonthebank of theriver? Similarly the Lord can
be an indicative meaning of the Vedic words. When we
hear any word the meaning which is conveyed
immediately is primary meaning. It is also called
vaachyaartha (Im=am). After observing that the primary
meaning is not relevant, and if another object is
understood related to the first meaning that is called

“amukhaarthal (s/@™) or ‘lakshyaartha . Tothe Lord by

shabda (31=%), He need not be ‘ vaachyaartha (primary
meaning). We can know Himevenif Heis'lakshyaartha
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(indicative meaning). The embodied self dueto Prakriti
(3%fd) and who is possessing attributes is directly
described by thewords. Since Brahmanisbeyond all the
attributes can be known indirectly as Lakshyaartha
through the Vedaas. Thus though the nirguNa Brahman
(ﬁﬁUTEI'ﬂ?D isnot knowable primarily, Hecan beindicated
by the Vedaas. Thisargument isalso not correct. To know
any object implied by theword, one hasto know the object
at some place and time. A person who does not know
either theriver or the river-bank, he cannot understand
any meaning from the word ‘river’. Thus to know the
meaning of theword, the prior knowledge of that object
isessential. To know the Brahman through the words of
the Vedaasin any manner, Hisprior knowledgeisrequired.
But we do not know the Brahman by direct perception.
For aquestion what is the meaning of the words-book,
jar and light-we can answer by pointing out the objects
that are perceivablein front of us. But we cannot answer
aguestion asto who is Brahman or what isthe meaning
of theword *Brahman’ by pointing out Brahman. Heis
beyond of thelogic. Thereforewe haveto use some other
wordsto explain themeaning of theword Brahman. Again
to explain these words we may have to use some other
words. Thuswe haveto usesmply achain of words. But
still we do not get any meaning of thewordsand all this
usage of words becomesawaste.

Therefore all philosophers have adopted some
method to convey the meaning of the new object. It is
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not possi bleto convey the meaning of new objectsusing
single words such as heaven and God, which are not
perceivableby other PramalNa-s. By using different words
which convey the meaning of familiar objects and
indicating interrel ation among them and using acomplete
sentence one needs to instruct others about the new
objects. A question that who is God can be answered by
using acompl ete sentence as ‘ one who isthe creator of
thisworld'. Threewordscan indicatethe popul ar entities,
world, creation and cause. Then by indicating their
interrelationship, the complete sentence that ‘ one who
isthe creator of thisworld is God; givesthe meaning of
theword ‘ God' . * Heaven means the uninterrupted flow
of happiness bereft of any sorrow’. All these bunch of
words by interrelating their meaning indicate that a

particular happiness is heaven. But ‘nirguNa (ﬁﬁﬂT}
Brahman of Advaita (31&@) who is devoid of any
relationship of any object or attributes is not at al a
particular object. Therefore how can acompl ete sentence
describe Him primarily? We have already explained that
asingle word cannot describe an attribute-less entity in
any manner. Hence we should accept that the Vedaas
describe the supreme Brahman who is beyond any
empirical attributesand full of transcendental qualities.
Otherwise no ‘pramaaNa will be available to indicate
the Brahman, and al that is said about the knowledge of
Brahman becomes meaningless. Therefore the Brahman
who isthe subject of knowledge must be knowablefrom
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Vedaas and we have to accept that he is aso primarily
knowablethrough thewords.

An object though it is secondary meaning
*amukhyaartha (3/&m) for some word, it should be

primary meaning ‘ mukhyaartha (5@1&). In asentence
‘thereisahouse on theriver’, the word river, though it
indicates‘ amukhyaartha, that isthe bank of theriver, it
must be (mukhyaartha) primary meaning for the word
‘bank of theriver’. Every nominative word conveysthe
meaning of the object with the help of ‘vaachyavRitti’

(=7 ). There are different degrees of sweetnessin

milk, honey and jaggary (TT%). Wemay not havethewords
to explain them. Still the different words explaining the
different degreesof sweetness, aretherein our old ‘ Paaka

Shaastra’ (4 3T&). Though we are not ableto describe
them with particular words, we have no problem to call
them by a general word 'sweet’. Thereforeit isamere
imagination that thereisan entity whichisattribute-less
and indescribable primarily by any word and it is only
indicated by Vedaas by way of ‘lakshaNaavRitti’

(FWoTET).

It isamethod that is acceptable to al to interpret
Vedaasand Upanishadsusing their primary meaning only.
Scholarshesitate to assign indirect meaning to any single
word. Still they will haveto accept indirect meaning with
achoice, when the direct meaning isdifficult to account.

But Shree Madhvacharya (*ft wam=m) questionswhy there
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IS no hesitation to say that all the words in the Vedaas
only indicatethe Brahman indirectly and not asingleword
describesthe Brahman primarily. Hea so explainsthat it
isnot a al the method of interpretation of Vedaas giving
up the primary meaningsand assigning indirect meanings
to al thewords of the Vedaas.

There are Vedic statements such as‘ yato vaacho
nivartante’ (AT 3= fArd=d), which say that Brahmaniis
indescribable and no word explains Brahman primarily
(through vaachya Vritti) (=T Jf). How can weaccount
such statements? This question remainsto be answered.
But we need to examine on the basis of logic whether
these statements indicate Brahman as primarily
Indescribable entity. The statements such as* yato vaacho
nivartante’ (F4T A= (A=) etc., indicate Brahman by a
word inthe statement. If an entity isindicated by asingle
word it hasto be described by aword primarily at some
place. Thusisit not contradictory that accepting Brahman
as ‘ Vaachyaartha of aword, again denying at the same
moment that Heisnot * Vaachaartha ?. Inthat casewhat is
the real meaning for these statements? The Lord isthe
most wonderful entity. We get stunned whenwe hear His
greatness. We cannot describe Hiswonderful gloriesand
attributesinfull. Heisindescribable. Inthismeaning only
the Vedaas have stated that Brahman isindescribable. But
it does not mean that Heis absolutely not describable.

Those who do not accept the proposition that all
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the words of the Vedaas describe Brahman, who is not
knowablethrough‘ Pratyaksha and Anumaana withthe
‘vaachyavRitti’, have attempted to deny thisin some other
form. Their argument isthat Vedadoes not deal withthe
Brahman who isattribute-less. The supremeBrahmanis
not knowable by the Veda. Veda deals with conscious
entity possessing empirical qualities. It isthisconscious
entity with empirical qualities is only the primarily
knowable entity, by the Veda. But not the supreme
Brahman. The knowable object is called by name
‘aatmaaad . In philosophical terms ‘aatmaa’ means the
Lord. Vedasaysthat by the knowledge of the ‘ aatmaan’
the seekers attain liberation, including the other names

of the Lord such as Vishhnu, Hari, Narayana(ﬁf‘g, N,
«A9T) along with Brahman. By knowing the ‘ aatmaaa
possessing empirical qualitiesthe ‘Moksha cannot be
attained. Veda also says that ‘ tamaivekam jaanatha
aatmaanam anyaa vaaco vimunchatha'. (q8& A=
STTCHT | ST=T AT fag=a) Obtain the knowledge of the

aatmaan, and give up all others. If Aatmaa possessing
empirical qualitiesonly knowablein the Veda, and when
itisalsosaidthat al othershaveto bergected, itimplies
that the supreme Brahman who isbeyond the empirical
gualitiesshould also berejected. Isit possibleto say that
the Lord who is the most desirable should be rejected?
When this statement is analyzed from different angles
we can understand that only the supreme Brahman is
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knowable. Only by His knowledge one can attain
liberation. Therea meaning of the Vedaisthat other than
Brahman every thing hasto be given up. Therefore we
have to accept that all the words in the Veda describe
Brahman primarily (by VaachayavRitti) (=4 ?{ﬁr), since
itisimpossibleto know Him through other than the Veda.

Whenitissaid that other thanthe Lord we haveto
give up all others, we get confused whether we have to
give up even ChathurmukhaBrahma, Rudra(®s) and other
Gods, those who are superior and bless us. Should we
not worship and meditate on them?We haveto definitely
worship other Gods also who are superior and regulate
al the activitiesin theworld being the presiding deities
of the objects of theworld. But thereisonly one supreme
Lord. Heiscalled supreme Brahman. Heisonly called
by the names Vishhnu Narayana (f3=, TRm=T) etc. We
have to worship all other presiding Gods as they are
belonging to His ministry and regulating the worldly
activitiesunder Hiscommand.

There are some more proofsto establish that the
Veda describesthe Lord primarily. Theword ‘ nirguNa
(ﬁﬁﬂT} (attribute-less) is mentioned in some parts of
theVeda Theword‘nirguNa cannot indicatethe conscious
entity or jiivawho hasempirical qualities. Thereforethere
Is no other option than accepting that it is supreme
Brahman alone who isbeyond theempirical qualitiesis
‘vaachyaartha for theword ‘nirguNa’. No dull headed
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will say that theword ‘nirguNa conveysthe meaning of
‘saguNa (|9, In addition it issaid in the Upanishads
‘puurNamevaavashishhyate’ (TRATIRIS) which means

that during ‘ pralaya (3&5%) ‘total desolation’ only puuraNa
entity remainsand al othersget desolved. ‘ saguNa’ entity
cannot have this ‘puurNatva’ (fullness). According to

Advaita(3tsa) terminology, ‘ saguNa’ islimited entity due

to ‘maaya (ArET). Unlimited and attribute-less entity that
Is supreme Brahman alone is full. An object, which is
related to ‘prakRiti’(SI?ﬁ) cannot exist even during
‘pralaya’. Thereforeit isvery clear that the Upanishads
have not described ‘saguNa’ entity as full or complete
which is not dissolved anywhere during ‘pralaya’. Itis
very obviousthat it meant only supreme Brahmanwhois
beyond even PrakRiti. Veda is describing the Lord by
words*‘nirguNa ‘PuurNa' etc., which cannot be accounted
by any other consciousentity. Henceit isvery clear that
it is absolutely irrelevant to say that the Lord is not
described anywhereinthe Vedaasby ‘ vaachyavRitti’.

Inreality itisnot right to categorize Brahman as
SaguNaand nirguNa. Thereisno baseto say that basically
pure Brahman becomes saguNa due to the contact of
Maayaa. The pureand complete Brahmanisonly onewho
isbeyond‘ prakRiti’ and who doesnot haveany influence
of ‘Maayaa . Heisa oneby nature omniscient, possessing
all attributesand creator, sustainer etc., of theworld. The

BrahmaSuutra (&) and the Upanishads haveinstructed
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to the enquiry of such Brahman alone. Only by His
knowledge one can attain liberation. Saying that such
supreme Brahman is not described in the Shaastraas and
imagining the‘saguNa Brahmanwho getsinfluenced by
‘maayaa’ astheonewhoisdescribedinthe’Shaastraas
isavery strange and basel essimagination. It isnot right
to imagine basel ess object by giving up natural meaning
of the Vedaas and denying the object, which isproved by
‘PramaaNaas . Thusit will be established without any
conflict that all the words of the Vedaas describe His
gualities primarily since Brahman is full of infinite
attributes.

Examination Of Other Interpretations:

Some interpret this AdhikaraNa(staem) in a
different way. In contrast to the theory that Brahman is
the creator, sustainer etc., Saankyaas (8T§4T:) have

proposed that it is ‘prakRiti’ alone that is the creator,
sustainer etc., of the world. But Upanishads have
described that primordia cause of this world saw and
thought to create this world. The insentient PrakRiti
cannot have the knowledge. Hence it cannot think and
planto createthisworld. The Upanishadshavecalled this
creator of theworld as‘ aatmaaa . The Upanishads also
described that by the knowledge of the creator of this
world, liberation can be attained. Theinanimate PrakRiti
cannot be treated as ‘aatmaaa’. And liberation is
impossible by the knowledge of inanimate entity. For all
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thesereasons, PrakRiti cannot bethe creator of thisworld.
This AdhikaraNa (3Tf%T) establishes that it is the
supreme Brahman alone who is conscious entity, isthe
creator of this world. This is how some interpret this
Suutra

We have no objection regarding thereality of the
theory, which is proposed here. There is no difference
of opinion to say that it is Brahman alone who is
conscious entity, is the creator of thisworld but not the
insentient ‘ PrakRiti’. But it isdifficult to say that these
Suutraas mean to establish thisaspect here. By indicating
‘PrakRiti’ for theword ‘ ashabda’ (3131=2) in the Suutra, it
is interpreted that ‘PrakRiti’ is not described in the
Vedaas. All the philosophershave accepted that * PrakRiti’
isdescribed in all theVedaasand ‘ PuraaNaas'. If that is
the case, how can it be proper to say that it isnot described
inthe Vedaas?

More over it is not so appropriate to refute the
‘prakRit’ of Saankhya's school of thought in thispart

(paada-11). The detailed examination of different schools
of thought is conducted in the second part of the second
chapter of BrahmaSuutra. In that part the Saankhyaa
theory isalso examined. Itisnot relevant to discussitin
thisfirst-part. Animportant question arisesin thiscontext.
It wassaid beforethat al thewords of the Vedaas describe
the Lord primarily since there is no scope for any
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relationship such as ‘ vaachya vaachaka bhaava (ar=4-

FEFRNE) between Brahman and thewords of the Vedaas,
Brahman cannot be described by any word primarily
(vachya VRitti) (3m=a Ffw). Without answering this
guestion how canwe account for all the Vedaas describing
the Lord? Therefore this question hasto be answered at
first. Then only we can answer different questionsrelated
to each statement of the Vedaas asto who isthe creator
of thisworld etc., Answering the objection related to the
consistency of theentire Vedaisonly proper. Inthisback
ground we can understand the specialty of the
interpretation of Shree Madhvacharya.

Instead of saying that all the Vedaas describethe
Lordasfull of infinitequalitiesdirectly (by VaachyavRitti
=7 ), some say that Vedaasindicate nirguNa (fjer)
Brahman indirectly through ‘lakshhaNaa vRitti’ (&t

qﬁr). This has been refuted very strongly by Shree
Madhvachrya. Thereisabsolutely no proof regarding this
nirguNa Brahman (fS7{oT 3&). The ‘nirguNa entity
cannot be an object of experience. Those who accept
NirguNa Brahman have admitted that Heis beyond the
meansof knowledge such as' pratyakshha and ‘ shabda’ .
Their theory isthat ‘ nirguNa Brahman isnot knowable
by any means of knowledge. Why should we establish
the relationship between Vedaasand ‘ nirguNa Brahman
which isbaseless. Theword ‘samanvaya' in the Suutra
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conveystherelationship of primary meaning betweenthe
Vedaasand Brahman. If Brahman istheindirect meaning
of the Vedaas how can we regard it as ‘ samanvaya ? it
would not be ameaningful ‘samanvaya . That the Lord
possessing infinite qualities is described in the Vedaas
and itisonly therea doctrine.

| % TAETHTET 32 1|
“Om! Gati Saamaanyaat Om!”

Vishhnu isdescribed when we examine the known
Vedaasthoroughly, how can we know that the rest of the
Vedaaswhich wehave not come across, describethesame
Lord Vishnu? The Vedaas are infinite. Studying al the
Vedaasisequal to crossing the ocean of desolation. When
that is the case, how can we decide that the Lord is
describedin all the Vedaasjust after studying afew parts
of the Vedaas and without knowing other parts of them?
Such aquestionwill arise. But thereisno scopefor such
adoubt regarding the Vedaas. Vedaisregarded assupreme
means of knowledge and thereis no possibility for any
errorssinceit is SWTEYT (non authored by any human
being). All partsof Vedaasarevalid. Hence there cannot
be conflicting descriptions among the different parts of
the Vedaas. When both the partsarevalid, thereisno scope
for any conflict or difference between them. All the
Vedaas collectively and consistently describein unison
the supremacy of the Lord. It may betruethat Vedaasare
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boundless like an ocean of desolation (o7 §9%). But
the entire ocean isjust a speck in the Lord. Shree Veda
Vaasais an incarnation of such agreat Lord. He said,
“Thereisunison and consi stency among the Vedaas. We
can understand the purport of the unknown Vedaasonthe
basisof known Vedaasthat we have studied.” Hencethere
isno doubt at all. Therest of the Vedaas al so teach about
the Lord similar to the part of the Vedaasthat are known.
Heisknowablefrom all the Vedaas.

Anugraha: H.H. Sri Vishvesha Tirtha Swamij
Sri Pgjavara Adhokshaja Matha, Udupi
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