Complete works of
Dr. K.C. VARADACHARI

{Volume - Six)

VISISTADVAITA-METAPHYSICS,
EPISTEMOLOGY AND PHILOSOPHY




COMPLETE WORKS OF
DR.K.C.VARADACHARI
VOL-VI

VISISTADVAITA- METAPHYSICS,
EPISTEMOLOGY AND PHILOSOPHY



First Edition: April 2001

Price: Rs 250

PUBLISHERS:

SRI RAMCHANDRA PUBLISHERS
4™ FLOOR, LAXMI PLAZA
ENTRECHMENT ROAD

EAST MARREDPALLY
SECUNDERABAD



CONTENTS

The Author

Foreword

I. Meta Physics of Ramanuja’s Sri Bhasya
1. Introduction 1
2. The Theory of Cause 9
3. The Theory of Evolution 38
4. The Theory of Being 65
5. Conclusion 123
6. Appendix 155

II. The Epistemology of Visistadvaita
1. Foreword 171
2. Introduction 176
3. The Theory of Perception 179
4. Intuition and Sruti Pramana 211
5. The Nature of Consciousness 241
6. The Cognitive Relation 263
7. The Problem of Unity 309
8. Brahman- The Highest Unity 347
9. Conclusion 389
10. Visistadvaitic Theory of Perception 395
11. Dreams in the Philosophy of Sri Ramanuja 411
12. Ilusion of Identity of Body and the Self 451
13. Negation in Visistadvaita 461
14. Theism and Illusion 475

III. Logic of the Organic Mind 495

IV Philosophy of Visitadvaita
1. Visistadvaita as a Philosophy of Synthesis 507
2. Visistadvaita as a Philosophy of Religion 533

V Index






PUBLISHERS NOTE

Sri Ramchandra Publishers in its continuing endeavour to
promote books on Philosophy are now proud to present the
Volume VI of the Complete Works of Dr. K.C.Varadachari
dealing with the Metaphysics, Epistemology and Philosophy of
Visistadvaita.

The earlier five volumes have dealt with the Philosophies
of Sri Ramchandra’s Raja Yoga, Vedanta, Vedas, Upanisads,
Nyaya, Samkhya and the Mystico Religious Consciousness of the
Alvars.

The present volume deals with the Metaphysics,
Epistemology and Philosophy of Visistadvaita and is unique for
the fact that such a stupendous scholastic work covering major
tenets of the system has not been undertaken by any other
scholar, though we understand that Prof.P.N.Srinivasachariar the
mentor of Dr.K.C.Varadachari along with Sriman Kapisthalam
Desikachariar were instrumental in inspiriting this great
philosopher to do service to Bhagavad Sri Ramanuja the only
person having the title Bhashyakar. Dr. K.C.Varadachari’s work
in this volume clearly shows us his capacity for being Critically
and Incisively Analytical, Sympathetically Synthesizing, and
integrally instructive all at the same time.

There are various points of view even as the number of
Jivas or individuals. It is common to characterize Visistadvaita as
a philosophy comparable to that of Spinoza and its point of view
as Sub Specie Eternitatis. However Dr. K.C.Varadachari’s view
in these works is more comparable to the Leibnizian point of
view of Monadus Monadum or the view of the Center towards
many Monads located in the concentric circles around the Centre.
This particular approach of Sri Ramchadraji’s in his theory of
Rings about which the readers may find more information



perhaps attracted the Philosopher towards the path of Sri
Ramchandra.

The works in this volume were originally published as far
back as 1928-1944 and some of the reviews hereunder provide us
a glimpse of the huge intellect of Dr. K.C.Varadachari.

“The book under review is a model in lucid exposition of
abstruse and knotty questions of philosophy and does a great
service to Ramanuja’s system of expounding his Theory of
Knowledge and his pratitantra of Sarira-Sariri Bhava — an
Organic body-soul unity — in the language of Western Philosophy
and supporting it by quotations from Western Philosophical
literature, ancient and modern.”

-Sri A.V.Gopalacharya- THE HINDU 12.3.1944

The Pilgrim in its review in Sept.1951 says the following about
his book.

“ Dr. K.C.Varadachari is the foremost of the scholars of
this generation who has undertaken to interpret Ramanuja to a
wider public than Indian. He is a worthy representative of that
school of worthy scholarship, balanced judgment and sincere
endeavour, to know the whole truth”. “A wide familiarity with
the currents of modern Western Philosophy and a critical
scholarship of the literature of Visistadvaita, coupled with a
capacity to weigh justly and conclude wisely makes this book
eminently fit for the modern Philosopher and Theologician.”

Sri. P.N.Srinivasachariar the President of the All-India
Philosophical Congress held at Lahore in 1943 after reading the
works in this volume remarked that “ The book as whole shows
that the writer has Philosophical gifts. We may concede to
Dr.Varadachari’s thesis a real originality as being an examination
of Ramanuja’s Epistemology from a thoroughly modern point of
view and this task was one not only demanding philosophical



competence, but also instructive in regard to the history of
Philosophy. The authors undertaking is instructive and he
displays substantial knowledge of the trend of occidental
philosophy and ingenuity in reinterpreting Ramanuja so as to
present a coherent picture.”

All the above reviews we hope give to the reader a taste
of the richness and depth of the subject concerned in this book
and we do hope that the reader take advantage of the value of the
book.

Sri.K.C.Narayana was a direct student of Philosophy
under Dr. K.C.Varadachari specializing in Visistadvaita and
studied the original texts of the system under his guidance. He
has helped us more particularly in this volume in selecting the
various section of the three books mentioned above and has
edited the volume and has also obliged to give his foreword for
this volume. We sincerely extend our grateful thanks to him and
members of his family for having provided the material for this
publication even as they have done for the previous volumes.

April 2001 R.Radhakrishnan
Hyderabad Sri Ramchandra Publishers
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THE AUTHOR

Dr.K.C.Varadachari was born in a small Agraharam
Village near Tiruchanoor a temple town of Sri. Padmavathi
Ammavaru on 14th August 1902, in the asterism of Moola and
Vrschika Lagna. His father was a resident of Tirupati Town
belonging to a traditional Sri Vaishnavites family. The family
tradition is very ancient and has its origin in the Nallan
Chakravarthy a contemporary and a close disciple of Sri
Bhashyakar Srimad Ramanuja of 11th Century A.D.His great
grand fathers’ grand father came from a village called Karumbur
a village near Kanchi of Lord Varada.

He had his school education in the then Mahant Hindu
High school upto the Matriculation Standard. His contemporaries
in the school include Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan. He did his F.A.
and B.A(hons)from the Christian College, Madras. He had
consistently a distinguished educational career and had he not
opted for B.A.(Hons) Philosophy which in those days was
considered a prestigious course to do he would have been an
Agricultural Scientist as he got admission for B.A(Agri) also. He
was a gold medallist of the Madras University in his
B.A.(Hons).He was a Research Scholar of the Madras University
and later a Research Fellow of the Andhra University then
located at Guntur. He joined the Christian College as a Lecturer
in Philosophy. His first book Metaphysics of Sri Ramanujas’
Sribhashya was published before he did his Ph.D. He married in
1926 from the distinguished family of Patrachariars. His wife’s’
uncle was Rao Bahadur Narasimhachariar who was District
Judge in the then Madras Presidency. His own father was a senior
Police officer in the Govt of Madras Presidency. But he
participated in the freedom movement along with his cousin Sri
Ramanujam who was a pioneer in spreading the Ragi Malt
culture and home made table salt apart from many other products
of beauty. But he was won over by his father and the uncle of his
wife and continued his research. He took his Ph.D. from Madras



University in 1932. After being a lecturer in the Union Christian
College, he worked for a brief period as Lecturer in the College
at Alwayee. Later he worked at Lingaraj College, Belagaum. In
1939 his father retired from Govt.Service.

At the same time Sri Venkateswara Oriental Institute was
started by the T.T.D. The most revered Vedantacharya of the day,
Sriman Mahamahopadhyaya Chetlur Narasimhachariar Swamin
was the first Professor of the Chair of Visistadvaita and
Bhagavadvishaya in the Sri Venkateswara Oriental Institute. He
invited Dr.K.C.Varadachari to join the Institute and thus he
moved into his native place where was to work till his retirement
in the S.V.University in 1962.

During his tenure at the Oriental Institute and later he
developed close association with Sriman D.T.Tatachariar along
with whom he has written many commentaries on the Upanishads
notably Isa, Kena, Katha and Prasna. From the Oriental Institute
he was transferred to S.V.Arts College when it was started in the
early 1940’s as Professor of Philosophy. Later when the
S.V.University was started he was appointed as Reader and Head
of the Dept.of Philosophy. He retired from the S.V.University in
1962.He had delivered University Lectures at Madras, Mysore,
Travancore and Utkal. He is a popular broadcaster on the All
India Radio Madras, Vijayawada and Visakhapatnam. He was
President of the Metaphysics Section of the Indian Philosophy
Congress in 1947 at Banares.He was President of the Religion
Section of the All India Oriental Conference 1965 at Gauhati. He
was the Pratap Seth Lecturer on Vedanta of the Indian
Philosophical congress in 1965. In 1965 he was invited by the
Madras University to be the first occupant of the Sri Vivekananda
(Centenary)Chair of Comparative Religion, Ethics and
Philosophy.

His  specialisations are  Visistadvaita, Integral
Metaphysics, Logic, Yoga Psychology of the Minor Upanishads,
Comparative Religion. Mysticism and Rajayoga. He has written



profusely on the Visistadvaita system of philosophy of Vedanta,
Sri Aurobindo and later on the system of Rajayoga propounded
by Sri Ramchandraji Maharaj of Shahjahanpur, U.P., India. He
was a regular reviewer to the Hindu for more than three decades.
His important works include Metaphysics of Sri Ramanujas’ Sri
Bhashya, Theory of Knowledge of Ramanujas’ Philosophy,
Living Teachings of Vedanta, Idea of God, Aspects of Bhakti,
Visistadvaita as Philosophy and Religion, Introduction to Logic,
Sri Aurobindo, New Darshana of Sri Ramchandra, Commentaries
on Ten Commandments of Sri Ramchandra, Commentary on
Efficacy of Rajayoga, Commentary on the Philosophy of Sri
Ramchandra and many more. He has profusely written articles on
the subjects of his specialisations which run to over 300 articles
and his reviews are on over 400 books.

His life was not limited to academic excellence. He had
personal contact with great saints of the day, namely Ramana
Maharshi, Sri Aurobindo, The Mother, Jiddu Krishnamurthy and
as already mentioned with renowned scholars of Visistadvaita
Vedanta. He was sought to be emulated by Professors of
Philosophy and Psychology like C.T.Krishnamachari of Christian
College, Dr.Boaz of Madras University, Dr.G.Srinivasan of
Mysore University and many more. He had close association with
Sriman Yamunachariar of Mysore University apart from many
others.

Swami Sivananda of Rishikesh whom he never met
personally yet wrote about him as “With disarming simplicity
and effortless dignity that characterises his written works
Dr.K.C.Varadachari has consistently and persistently yoked the
services of his philosophical acumen towards the errors of a
purely intellectual approach of life and has sought to defend and
advance with adequate persuasion and power the claims of higher
and spiritual values both for the attainment of deeper
philosophical insights into the nature of the individual, the Word
and the Ultimate Reality as also for the perfection and integration
of the individual personality in a scheme of living that results in



the fullest enjoyment of the prizes of this world and the gifts of
the world beyond.”

Dr K.C.Varadachari’s talks on the system of Sri
Ramchandra’s Raja Yoga carry a depth of understanding of the
subject and deep concern and commitment to the persons to
whom they are addressed. In his own words, as recorded in his
diary, his understanding of the system led him to remake himself
in a new way. His approach to the system and the subject is best
expressed by himself.

“ Thus I found myself made to abjure the old theoretical
ways of approach. Ihad to remake myself in a new way. Ihad to
take stock of my whole past. All sectarian and caste conceptions
had to be rethought. Philosophies help bind people to set notions.
Thus I was to meet the challenge of the New.

It happened that I should meet Shri Ram Chandraji.
Firstly his views were clearly different from my whole past.

) The conception of the Ultimate as Zero was
quite against my philosophic inclination.
Having failed with the positive concept it is
time to experiment with this - Is it likely to be
true? The zero has to be understood as the
Beginning or Origin of all possibilities being
nothing of what it becomes.

(i) The concept of Invertendo shows how the
deformation of evolution is natural and the
power inherent is Zero (nirguna). I began
understanding the meaning of Vivarta. All
flow necessitates the inversion and it is
natural.

(iii))  The formations of the descent are clearly on
this principle of inversions.



(iv)

)

(vi)

(vii)

The vast Brahman extends up to our
knowledge of it. Thus Truth, Consciousness
and Bliss themselves are attributes which get
transcended in higher approaches.
Saccidananda are not the Ultimate Reality,
they too being terms of knowing - Sankara too
gets transcended.

The individual is continuous with the
Universal and the Ultimate, and 1s not
abolished. The Pralaya or mergence is cosmic
and supracosmic and then all are withdrawn
into the Ultimate.

The individual ray of the Ultimate has created
for itself an organic organisation of physical-
vital, mental and supramental centres and
organs. These may well be the knots which
have demarcated the several systems known as
the physical, vital, mental or the bonal,
muscular, circulatory, alimentary, hormonic,
nervous, supranervous, aand psychic etc.
They have become autonomous in a sense but
have to be opened up for higher control. This
is possible only by bringing down the highest
power of the Centre and not merely the higher
power just above the human. It is the
necessity to mould the lower in terms of the
highest through the higher which has also to
mould itself to receive the highest. That leads
to going beyond Sri Aurobindonian Vijnana -
moulding of the mental, vital and physical.

This is done by means of the transmission or
descent of the highest consciousness or



condition (Zero) itself into the lowest region of
the human heart or the organism as it is.

(viii) The yogic process is this transmission from the
Ultimate which alone can shape the entire
being, of the abhyasi for the experience and
realisation of one’s own physical, vital,
mental, and supramental levels - called by Shri
Ramchandraji, the Pinda, Brahmanda, Para
Brahmanda and Central Regions working
under the direct force of the Centre”

He was Director of the Sahaj Marg Research Institute
started at Tirupati in 1965 and continued in that capacity till his
Maha Samadhi on 31* January 1971.1t is not all that certain that
prizes of this world were got by him, perhaps he never bothered
about it; but surely he got the gifts of the Beyond as was attested
by Mahatma Sri Ramchandraji Maharaj of Shahjahanpur.U.P.
According to Sri Ramchandraji Maharaj he has attained a state of
negation and was in total mergence with his Master.



FOREWORD

My right to write a foreword for this volume is First and
foremost that Dr. K.C.Varadachari was not only my father, he
taught me tradition and later the system of Rajayoga as amended
and modified by the Master of the day Sri Ramchandraji Maharaj
of Shahjahanpur. I studied under his feet Visistadvaita full two
years and even had the privilege of being a student who was
respected by him for my understanding of the concepts of
Dharma/Dharmi bhuta jnana. Later I was asked to help him in
writing Alvars of south India published by Bhavans. In his last
days when he was not able to complete the assignment of writing
Western Philosophy for Translation into Sanskrit by Sanskrit
University, Tirupati he asked me to complete the work, which
was duly done.

In his work on the Metaphysics of Ramanuja’s Sri Bhasya
he dealt among other topics the nature of the soul and
incidentally with the nature of consciousness. In the second part
of this volume dealing with Epistemology we will find him
explaining the concepts of Dharma-bhuta jnana and Dharmi
bhuta jnana. Sri Ramanuja’s unique theory of Illusion and
Dreams as a way of knowing is the most challenging to
understand and Dr. K.C.Varadachari does yeoman service in
clarifying this point of theory of knowledge.

The other doctrine which is more important than the
doctrine of Dharma-bhuta jnana and is unique to Ramanuja’s
system and is the cardinal principle of his system, is the Sarira-
sariri bhava. In his personal life he not only believed it but
practiced it in toto, which is the one reason which has led him to
yoga from the beginning. He used to lament that the treatise on
yoga by Bhagavad Ramanuja is not available except by way of
mention by Sri Vedanta Desika. He used to feel that the system
would not have got into the routine rituals had the tradition of
Bhaktisara & Nadamuni Alvars and Bhagavad Ramanuja was



preserved. He also used to cynically observe that people who
want externalities and not things connected with Dhahara Vidya.

Many scholars find a tinge of Aurobindonian philosophy
in his interpretation of the system of Sri Ramanuja. This is not
true. It is because of Concept of the Organic Mind or Logic that
Sri Ramanuja philosophy expounds has a similarity with that of
the Aurobindonian philosophy of Integral mind. The third part of
this volume viz., Logic of the Organic mind deals more clearly
with aspect.

The fourth part of the Volume gives the theory of
Visistadvaita as a philosophy and also as a religion, this is one of
his most mature and profound interpretations appreciated by
scholars like Sriman R. Ramanujachariar, M. Yamunacharya,
D.T.Tatachariar swamin. Prof Devasenapati, Prof. T.M.P.
Mahadevan and many others irrespective of their alliance to other
systems of philosophy.

Dr. K.C.Varadachari firmly believed in the Idea of God as
expounded by the system of Pancaratra and believed till he came
to the system of Rajyoga of Sri Ramchandra in the thought
conveyed by the only poem written by Sri Ramanuja in praise of
the Lord of Tirumalai hills i.e “Akhila Bhuvana Janma sthema
Bangadilile vinata vividha dhuta vrata rakshaike dipte sruti
sirashi vidipte brahmani srinivase bhavatu mama parasmin
semusi bhakti rupa”.

When personal experience which he was seeking was had
by him in 1960’s he did not hesistate to switch and He used to
say to me that he came to Tirupati through Lord Srinivasa and the
Lord of the Seven Hills brought his Guide to his home and that is
the vatsalya of Srimannarayana.

30.4.2001 K.C.NARAYANA
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THE METAPHYSICS OF SRI RAMANUJA’S
SRI BHASYA

INTRODUCTION

The system of Ramanuja occupies a significant and
paramount place in the History of Vedantik philosophic
thought.  Starting from the Vedic fountain, to use the
orthodox phrase or metaphor, the rivers of interpretation
flooded unrestrained in the very division and diversion of
Samkhya, Yoga, Vaiéesika, Nyaya, MTmémsa, the Jaina
and Buddhistic schools till finally every one of them was
accepted and rejected in turn by the Philosophic Mind, and
in exhaustion turned to the solacing grounds and surging
oceanic expanse of the Vedantic thought. But neither did
it find there what it vainly sought after, for wave within wave,
and inundation after inundation revealed an unlimited and
illimitable depth and interior. It could not (dropping the
metaphor hereafter) sullenly closet itself to the fundamental
assumptions, for never were they easy. It was alluring:
pleasing in the extreme was the quiet rest in the initial
revelation of the Vedantik aspiration in the Advaita of
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Mayavada. But such a rest was apparently very shortlived.
It was bound to be so, it could not be otherwise. It
promised potencies of immense magnitudes and it heralded
the death of ego-centrism in life, its bitter and garnering
fruits, in the ocean of a pure chaste and illumed and
absorbing Experience of the Eternal Absolute Bliss. But the
demand of the world was not replied; after all the lure to
thought was the world from which and for which it sought
to exalt itself. So in its effort to conquer what it would
enjoy, it could bear no divided rest, nor bear with quietude
the hymn of hate against life in its’ furious on march of time;
it wanted to subdue rather than deny, to accept rather than
reject; for power needs acceptance and overcoming,
possession and glory, not the puny and impotent way of
surrender and gloom, quietism and feebleness. But the lure
was strong and remains strong, not only was the recoil from
life real and psychological, its votary was a great man, a
pure and magnificent flower of Humanity—éahkara.

But something ought to be ‘done, that was the will of
the Zeit Geist. Truth accepts no divided rule between itself
and unreality. Understanding could be satisfied, if life would
not be thwarted by mere denial. It may be called true and
real and not a mere dream, for in as much as it exists
should it not be called real and true, for, what is the criterion
of reality but existence as it is for us?

It may have the attribute of significant meaning but yet
there is no need to reject finally unity or identity, Ekatva,
with or immergence into the Absolute from whose loins it
sprang. This reconciliation the Great Bhaskara and Yadava
Prakasa, the samucchayavadins, sought to do. But for all

2
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the efforts of these two Vedantins, Existence would accept
no halfway house. It said that it shall be treated as either an
inmate, a genuine entity in the family, an organ of the
Absolute, rather than be treated as a ghost (or a pitri)
whose reality is affirmed as a ghost and who ought to be
satiated by such routine ablutions as it deserves, but for all

its importunities never be a real entity—it can claim only that
much of existence—that is, of an ineffectuality. Thus the

half-hearted concession of the Bhedabhedavadins was not
accepted. It strained to be counted as an entity, real
absolutely and without any reserve or not at all. It was
perhaps better to be treated as eternally unreal rather than
be treated as real and unreal by fits and starts. In
Ramanuja it found its leader, its voice and effectuality. It
would live as one of the parent, in Union (ekibhava) with its
lord and God, rather than make the parent assume the
ineffectual existence of the relations which he certainly
would become if they are declared to be unreal. The
inchoate utterances of the Vedic Realists found its logical
culmination and echoes in the System of Ramanuja.
Ramanuja was the first to claim eternality and reality of the
World in Vedanta (for Vyasa mentions that the world is real
in his commentary on the Yoga-Sutras). He was the first to
recognize the fundamental unity of Truth, Goodness and
Beauty. As it was expressed “they are the three-fold cord
by which our wagon is hitched to a star.” Of course we can
neither entirely unify these three systems of value nor
entirely separate them. To repudiate any one of them is
fatal. As Dean Inge says “ it leaves us with our ideals in the
air, and with the bastard faith of fideisme.” For him the
same logical Absolute, the demand of the intellect, is the

3
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moral Governor and the religious God or Personality and the
Mystics lover. This integral union of functioning in triple
phases of the same ultimate reality in the sense of highest
Perfection, as Person, as Governor, as God and as the
Ultimate Truth and Existence in which everything finds its
residence and suffusion, Ramanuja stresses in his
philosophy.

It is a mistake to say that one of these phases can
possibly be unreal, unreal because they are so different
from each other, and because activity seems to be an effort
and restrained by time and causal sequence, and further
appears to be based upon imperfection. But the fault of
such an argument lies in this very patent fact, namely, that
they are considered to belong to one same category which
they are not, as they cannot be compared at all with each
other, belonging as they do to different kinds of valuing.
The proposition that only the logical Absolute is real, and
that the Moral Ideal and the spiritual God are unreal, does
not sound true mainly because the comparison is not
between the same kind of ideal or valuing but between
different kinds of valuing.

In this thesis the metaphysical system of Ramanuja will
be traced. It is considered in three parts for the convenience
of study. The first treats about the theory of cause (on in
other words, the cause-effect continuum); the second about
the evolution of the universe or the process as in space-
time continuum; the third about the ontological status of the
ultimate reality or to use the well-worn phrase, the
Substance. But the Vedantic substance is no scholastic
category that goes by that name. It is a mistake, perhaps

4
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unpardonable, to treat the same as the scholastic
substance. Nor is it a tertium quid. 1t is not the passive
tabula rasa either, in which somehow the element or
perception is inhered or introduced or the element of
change predicated. It was a great day for Indian philosophy
when activity was reckoned to be the core of existence
rather than the mere passive spectator. The parallel in the
west was the Leibnizian theory of the Monad as the active
existence not merely the passive substance of the
Cartesians. The merit of such an acceptance in Indian
philosophy goes to Ramanuja rather than to any one else.
There is something radically wrong in the concept of
Intelligence or the Conscious Principle or Spirit as a passive
entity (as the Samkhyans and the Mayavadins held), but
whose activity (a fact of experience) is a mysterious and
unreal attribution due to a third entity unreal by itself.
Experience, qua experience, knows no such grand passivity
and the life of the Spirit or even of the finite mind or self is a
bubbling stream of overflowing creative dynamism. Life, or
activity belongs to spirit; but matter is no vanishing entity,
unreal in its core or even imperfect, one is tempted to add.
“Perception does not grow into (knowledge or) reflection,
and in so doing lose its specific quality as a mode of
knowledge........ Perception makes its own unique
contribution to the life of the process. There is no substitute
for it, and no way of supplanting it or superseding it in its
own kind. ...... No conceptual activity whatsoever can
conjure a single perceived fact or perceptual act into
existence as a form of knowledge......The deeper
apprehension, the greater knowledge is a new creation of
the energy of the mind, as distinctive in its order as that of

5
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perception, and as distinct in kind as one organ of
perception is from another.”’ But in cognitive activity the
mind takes up an attitude of superiority in order to hold the
percept fugitive and under its control, which act only leaves
the mind to reflect upon the signs and symbols which it has
created to represent such vanishing experiences of the
objects. In a word, mind in its reflective and energetic
experience signalises its superiority or transcendent
character “Over the limits of perceptual fact by contriving
mere perceptual symbols to correspond with and meet the
abstracter aims of reflection”, but with this specific aim that
what it attempts shall have its active response in the sphere
of actual perception or matter. For direction the latter has
none, even of the Unconscious. Samkhya is wrong in
throwing the direction on the unconscious. All activity is
founded upon a content upon which it can perform.
Activity, qua activity, exists nowhere. It is sheer abstraction
to claim that the percept is not the beginning and the primal
necessity of reflection, and there is the organic connexion
between the operations of perception and conception.
Experience for us means to be factual, and though this
factuality need not be always sensorial, yet it can be called
perceptual, as something “given”.

Yet there is need for pointing out to certain criticisms at
the very outset against the concept of a substrate behind

Baillie. Aris. Soc. Pro. Vol.19 “Stereoscopic character of
knowledge.”
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activity, or an object for it to influence as mere ‘scholastic’
modes of thinking as one prominent writer on Indian
philosophy has thought it necessary to style it. It may be
S0, here it is not wise to enter into any theorising as to its
logicality or not, but only to call attention to the views of
Ramanuja and leave them there for what they are worth.
But one is tempted, all the same, to retort that one is
content to know and understand experience (in its actuality
and purity) rather than jump with an understanding that
clings to no basement, and descends nowhere but
ascending to the pure regions of vacuity and therefore of
lightness which in clarion calls, it trumpets as the REALITY,
but all the while calling for the help it does not find (due to
its own diseased reflection) in experience or reality.
Content with this remark, what we seek in experience are
principles, ultimate and real, their absolute relations, their
function in reality as we know it, meaning by experience
every kind of cognition and perception, be it from the
spiritual and mystic revelations downwards into the
unconscious and sub-conscious levels, but valid all the
same, because of their ultimate non-contradiction with
normal experience. The hope of every philosophical
attempt has been and is, if it be worth its name, the ultimate
analysis and synthesis of all experience, giving legitimate
hopes that may be attained by us in our effort to master
nature which somehow we feel fetters us. This is what
Ramanuja attempts to do in his Philosophy which we shall
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trace taking as his authoritative statement the Vedanta
Sutra commentary known as the Sri—th?\sya’.1

tAl through this work the Translations given are that of Thibaut

and wherever there are the pages noted they refer to that translation.



THE THEORY OF CAUSE
OR
CAUSALITY

In any metaphysical enquiry, the origin of reality or of the
actual, is a most important problem and on that depends all
speculation of an ultimate category or substance. Causality
as a law is a synthetic principle and not an a priori truth. In
the order of experience no inherent necessity can be
demonstrated. In the uniformity which is observed with
which sequences of ‘perceptions’ take place or rather
regular connexion between causes and effect no inherent
necessity can be demonstrated either. Yet the causal law is
a condition precedent and necessary for the existence of
thinking beings. The necessity, however, is logical and not
sensorial. Causality, understood thus, means regular
succession of antecedent and consequent, such that a
specific change in one thing at one moment is followed by a
specific alteration in the same or another thing at another
moment. This implies continuity and connexion between
cause and effect, and we should like to believe, although we
cannot always show, that causes are related to effects in
such a way that the causes produce, determine and explain
the effects’. Novelty accordingly means, a hitherto

' &ri Védanta Dasika maintains this view in his Rahasya-traya
sara, cf. “Our minds and their bodies”: Laird:pp.62.
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unobserved potential in the cause, or relation, which
formerly did not occur. Vedanta says, the effect is nothing
but the cause modified and in consequence the effect is
known when the cause is known (completely), the desired
knowledge of all things resulting from the knowledge of one
thing is possible and appropriate1. This belief in the logical
necessity of the intrinsic (organic) relation between cause
and effect is known as Sat-karya-vada. Those who deny
this intrinsic thought necessity in the relation between cause
and effect and maintain that there is production of a
radically new order of existence from its cause and
disparate from it, throw a far heavier strain upon our belief.
Even they cannot assert that there is no capacity ( Sakti )20n
the part of the causes or collocation of causes to become
an effect or effects. In which case, to become an effect
would mean nothing other than passing into another
condition. “Activity applied to a cause gives rise to those
effects only the potentiality of which inheres in that cause.”
Thus Asat-karya-vada is wrong and in the last resort is
simply an illogical defence of novelty as if novelty means
illogicality. In the light of the principle of organic or intrinsic
relation, novelty is equally and more logically explained. As
an argument Asat-karya-vada is self-contradictory; as an
assumption strictly pushed to its logical conclusion it leads

' &riBhashya 1. 1. 1.

2, Nyayankar Vaié€sikas do not agree to the postulate of Sakti,
but Ramanuja says that even if they do not they have to postulate
[.1.3.
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to Sat-karya-vada. The cause-effect relation, expressed
synthetically, is one of Unity-in-distinction or difference.

The cause of the world must be one, which contains or
has within it, the potentiality of the world or all existence.
The first cause (which indeed we have to postulate and
cannot help postulating) must be something; it cannot be
nothing. If non-existence be at the beginning, then, that
which arises from Stnya must be another Stnya.”
Tucchaduprtah tucchamevakaryam syat. The Buddhistic
doctrine of absolute momentariness, which perhaps (as
Ramanuja hints) Buddha taught as a disciplinary measure in
order to abandon the changing flux of experience, so to
devote oneself to the fundamental issues of moral life, which
unfortunately they have converted into a metaphysical
creed, led them into either mere Representationism or its
consequence and cul de sac, Solopsism, or else to the final
consummation of Scepticism and Nihilism®. Further on the
doctrine of absolute momentariness the origination of the
world cannot be accounted for, ksanikatvapakse, for
immediate cessations of experience (existence) after
appearance mean that before the effect had been or could
be, the cause is not and in that intermediate stage, there is
neither cause nor effect nor even a passing of one into the
other. Thus there can be firstly, no effectuation or passing

& Bhasya. Il ii, 19,25, 27 and 30.
2 Vaibhasika, Yogachara, Soutrantika, and Madhyamika Schools.
Cf. Indian Phil. Radhakrishnan
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into one another, secondly, there is nothing which can
become something, ex nihilo nihil fit, thirdly, this is not true
to experience at all, for we do not see cessations of
existence though we certainly experience the passage of
one form into another form or avastha. The Cause or the
First cause, therefore must be the material from which and
of which this world is an effect. The effect is a process, and
not a particular state, and the whole process must in a
sense be treated as the effect of the cause. Only then can
any definite knowledge be gained as to the nature of the
cause. And if we do maintain that the cause is the ultimate
potential of all these Real differences, then we cannot know
the whole except through the knowledge of the highest
evolute or the last term, that is the Ultimate Spirit or
Brahman-as-completely-manifested in the evolutionary
unfoldment. Samkhya and Yoga schools accept Sat-
karya-vada. According to them, “the effect is an entity,
because a non-entity can never be brought into existence,
because of the determinate relation between the cause with
the effect because everything cannot be possible by any
and every means, because a competent cause can do only
that for which it is competent, and lastly because, the effect
is non-difference from the cause.” (Samkhya karika 9.61 .)1
From this they infer that the world-cause is that which is the

! Saunaka “ what has existed is alone brought into manifestation;
how can a substance which has not subsisted begin to subsist’. sad
eva niyate vyaktim, asatas sambhavah kutah ¢ Sri Vishnu Dharma ch
104°
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material substance, subtle, unintelligent, the inferred
Pradhanam. This material substance is capable of revealing
its potentialities of differentiation in the very subtle form of
three qualities or gunas of sattva (harmony) rajas (activity
and passion) and tamas (passivity, darkness and evil).
These three gunas are in equilibrium. But by the
Sannidhanam or transcendental nearness to the Purusa,
being thrown into in-equilibrium, it evolves its effects in the
serial order of Mahat, ahankara, the subjective organs
which reveal the beauties of the world to the passive
spectator, namely, manas, the five organs of sense and five
organs of action and the objective nature namely, the subtle
ground (tanmatras) and the five elements’. All these are
material categories (tattvas) and only the Purusa the
intelligent inactive witness, the inferred separate being, who
constituting the spiritual entity and principle, explains the
somewhat characteristic property of intelligent unfoldment in
the creation of the universe, and even a purposive direction
of its thrustings; for the Prakrti capable of activity by itself
evolves the world for the experience and delight of the
Purusa, and not for her own sake as she is non—intelligentg.
These two entities, or rather final principles, are the ultimate
reals. Though in a recent exposition of Sankhyan theisms,

! Mulaprakrtiravikrtih mahadatadyahprakrtir vikrtiyas sapta |
$odadasca vikaro, na prakrtir navikrtih purusah |I
% Sam. Karika 17
® Theism in Samkhya. A.K.Majumdar Modern Review feb-mar
1927.
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the dependence (pararthativat) of Prakrti on lvara is
sought to be proved, the orthodox opinion had been that
there is no God for Samkhya, and even if there be one as in
the Patanjala-Yoga doctrine, he is not an immanent God,
not a God that real theism requires and demands of Him.

The ultimate cause, causa materialis, is Pradhana, and
the causa efficiens or rather causa instrumentalis, is the
samyoga of Purusa and Prakrti, where the Purusa is a mere
unimplicated spectator (saksi) unnecessary to the whole
process, but necessary atleast, in the sense of being a
spectator of the drama for the drama to be. In Samkhya.
then, non-implication of the Purusa as its sorest point, as all
activity, even of conscious or cognizant activity (Buddhi), is
relegated to the unintelligent principle Prakrti, which
cognises and unfolds, for the sake of an un-enjoying
(nirasraya) intelligence, which is mere intelligence, just as a
dinner table is kept full of excellent dishes for the enjoyment
of one who cannot enjoy. Thus Samkhya is unsatisfactory
not in so far as its evolutionary process is concerned (I. Iv.
3), but in so far as that system has no real place for
intelligence and where | declares it to be necessary, it is
most unnecessary, and that exactly is the sorest point
involving self-contradiction. The inference which Sankhya
draws that the Purusa is, whilst it maintains that there is no
implication of Purusa in the process is illogical, and founded
on the false principle that he is chinmatram, mere
intelligence, which might be shrouded by and destroyed in
character by, perhaps, mixture or alliance with matter, or
else for a further reason, that if the Purusa is at any time
implicated in the process he could never get out of it. The

14
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latter reason the Samkhyans present as the why of their not
accepting the implication of Purusa in the material
unfoldment. If we can show that the cause of the world,
i.e., the causa efficiens is really an effective intelligence than
the Samkhyan samyoga, and that the intelligence is
implicated though never destroyed or transformed in
character as intelligence it is, then we would escape a
logical and empirical pit-fall. Matter can never have the
power to intelligent activity, indeed, for any activity. It is
also maintained that the laws of periodicity of evolution and
involution cannot be accounted for without referring them to
an intelligence law giver. Matter exists for another, and has
its root-ground in another, for which it exists as a
dependent existence. It is ‘paravadya,” subject to another
or to the Highest Brahman or the Para. Matter’s existence
is dependent on an intelligence which enjoys it and guides it
to its own ends, and gives it the dignity of an actual
effective existence or reality. In Sankhya however, we are
face to face with an un-reconciled dualism between matter
and spirit. And the causal sequence also stands without
explaining the origination or otherwise of the spirit, or
matter. There are two causes standing in the mid-air.

Nyaya-Vaisesika accepts like Samkhya, this clear-cut
dualism between matter and Spirit. It postulates the material
substance in the form of atoms (anus) which are of four
kinds with exclusion of the atoms of akasa, which is
conceived to be the underlying substance of the ether of

15



COMPLETE WORKS OF Dr. K.C.VARADACHARI VOL VI

spaoe.1 There are also infinite number of spiritual points
(atmans) which are capable of consciousness in conjunction
with matter or the world made of material anus or atoms, in
combination at the will of lévara. God thus becomes an
effective causa efficiens of the universe. But even this
bringing together of these material and spiritual entities is
actuated by an immanent principle of adrsta, which is said
to be in action in the primary motions on the part of the
atoms and of the manas. (l-i-11.)  “IREregdeaod
IR AAS  SHgyaTRart.  But in bringing this
principle of Adrsta as quite different from God, just like the
principle of Justice or Pre-established Harmony of Leibniz,
Nyaya-Vaisesika is giving no real efficiency but
instrumentality to God which because there is intelligent
arrangement perceivable in the world, is brought in to be an
omnipotent power to effectuate the mutual putting together
which the principle of Adrsta is incapable of doing. Thus it
follows that once creation has been set in motion, the world
will go on as a clock, lévara being no longer necessary.
Such a God is not of the world, such a God is the God of
Deism, an external agent. However compared to Samkhya,
the efficient cause of the World in Vaisésika is more
effective, because centred in an intelligent being unlike the
former’s material causality of the unintelligent, and the

' Cf. Hindu Realism; J. Chatterjee says that atoms, is not the
correct translation of anus, which are points having neither spatial or
characteristic features. Hence an apparent comparison with
Democritus is not sustainable.
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slender causa instrumental is of mere nearness or samyoga.
All the same, the defect is quite apparent in this theory also;
not only is there no immanence, it is a mechanical evolution,
having no value, where if at all, 1évara would interfere with
the process constantly enough. “But in the world of
creation, the things do not appear to be produced at any
one moment by any particular person at any particular
time,” (I-1-3.) since it is a prooess1 In the case of its being
constantly interfered with, the Occasionalism of Guilenx will
be the resultant as a western parallel. And this none can
admit, who believes in the immanent teleology of the
Universe. “The constant interference on the part of an
external (creator) cause is wholly opposed to the notion of
divine immanence in things,” and unless one is going to lift
this mere externality to one of transcendent immanence in
the processus of creation, it wil ever remain an
unsatisfactory solution of not only the causal problem but
also of the notion of God as divinely immanent in this
creation of His. The value of the denial of mere blind
teleology of Prakrtic creation, and the refutation of mere
externality of the intelligent creator as in Nyaya-Vai$esika,
lies exactly in their refutations; for 1évara must not only be
the immanent but the transcendent cause of the world. The
reason, however, for the Nyaya postulation of the External
creator lies in the dictum that the effect is different from the

1 . .

. Cf. Humes “Essay on Particular Providence and a future Ssate”
where he refutes Providential Cause since such a cause is no where
possible.
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cause and is absolutely a new and disparate production,
hence the non-implication of 1évara in the world process
which is of the character of an ‘effect.” Nyaya-Vaisesika
theory is based on Asat-karya-vada and on mere difference.

We have already shown why the intelligence is non-
implicated in the world-process in Samkhya -Yoga, because
it accepted identity between cause and effect. This truth is
what the Vedanta of Ramanuja and indeed all schools of
Vedanta accept. This of course, is, as will be showed,’ only
one half of the theory of Causality according to Ramanuija.
Matter is the ultimate constituent of existences in Sankhya,
and spirit is a necessary appendage. Sankhya realizes that
even the unfolding of Prakrti in its own right, is reasonable
only if it be for the sake of a sentient subject. The object
exists for a subject, this is a truth that Samkhya realizes and
is fully aware of. Vedanta wedded to no such absurd
dictum of pure difference as Nyaya, tries to justify the view
that the material (Upadana) and efficient (nimitta) cause of
the world is Brahman. Vedanta accepts Sat-karya vada or
the intrinsic and organic relation between cause and effect.

Considering first Advaita in respect of this special
problem, Advaita postulates that before the world began, no
difference was manifest, everything was shrouded in mrtyu
or Death. Not that there was a mere void, éanya, for then
causes and effect were in their seminal condition of

1 .
See conclusion
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unmanifestedness. Of course, this is exactly the position
held by the Sankhyans. Causes and effects are eternally
existent. All causes in their causation destroy their previous
manifestation in introducing their present manifestation, for
the same cause cannot exist in two forms at the same time.
But the cessation of the previous manifestation does not
mean the cessation of the cause itself. The clay for a
moment leaves its lump form, and passes into the pot-form,
but does not cease to be clay all the same. And further, the
effect is also an eternal existent, for the effect form does not
accidentally emerge into existence but is eternally existent
for if the effect is not potentially existent in the cause no
amount of exertion can bring it forth and through ‘“no
activity can the non-existence of the effect become existent,
as little as the son of a barren woman can be made existent
by any effort'”. Thus it follows that the effect is identical
with the cause karanadananya tatkaryam, and consequently
the whole world is an effect of Brahman, as such they also
are identical. So far as the former half of the statement is
concerned we agree, but as to the transference of this
relation between the World and Brahman, whilst maintaining
that Brahman is real and the world (effect) is unreal,
considered even in a transcendent sense, we are not
disposed to agree. According to Sankara (whose
attachment to monism was incomparable) with his peculiar
monistic bias, ekatva or oneness is real, but plurality or

' cf Deussen’s Philosophy of Vedanta
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nanatva is unreal, and is due to avidya, or in other words,
Plurality is the unreal effect of the Ekam or One, the real
cause. This plurality, indeed, is the effect produced by
Maya, or the principle of division and difference which are
illusions and is the power of the Lord or lévara. “Being
associated with this principle of illusion, Brahman is enabled
to project the appearance of the world, in the same way as
a magician is enabled by his incomprehensible magical
power to produce illusory appearance of animate and
inanimate beings. Maya thus constitutes the upadana, the
material cause of the world, or if we wish to call attention to
the circumstance that Maya belongs to Brahman as a
Sakti—we may say that the material cause of the world is
Brahman in so far as it is associated with Maya. In this
Ia‘[‘[er1 quality, Brahman is more properly called lévara, the
Lord .”

This leads to the following positions by parity of
reasoning :-

1. If this principle of individuation and differentiation,
which is also the principle of illusion, has any
residence it must be in Brahman. And if Brahman is
mere consciousness (chinmatram), then it may even
completely hinder its shining out, even through
distorted ways, not to speak of the annihilation of
Intelligence or consciousness itself.

! Sankara Bhasya. Sacred books of the East, Vol. 1

introduction
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2. Though it be held that this power of Brahman, is not
the same as Brahman himself, according to the rule
Athe power of the existent is not the existent, even
as the power of the fire is not the fire'. Yet it must
be admitted that this power and the ground of this
power are organically united. But is it so admitted,
for such an admission would involve the serious
deduction that Brahman is imperfect, not what he is
represented to be, the unconditioned pure, existence
uninvolved in Process? This process though it be
due to Avidya.

3. If this Sakti be Maya, and that again in turn be due
to Avidya, it means in other words, characterizing
Brahman as essentially unknowable since the whole
world we know, of, is poised on illusory principles. It
may even lead of the indirect utterance that if the
plurality that we know is unreal, the metaphysical
mania towards a very unadulterated
ekatva(oneness), is also an unreality. In so far as the
undifferenced Brahman is real, so far and so far only,
the differenced Brahman is real. That this
sometimes is the opinion of Sankara also can very
well be granted.

K.C. Bhattacharya: Studies in Vedantism. Cal.Uni
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What really follows from such an assertion is that for
Advaita, the cause alone is real, the effects are unreal, and
what is that but the recanting of the Sat-karya-vada which
says that causes and effects are eternal atleast that the
effect, Karya, is sat or real and true. In reality what the
advaitins of the Mayavada type assert is Sat-karana-vada
and not Sat-karya-vada. In which case, there is no causal
problem for Mayavada at all’.

The school of Bhaskara, on the other hand, which tried
to mediate between Advaita of Mayavada and Ramanuja ,
says that the cause as well as the effect is real, and that
there is identity and difference (bheda-abheda) between
them, but it believes that the effects are due to limiting
adjuncts (upadhis) which condition the one cause. The
multiplicity of the world (the effect) is due to upadhis.
Brahman is the Sole Real and absolute existence. Brahman
appears as many individuals due to the principle of
individuation, just as ether contained in a pot is different
from and yet identical with ether outside being continuous
with it.  There is thus identity (abheda) demonstrated
between akasa and Bhatakasa.

But the argument that refuted the previous theory
refutes this also, in spite of the fact, that this really follows
Sat-karya-vada. There are Bhaskhara’s theory as in
Advaita, two entities, Brahman the cause, and the Upadhis

Toof Study of Patanjali. Dr. S.N.Das Gupta.
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which make it differenced as against Avidya and its
consequent Maya in Advaita. The upadhis are not
explained just as the indescribable Avidya and still more
indescribable Maya, are also unexplained, though in both
the cases they explain the differences or multiplicity. And
just as in the other case, the upadhis must have their abode
in Brahman, if not so their abode is nowhere. And since
release consists in getting rid of Maya in the one case, and
upadhis in the other, in the former case, Brahman the
intelligent would suffer from illusion and ignorance, as in the
latter, Brahman the unlimitable and the unlimited, the
indivisible would be limited and divided, and in neither case,
can there be release if the eternal (sanatanah) Avidya and
Upadhis have their seat in Brahman, and if not there
ballasted from reality where would they reside?—If
knowledge of reality and release is the aim of all spiritual
effort as they themselves claim, then there is no getting out
of the bond of Upadhis or Avidya with the help of these
theories, not to speak of a logical explanation of the
problem of truth and reality, which overtly or covertly deny
relations and qualities to the Absolute. Bhaskara no doubt
grants Saguna Brahman unlike Advaita and refutes in his
Bhasya the Mayavadin and his Nirguna Brahma-vada.

From what has followed from the above;

1. The unintelligent cannot be the cause of the world
(Il.iii.1.)The intelligent alone must be the cause of the
world, it alone is the ‘womb’ as the Sutra says.
(l.iv.28. and Mun.up. L.i.6.) for by no means can the
non-intelligent explain the process, its direction and

23
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final end. Brahman according to the deepest
instincts of mankind, or rather shall we say, the firm-
ground intuitions and religious ideals is nothing less
than the entire cause, namely, the material or
immanent and efficient or transcendent cause of the
world. If Brahman were merely an operative cause of
the universe like the Naiyayic [évara that is the God
of Deism, or the mere remover of obstacles being
himself all-perfect and all governing as in the
Patanjala Doctrine, the knowledge of the entire world
would not result from the knowledge of Brahman;
not any more than we know the pot when we know
the potter or vice versa. Jife fAfR®ERIMT SFIET I8,
de  dIfesT qER SfREd Wiga A8 pefrafe s
soife ffsd. Brahman, just as the God of
Spinoza, further is the immanent cause of the
universe and because there is glory and beauty
revealed in the process of unfoldment, there is
evidence of and end which can only be that of an
activity of Spirit. Ends to which the universe of
process thrusts to are not to be relegated to matter,
or energy “which are mere entia rationis,” but to
spirit or world-reason. And no evolutionary process
can be explained without the concept of end. So
much so even the sutras suggest that the world is
for the sake purely of lila of God, Lokavattu lila
kaivalyam (II-1-33) All Philosophical explanation must
look to the concept of end, be it ever so much as an
attainment or self-revelation of character. Perfection
of character in the beings animate consists in the
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enlargement of their sphere of consciousness or
rather intelligence so as to attain and appreciate in
greater degree the entire relations and end of the
world process. The destiny of the World or Jagat is
spiritual—is Spirit. Brahman is thus the goal—the
final End. And as Nature in entirety as with the souls
depends for its being on Brahman; understood in
the light of the concept of end, forms his mode or
body (Sarira).

The relation between cause and effect is organic and
intrinsic and sat-karya-vada is right and it is the postulate
that is acceptable to logic. The acceptance of this position
is the thorny spot in the Advaita of Mayavada and the
bhedabheda theories, which when strictly applied leads the
former to the thrilling anti-climax in the swing of the
pendulam of chit-svarupa Brahman. Indeed Brahman
according to Advaita, is as unreal as Maya. It leads to the
éGnya anirvacaniya if not of Madhyamika metaphysics. If
this relation, that is, Sat-karya-vada should be loyally
adhered to, and if a static Eleatic Being should be denied,
then, the effect is as real or as unreal as the cause, and if
He be really the cause by which we mean the ultimate
reference of all things and real by himself, then the reality of
the World is equally established. The totality of cause
(Brahman with un-manifest Nature) is identical with the
totality of effect (Brahman with manifest Nature).

Yet regarding the perfection of Brahman, the cause,
though equally as real as the effect, is yet superior to that of
the effect or Nature on its power of transcendence. All
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confusion arises from the confusion between the different
conceptions of reality and perfection as Prof. S.Alexander
writes in his ‘Basis of Realism.” Physical things are as real
as mind but not as perfect. When we speak of degrees of
Reality we must be careful to ask whether we do not mean
degrees of perfection.” And in differentiating between the
reality and perfection of a thing we really apprehend that the
cause has more perfection than the effect. In order to make
clear that such indeed is the view of Ramanuja, it is well to
show an instance. He says that dreams are not unreal.
“The conscious states experienced in dreams are not
unreal; it is only, their objects that are false; these objects
only, not conscious states, are sublated by the waking
consciousness.” He further says that not only dreams but
even perceptual illusions, mirage, and hallucinations are as
cognitions true. “The cognition of silver in the shell is a true
one.”” The difference between their perfection and those of
the conscious states lies in their non-utility and their non-
coherence with normal life and experience. The sublation of
those experiences consists in their actual utility or non-value
and not in their experiential character.® The waking state
does not slay the existence of the lower or the higher.
Accepting as a matter of fact that the material world is less

' &ri Bhasya l.i.1. (pp. 75 and 119-124 : trans.)

% Ibid (pp. 120).

% The thing we determine to be unreal because it is sublated; the
idea is non- sublated, and therefore real (76 p). cf. Outlines of Phil.
Russell p. 66.
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perfect, since its meaning is only had through a mind, and
its value which makes it a truth dependent upon logical
cognising and valuing—not that its existence is dependent
upon mind and least of all minds, is its existence slain or
even transformed in character by mind that is knowing it, or
owning it? No. In the former case of knowing, it attains
meaning or value, in the latter case of owning, it lives under
light of higher function or perfection but never loses the
character of the ‘that’ that it is. In a word, “the reality of the
consciousness though more perfect, does not interfere with
the reality of material constituents on which it is built,” Our
knowing act does not make the object, and does not distort
the initial presentation, the ‘that’ to make it the ‘what’; on
the other hand, knowing only lets the cognising subject be
‘aware of’ and ‘enjoy’ the ‘that’ as it is, nothing added to it
unless it be said that to elicit meaning or to express the
expressive  that ¢ in terms of ‘what’ it is to the conscient
mind, were an adding, which is absurd. We apprehend
reality not mere phenomena, the physical mechanism being
intended as it were for the apprehension of and enjoyment
of nature and of God in nature.' To deny reality, to nature or
fact of experience or sensum is, in other words, as already
hinted at, to deny God or spirit its most characteristic phase
of enjoyment, namely, the world. Spirit is the immanent
drive in all creation, physical and spiritual. Without a

' “The entire world (is) and object of fruition for the individual

souls in agreement with their respective good and ill deserts (Sri-
Bhasya I-I-I pp. 124).
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purposive direction, the universe would be imperfect, let
alone its non-value and uncomprehendable nature. Spirit is
the superior distinct, transcendent to the process in which it
is immanent because of the greater perfection over nature
which it alone possesses and utilises. Spirit is permanent,
and permanent because we apprehend that in all the
varying and perhaps transcient beauty of its dependent i.e.,
nature, it inflicts its purpose and final perfecting impulse,
which is not that of a want or of an achievement, but that of
an enjoyment of its perfection on its own right through the
individual souls or finite minds as their antaryamin or inner
self.” Spirit is prior to nature, because it is the last
expression of nature or rather its destiny, and first because
last, original because expressed in nature which per se as
object has no value, but seeking valuation as the
Karmabhumi, the field of activity, throughout the long run of
progressive evolution for the sake of spirit. In this organic
relation between nature and spirit, nature is not belittled nor
spirit imperfected; it is an affirmation of the superiority of
Spirit. It is only an assertion of an essential unity in creation
which implies non-contradiction between complementary
elements; a war between matter and spirit is certainly not

' “What is the cause of experiences pleasurable and painful, is
not the mere dwelling within a body, but rather the subjection to the
influence of Good and evil deeds, and such subjection is impossible in
the case of the highest self to which all evil is foreign. (I-ii-8 pp. 265)
It is this character that claims the Brahman as the transcendent-
immanent, and superior distinct.
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the way to escape from the beauty or purposive direction of
nature to give it the name of an ‘effect,” in the language of
Nyaya-Vaisesika, or a Karya, a work or process of
manifesting Beauty and Goodness, from which character
alone we, at any rate, infer God.

Ramanuja seeks from his realistic point, to justify the
relation between Absolute spirit and Nature and the
individual souls who are its dependents, as one of cause
and effect. The relation between cause and effect is
organic and intrinsic. The organic relation between mind
and body, or spirit and body closely applies and obtains in
the relation between cause and effect. There is no spirit
without body, for then, that is ineffectual; nor a body
without spirit, for then, the body is inconceivable. To make
his meaning clear, Ramanuja clearly enunciates that a body
is whatever a spirit absolutely controls, sustains and enjoys
for its own benefit. “Any substance which a sentient soul is
capable of completely controlling and supporting for its
purposes and which stands in an entirely subordinate
relation, is the body of the soul” s I Igad dafcrs @ref
fravga aRfRige =@ o, Jeemaeawd 9, aaw TR (I1-1-9).
This triple functioning on the part of the body and the triple
complementary exercise on the part of the spirit is the crux
of the relation. In this sense, property would be, as it were,
an extension of the body and could be not illegitimately
called the body of the owner. The body is, as much as
property, the extension of personality. In the light of this
above definition, Ramanuja draws his original conclusion
that the cause is the soul of the effect, and the effect is the
body of the cause. But be it noted, only in this particular
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peculiar sense that to be the ‘cause’ is to be capable of
conditioning another existence which then will be regarded
as its ‘effect.” Thus wherever there is an operative centre for
a force to manifest or wherever a will manifests, that may be
considered to be its body then. The manifestation of power
and evolution takes place in nature, and through minds
functioning in nature, under the aegis of Spirit. “The world
and minds are the body of the Spiri‘[.”1

This position is substantiated in the following
upanishadic passages.

“He of whom the earth is the body, of whom water is
the body, of whom the fire is the body, of whom the mind is
the body, of whom ether is the body, of whom, death
(mrityu) is the body, he is the inner self of all, the divine one,
the one God Narayana “(Subala Up)” He who dwelling
within the self whom the self does not know, of whom the
self is the body, who rules the self from within, He is thy
ruler within, the Immortal*“(Brih. Up. 3-7-3-22).

Ramanuja says, that the relation between Brahman and
the Universe is an eternal relation, and any one term cannot
be stressed without stressing the other term too
legitimately. Brahman is the cause, and is the conditioner

1 c o~ ¢
AR NESSCRII IHQIUENCMI A DINH E‘%
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of the effect, namely the Universe (jagat), for its being what
it is. Without his volition (ichha) nothing can take place (I.i.3).
The undistinguishable darkness (Tamas,)1 of Pralaya, the
whole or the One Ekam. Is the condition of the reality. It is
the condition when these manifestations are drawn in even
as the tortoise legs are drawn in, and is so subtle to be
never a fact of experience, where the sentient souls are
suppressed from valuing according to their relative
largeness of intelligent activity or consciousness. This
inferred state or avastha of Brahman is undistinguished and
undistinguishable by us. It is the absolute sleep of nature,
and is a consequence of the involutive impulse of its Lord.
The will to manifest on the part of Brahman, is the condition
that lets this evolution start its usual run. “That which is
Being, i.e., this world which now owing to distinctions of
names and forms bears a manifold shape was in the
beginning one only owing to absence of distinctions of
names and forms” Wead™ gEHFAIIY YdHaledigd or even
there were no other beings functioning, Narayana was the
only existent. THIETd RIIUMAY T T HON 7 &0 7]
TMFAET TS, 9§ Uae WREd a9 e, (Maha
Narayana Up. 1.1.) The differentiation which takes place in
beings animate and inanimate, is an effectuation willed at a

1
. AR T IR gRITfESHsiicr GermRIa<al RG-S Al
AATYTHIRRR F8T, YadTfe¥cd Ayt -Heya=erRe.

AGRTIHHT SHTESRRTIT SRAT IROMHAT Fagam=ry gRomreer
Bhasya, I-iv-27.
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“determinate” beginning by the spirit or Brahman, who is
the complete owner or ruler of the Universe or Jagat, and
guiding nature which is in its furled or coiled state of
potential such that distinction could not be forecast on its
unevolved surface. For Ramanuja the effect is the cause
made manifest, distinct with the evolution of real differences
and emergences and plurality, that is, distinct with names
and forms. For such an evolution, the effect is dependent
on its cause; it is sustained by the cause since the
effectuation is not like a particular painting; it is a gradual
unfoldment, a process in time; since, the primal state—an
inferred potential—contains not only the possibility of the
present ‘this,” or ‘now’ and the ‘then’ and the ‘had-beens,’
but also the ‘hereafter’, the final goal, that is itself as
completed in actuality. Whilst treating the ‘now’ and the
‘then’ as imperfections you cannot by any means treat
them as unreal. They are imperfect surely, but unreal they
certainly are not.

According to the definition already given, the body
(Sarira) of the cause would certainly be the effect, of the
dependence, of the sustenance, and of the enjoyment, of
the Cause or Spirit in it. The activity of real enjoyment is an
action of real manifestation of self or self-expression.
Ramanuja maintains that the activity of manifestation is an
activity of divine impulsion born out of his own glory and not
merely one of such character that makes others say that
such a God is silly God, if not a cynical player of an
unworthy game., Further such a manifestative impulse is to
make the individual selves realize the glory of the world and
of Himself, the perfect, in and through them. For him, as for
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the several selves, to be is to manifest; in the one, it is a
manifestation of divine glory and eternal values through the
selves whom he helps towards a greater approximation to
perfect functioning and appreciation of reality; for the other
the whole functioning of the universe, its unfoldment of
nature is for the gradual evolution of their spiritual character;
in a word, this universe or Nature (Prakrti) is the Sphere they
shall more and more subjugate and utilizing spiritualise, and
use the power behind themselves and behind nature. It is at
once the barrier and the help towards their perfection. It is
a “vale of soul-making.” It is because of the Divine mercy
of God that the world of souls becomes emergent so as to
attain perfection and nearness to the Divine.

According to Vedanta of Ramanuja, the cause of
universe is ultimately Spirit and matter, for as the statement
goes “Brahman only, and with it Prakrti as rule by Brahman,
is the cause of the world” and not any one of them without
the other. In the beginning then, the two primary entities of
matter and spirit were manifesting themselves, the spirit
controlling the matter. (érT Bhasya 1-iv-22) w#a §&
SITehIRUM i RfT. Samkhya s right in postulating Prakrti
to be the ultimate material cause of the universe, the
impulsion or the efficient cause however, being the Spirit,
which latter is not accepted by Samkhya as it does not
accept the organic unity of matter with Spirit or Brahman, in
which case the ultimate causality would devolve upon the
owner pf Prakrti or Brahman, and not on Prakrti merely.
The spiritual origination of the world could be satisfied, not
by any amount of Bergsonian biological imagining or
Fichtian Dialectical ‘Anstoss’, but only by the acceptance of
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matter to be nothing other than what it appears to be
namely, the material of which the world is made. The
spiritual origination if it means anything at all, is only in this
conception, or rather, the misapplication of the causal
category with regard to the relation of those factors
revealing mere dependence and in no way derivation of the
one from the other. The spiritual prius if it means anything
significantly is because of the initial directions and purposes
revealed in the process. The physical beginning as the
quotation from the Sri Bhasya suggests is only the Spirit
Matter and not any single entity among them. The Logical
prius involves, however, two views; (1) the inference of
physical potential at the prius, (2) the inference of end or
goal, the full expression of spiritual purpose as in the
potential physical prius. The spiritual expression as the
prius would be the teleological potential which the Brahman
without his modes is, the physical expression of the prius,
however, would be the material (upadna) potential which the
Brahman with his modes or Prakrti is. The teleological
cause also is Brahman or spirit alone and is therefore the
efficient cause also. Brahman-as-with- Prakrti, forms the
material cause. And in a more definite way should it be held
that of the substantial modification of the three entities that
pass into another condition, the most modifiable entity in
very nature (Svarupa though not in Svabhava as triguni ) is
Matter or Prak.r’[i.1 The appropriate materialism of Samkhya

' Bhtta’s Hymn the ILord. Il. 31 cf. Pillai lokacharya Tarttva Traya

lll. 30. God is the material cause for what is possible to an
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lies in this fact, that the real modification of natures occurs
in material constituents and not in the spiritual substances
viz. the subjects whose change in nature is not substantial
but only in the range of consciousness, which further is not
the characteristic of the highest because of the superiority
and intelligent nature of the Brahman and o the fact of the
eternality of his perfect nature. Effect, the Bhasya defines,
“as its substance passing into another state.” wRIAH f§
THHRICIITIIRI<RMRT.  From this point of view even the
subjects do undergo a change of state or avastha. The soul
which becomes activistic or kshetragna and contracted or
expanded in the relative range of consciousness” is also
from this point of view an effect,” ‘with this difference’ from
the Prakrti which undergoes a substantial modification in
nature so as to be unrecognised from its ultimate or original
natures, “that the other condition which is represented by
the soul is of different kind from that which constitutes non-
sentient things such as ether and so on. The origination
and so on which are characteristic of the objects do not
belong to the subjects and the latter or eternal”.

The ruling element of the world, that is, the Lord
finally, who has the sentient and non-sentient beings for his
modes, undergoes a change in so far as he is at alternate
periods the embodied in all those beings in their alternating

magnificent spider, which while keeping its immovable, becomes,
through its body the material cause of cobwebs by evolving etc,
cannot but be is possible to the lord.
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states. The two modes and he to whom those two modes
belong thus undergo a common change in so far as in the
case of all of them the causal condition passes over into the
different condition.”

ON N

SIITBRIARY IS CICECN'Q-K‘Iqu |rc\\{-2|bd|~<0qo{-cb|~<|
gaRT; HRUMTRRT JTRITRIIRTTY fAPR: ThRgI IR o
TH: (II-iii-18.)

The subtle chid-achd-Visista Brahman passes over into
the gross chid-achd-Visista Brahman. Though operating
with changing contents which reveal his own effectuating
purposes, namely, perfect love, perfect beauty and perfect
goodness, He is not in any way hampered by
exemplification in process or evolution of these eternal
values which form His essential Svabhava and He remains
ever the constant unchanging principle “just on account of
His being their inner ruler and self,”

WRATH  ARIGIRRYTA I YReIa g eual e (|-
iv-27.)

“The creation of the world by God is not an arbitrary fiat
of God though it must not be understood to mean anything
than a free act of God. It is not anything that he might act
or refrain from acting at his pleasure, “for, as Sri Vedanta
Charya also says, the evolution of this world is a very
fundamental act of God without which he cannot be true to
his nature as the Lord or Iswara. His redemptive impulse,
his superiority of Nature, his perfection and power, in a
word, all that makes for power and ideal and perfect,
demand this expressive functioning on his part.
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In the words of Ulrici, we can say that “In truth God is
not first god and then creator of the world, but as God he is
creator of the world, and only as the creator of the world is
he God. To separate the two ideas from one another is an
empty abstraction, affirming at once an unmeaning
difference which contradicts the unity of the divine nature.
Hence just as God does not become creator of the world
but is from eternity creator of the world, so the world too
though not eternal of itself exists fro eternity as the
creation (or act) of God.” This passage expresses the same
view as that of Ramanuja and refutes such metaphysic as it
placed on mere absolute difference of the Dvaita and such
unreal metaphysic as the Sankarite abstrationism and
cloudy monism of the western idealists. Ramanuja affirms
the eternality of the Prakrti and individual selves which
constitute the universe or Jagat in their subtle or gross
form, as eternally bound in an organic union (without which
relation of absolute dependence they would be mere
abstractions), to Brahman. This proves the eternality of
cause and effect, also in this way, that all the expected
consummations or “compossibles” would be potential in
the initial condition of the undistinguished.

' Isha Up. Comm. Sri Vedanta Desika.
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THETHEORY OF EVOLUTION
OR
COSMOLOGY

The historical perspective and method for unravelling of
the origin, or rather, the enigma of a determinate beginning
of the world is certainly actuated by a true scientific impulse.
If the beginning (becoming) of the world has really been
infinite, no amount of history will bring us nearer to its origin;
“it is vain to sound the bottomless abyss of the past with
the puny plummet of science”. But if we do grant that
things had an origin (in time), and their history a beginning,
then we escape from the implications of the false historical
method, which states that ‘becoming’ or change only
exists, in which case, search for understanding evolution is
vain and futile. If there had been no beginning, there
certainly could be no end, and no end to where we arrive at
the end—no perfection, and hence no meaning in evolving.
The vindication of a determinate beginning and a real origin
as the presupposition of any historical account, commits us
to the doctrine of a beginning of the world, atleast, of the
present order of things, and gives us a hope of attainment
of a perfected order at the End. All real efforts at a
metaphysics yield the conception of a unitary principle or
substance, from which all creation proceeds towards an
attainment of a perfected End. The effort at such a
conception is nothing more than an effort, and if the
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historiological impulse were anything, then we can prima
facie accept and not criticize, except for the purpose of
demonstrating the strict logical sequence of evolution, from
the assumptions basic and integral to that system, and in
our case of the Vedanta of Ramanuija.

It has been explained in the previous chapter, that there
is non-difference between the totality of cause and totality
of effect and what takes place is only a revelation of
behaviour of the cause in time and space because the
stuksma  cidacid-vidistha Brahman passes  over
(parinamayati) into sthula-cidacid visistha Brahman, the un-
differenced becomes differenced into names and forms
(nama-rupa).

The cause of the world, has been said to be Bréhmarj,1
in so far as he is the Lord (I$a), sustainer and controller
(niyantar) of the Prakrti (matter) and the jivas, to whom he
stands in the relation of soul (§aririn), and to whom they
stand in the relation of body (Sarira). In this sense of
eternal relation, and ownership and this ownership being
never disjunctable (aprathasiddha) Brahman, the supreme
Spirit, is the absolute cause of the Universe (jagat), and not
in any other sense. (Liv.1). Cause and effect area as
eternally related as soul and body, and it is a unity in
difference. Identity is a misleading expression though not

! khri Bhasya I. i. 2**Janmadyasya yatah**
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wrong. If we prefer to use that word at all, we must be
careful not use it in the meaning of Advaita; further, our way
of putting it has a synthetic note about it, which surely, the
causal relation is. It is a cause-effect continuum.

The original state or condition of Brahman, or cause is
stated to be at some places, as Sat, or mere Brahman with
none else, or it is stated to be Asat. “The highest Self,
which in its nature of unlimited knowledge and bliss, has for
its body all sentient and non-sentient beings— instruments
of sport for him as it were—in so subtle a form, that they
may be called non-existing; and as they are his body, he
may be said to consist of them (tanmaya).” (Liv.27).1
“Because the whole body of other things is spoken of as
Asat or nonexistent on account of particular attributes not
being manifest, of being absolutely dependent™ The truth of
the statement that there was Asat only means, that the
universe was in a such a condition of absorption that they,
as it were, were not. It certainly was not a éUnya.3 Then
his involutive power being manifest (samhara ichha), He
alone was.

Sri Bhasya I. Iv 27.

Madhva Bhasya ll. i. 18.

“Nor was there Asat; there was gloom.” Rg. Veda X.129.
Others say, Non-being this was in the beginning.
(Ch.Up.VI.2.1) This passage has to be taken as a refutation of the
tenet of primitive absolute non-existence.. a refutation undertaken for
the purpose of strengthening the doctrine that this world has sprung
from that which is. Sankara Bhasya (l.iv.15)

3
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Thus God through his willing the creation as also
involution, and of the complete control he has eternally
upon them, becomes by these two facts, the upadana and
nimitta karana of the universe. The Samkhyan evolutionary
hypothesis is accepted by Vedanta and wherever it differs
from it, it is only when it is absolutely necessary for its
metaphysical theory.

Samkhyan evolutionary theory postulates matter or
Pradhana as the mulam (origin or source) or the first cause,
out of which all nature (viSvarlipa) evolves due to its own
immanent desire to please the Purusa, to whom it is near.
Its three gunas are the eternal constituents of every one of
matter’s categories viz., Mahat (also known in Sankhya as
the Buddhi the instrument of ratiocination in the monadic
evolution) Ahankara (which with the manas and the
jnanendriyas from the Antahkarana), tanmatras and also the
gross elements. So much so, samkya is also known as
guna-parinama-vada. Except Prakrti which contains these
three gunas in equilibrium, in a very subtle condition, the
rest of the categories are in an un-equilibrated condition
due to preponderance or lessening of the gunas over each
other, hence they are known as Vikaras or modifications.
Prakrti first passes over into mahat on its contact with
Purusa, consciousness of willing (ichha-5sakt) being
manifest at that stage in matter. It is the initial drive in the
original matter to distinguish itself, standing thus as the
cause of ahankara, the particular principle of individuation
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or centrism, a tendency visible in all matter. At this stage,
perhaps as B.G.Tilak says, it can be compared to be the
beginning of the Naiyyayic atom or Ar_1u1. This ahankara
represents a definite cleavage-product standing as the vast
triple-divisioned chaos of atomic bed. Here we have three
kinds of ahankara viz., Sattva, (Called the Vaikarika), Rajas
(called Taijasa), Tamas (or the Bhutadi) respectively forming
the three kinds of self-assert tendency. And with the rajasic
and sattva ahankaras there is splitting of the general
evolution into two branches viz., the subjective and the
objective, which latter, is mainly the tamasic product and
perhaps a little of rajas. Deviating from the main line,
ahankara (sattva and rajas) develops manas and the ten
indriyas of sense and action. Splitting from the main tree,
the Bhutadi of the tamasic cord develops the five subtle
tanmatras, which in-turn evolve the five gross elements of
ether (akasa), air (vayu) fire (agni) water (apas), earth (annam
or Prthvi). The last five gross elements standing in no
causal relation to any others they are called visayas or
vikritis. By the intermixture and combination of these five
elements according to the blind teleology immanent in
Prakrti, the world of nature, a beautiful enjoyable but
changing creation, evolves. This, in short, is the Sankhyan
theory of evolution. Mula Prakriti is not an effect of
anything. Buddhi, ahankara and the five tanmatras are
both effects and causes of other things, the eleven indriyas

Gita Rahasya: B.G. Tilak (Telugu. Trans. 235 Chap. VII)
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including the manas, and the five gross elements are
effects, Purusas are neither causes nor effects of anything,
they are mere chinmatrasvarupa saksins (mere witnessing
intelligences or consciousness).1

The Vedantik view of Ramanuja, however is, that
Prakrti being subject of the will of Brahman and standing in
a dependent relation to him as body (Sarira), is an effect of
his, in which case, the primary denotation of the word
Mulam, would go to Him and not to Prakrti, the dependent
existence. The term Avyakta, thus, would apply to the
causal condition of Brahman, who controls, sustains and
enjoys the creation (l. Iv.2.)2 Further of this dependence of
matter on Brahman, which Samkhya does not admit,
Ramanuja refutes it only in so far as it does not admit the
‘paravasyata’ on Brahman is concerned, and by no means
intends to deny Un-evolved matter and its manifestations
or modifications in themselves’. Pradhanam, if it has got
any ends to subserve which Samkhyans assert that it does,
then it is only in this dependent relation as fulfilling his ends,
as his body,4 that “Pradhana and so on are capable of
accomplishing their several ends” (I. Iv. 3) Otherwise, the
different essential natures of them all could never exist nor

! el [ABRY wEaTe TeRITi R

eel fdeRT Awpfa Sy 11311 (Samkhya Karika Verse 3.)
2 B.GVIIl 3-21, &ri Bhasya l.iv.23.

Sri Bhasya I. Iv. 3.

Sri Bhasya ll. i. 9
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act, much less their activities (Il. ii. 1-5). Further, the activity
of prakriti would have to be construed as something like the
blind schopenheurian will, or the Von Hartmannian
Unconscious, which can never explain the intelligent
evolution of the world. And only a pessimist will deny the
intelligent unfolding of the world-process to whom the
intelligence is only a very novel and out of the way product
and not the reverse, and intelligence would be as Haeckel
conceived and as the behaviourist conceives it today, only
as due to neurological and cortical reaction to environment.

Though one has to suffer for anthropomorphic beliefs
one is bound to hold, and which as Prof. Schiller says,
everyone is confined to, the only alternative being to prefer
a good one to a bad one truth is “in the beginning” was
spirit; neither temperament or whim, not feeling or arbitrary
will, lies at the root of (Creation) world-process, but Divine
Intelligence, the Logs is the prime ground of all things.
Reason as the rule and not reason or chance as the
exception in this world we can understand, but the reverse
we cannot comprehend. Regularity is found in nature as
there is spirit, world-reason in it. The process of nature
takes place according to strict mathematical principles—
more geometric as Spinoza would say1”.

! Philosophical tendencies of the Present day. L.Stein Vol, iii

pp. 429-430.
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Thus it is for Vedanta, Brahman is the first cause, the
ultimate category from which everything evolves. The
evolution of the world in the order of unfoldment is spoken
of in various ways in the Upanisads, “From paramatman
ether; from ether air, from air fire; from fire water; and from
water earth were generated”. This sequence of elementary
distinctions of the Bhutadi is due to the subtle Prakriti
manifesting more and more grossly (though not wholly as it
is infinite)Z, in its descendent wave, and finally attaining the
grossest form of earth, water being subtler than earth, fire
more than water, air more than fire and ether of Space more
than air, and Prakrti is subtler than all these Paramatman
and atman are subtler than Prakrti, being spiritual. It is that
the manifestations in sequent order are due to more and
more qualitative differentiation of the sensum according to
the capacity of the Suksma indriyas to evolve gross physical
organs, to stimulate the functioning of those organs of
sensation®.

| oigt siwdRigg s, BT amdl]

sl 9% doees SRdegedgddt | Taitt. Up. 2.1

Sankhya says that even whilst the Prakriti evolves it does not
completely pass over into another condition. A fragment of it alone
manifested as the sensorium. Bhagavad Gita agrees with this.

8 Speaking on the subject of the number of organs, the Sutras
mention them to be eleven only. Now we are aware of only five
organs of sensation and we do have organs of activity. What is
maintained is that even though we may evolve more powers, sensu
eminentiori, what really takes place is that they may be more perfect

2
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Brahman is the cause of Prakrti’s movements as it is
inert per se. First he wills the evolution of Mahat or the
cosmic greatness (it is held that this should not be treated
as the Buddhi the material category as consciousness is not
a material entity but the characteristic attribute or mode of
the Intelligent Self). Then the second aspect is that of
cosmic will to be distinct and the evolution of the five primal
cosmic elements of ether of Space, air, fire, water, and
earth. Some people say there were only three elements:
fire, water, and earth, leaving ether of space out because it
is not a substance but that in which things move. This
grand cosmic adjustment is prior to formation of any
individual bodies or things or even worlds. This is called the
general creation (advaraka srishti).

After this general creation has taken place, Brahman
keeps the seed which contains the cosmic soul (which is
the aggregate of individual souls who are yet under
bondage or influence of karma which has not been
consummated by them in the prior creation) into the cosmic
waters. And out of it is born the Golden egg, and from it

but a divine vision must yet be a sensation of light, a divine hearing an
auditory sensation.
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the Cosmic Deity who is also known as Hiranyagharbha, is
born. And from Brahma issues the whole sadvaraka srishti
the special creation. As the Rg. véda says feruage=aaadm
YIRS, Ui Y% RA]. The Taittariya text says “first arose
water,” which could only mean that of the gross pure
creation that was the first, the rest being more subtle
manifestations. “Even before water there was Purusa,” is
another text. (Katha. Up. 2—6)1 From this Purusa, first tejas,
water, earth, and through their intermixtures all other things
came about(Ch. Up. 6. 2. 6). Again it is said that from
Purusa the five elements rose in order (Taittariya. Up. 2-1)
The last statement of the Taittariya Upanishad is accepted
by Vedanta Sutras (Il.ii. 1-15). Thus Manu says “: In this
water was placed a seed (bija) and from that arose Brahma,
and from him and world arose.” And further it is even said
“that on subjective side the Pranas, Manas, the indiriyas,
and the composite elements were born.

i ® HEE W PR e @ Heieds ®
bttt B W T

There are several statements in the Upanisads which
speak of water or air as ‘thinking’, ‘seeing’, or ‘brooding’
and out of it issue the next category or categories. It is
quite true to reason to suppose that He who is in water,
whose body is the water or in air and possessor of it, willed
the evolution of the next category and produced them. The

' Adbhyah plrvamajayata

48



METAPHYSICS OF SRI RAMANUJA’S SRI BHASHYA — THE THEORY OF EVOLUTION

indirect and somewhat anthropomorphic if not animistic
attribution of thought to the elements is not wrong at all,
once we grant that there is spirit working through nature
and souls, realizing itself through these its own ends of
delight.

Summarising the whole group of statements and placing
them in the best possible perspective we have :-

Firstly, a theory that never denies the Sankhyan
evolution of the categories, indeed there is an acceptance
of the evolution of the categories according to the principle
“Gunaguneshu vartante,” in which case, we have the
twenty five categories. And as the Vedantists accept
Brahman as the cause going one step further than Sankhya
, there are bound to be twenty-six tattvas, but the
categories are considered to be effects, as such Brahman is
not counted as an effect, in which case, it reduces the
number of categories by one. The number of tattvas thus
remains the same in both. This theory is explicitly
maintained in the Yatindramata Dipika (4th chapter). And it
is also hinted at many places in the Bhélsya.1

Secondly, there is the other theory which holds that out
of Brahman, the elements in order, were manifest. And that
Brahman placed a seed, and entered along with the
individual soul (some add with Sri or Laksmi, the eternal

' &ri Bhasya;-
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partner of God) in the primal waters which developed in to
the golden egg and out of it arose Hiranyagharbha, and
after him and under his cosmic supervision, the whole
creation of names and forms, beings and things developed.
The panchekarana or trivritkarana takes place only after
Brahma is born. Panchakarna is described as follows: the
five primal elements being mixed in particular proportions as
to make all distinction of natures in the world. The five
original elements were taken and one half of each was
regarded to have been kept in tact; the other half was
regarded as being divided into four equal parts, four such
parts form half, which in combination with the other half
produced the transformed evolute of the original element;
therefore every element is in every other, the distinction lies
only in the preponderating character of one element which
gives it the specific name it possesses. For example, water
contains all the five elements within itself but that the
preponderance of water tattva makes it known as water; so
also every other phenomenal entity. In this creation (vyashti
srishti or special creation)there are no absolutely pure
tattvas, but all are mixtures of the five elements and the
preponderance of one entity in a substance determines as
against every other, its characteristic name and form. The
Vedanta Sutras however, do not find any reason to go
beyond the Chandogya Text of trivritkarana or the
intermixture of the three elements which arose first." “Each

' Iliv. 17-19. &riBashya
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element is indeed of a three-fold nature, owing to primary
tripartition; but as in each mixed element one definite
element prevails—so that each element has a distinctive
character of its own—a definite designation is given to
each”

“In the scriptural account of creation preceded by
intention on the part of the creator, it is said that each of
these elements was made tripartite constitution of all things
is apprehended by perception as well. The red colour in
burning fire comes from (primary elementary) fire, the white
colour from water, the black colour from earth—in this way
Scripture explains the three-fold constitution or nature of
burning fire. In the same way all things are composed of
elements of all kinds”. “The elements possessing various
powers and being unconnected could not, without
combination produce living beings, not having in anyway
mingled. Having combined, therefore with one another and
entered into mutual associations—beginning with the
principle called mahat and extended to the grossest
elements—they formed an egg” etc., Having entered it into
these three beings viz., fire, water, earth, with my self which
is qualified by the collective soul let me differentiate names
and forms, 'i.e., let me produce gods, and all other kinds of
individual beings and give them names and to that end,

" “Having created that (Hiranyagharbham, Golden Egg) he
entered into it; having entered it he became ‘Sat’ and ‘tyat’, (souls
and things) Taitt, up. Il. 6.,”
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since fire, water and earth have now mutually combined let
me make each of them tripartite and fit them for creation”.
The former says Ramanuja, is the meaning, of the text “that
divinity thought, let me having entered these three beings
with this living soul-self, differentiate names and forms—Ilet
me make each one of them ‘[ripar‘[i‘[e.”1

Thus the primary tripartition took place before Brahma
was born, as he is also born from the egg, Brahman himself
being the cause of the original tripartition. Further upto the
creation of the Brahmanda (mundane Egg) the creation was
immediate and after that, mediate”.

To render these two theories of creation, synthetic
complimentaries of each other, we have to show that they
are not contradictory but complimentary and implicative of
each other. We have seen that even in one of the passages
extracted from the Sri Bhasya that the mahat and the other
tattvas are recognized. Our only aim would be to show that
the primary evolution consists of cosmic extension or
growing vast (typified by the Mahat)and a cosmic attempt to
differentiate on the side of Bhutadi (since the stuksma
organs can only develop under the stress of the
environment and reveal themselves in the bodies of souls,

Sririnivasa thinks that Trivritkarana implies Panchakarana
prakriya, and adds that others posit a septiplicatory process by
combining Mahat, and Ahankara, Yat, Dipika pp. 77.

?. (Yat. Dipika pp. 85)
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the which they cannot do, because the souls are not yet
brought into contact with nature at all for them to
assume bodies according to their karma) forming the
primary elements which form the place where Brahman
places the seed to develop into the Brahma and wills the
panchekarana or trivrtkarana. After Brahman enters the
cosmic waters with (and not as the advaitins hold) and seed
containing the individual souls, the individual contact
between the souls and Prakrti, is established, the
Brahmanda with its world within its bosom, gets established
in sequence. In this special creation, each soul attracts to
itself such forms as God wills, which of course, is
dependent upon his karma and according to the function he
is to do in this world of creation as an instrument of God.
The individual Buddhi and antahkarana and Manas with the
prana are latter and belong only to the sadvaraka srishti. In
either case, what is true of the general creation, the
macrocosm, is still true of the microcosm; the major
tripartition yields to a minor tripartition or even a
septiplicatory partition ' as the Yatindramata Dipika
suggests, and yet count as we may, there remain only these
twenty-five categories.

The Bhagavad Gita accepts the view that Apara
Brahman to be the lower and the individual souls as the
higher. It clearly accepts the Samkhyan categories in the
verses;

' Cf. Maha Bharata Asva. Xxxv-20—20 & x1vii-12-15.
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The diagram affixed would fairly show the evolutionary
process according to Sri Ramanuja .

Time (kala) is not a myth, but a real entity, being as
eternal as nature itself; not that time is nature, nor nature
time, but that they are coeval. The processus of volution
are both timed, and the involutive or evolutive Will (the
samhara and Srst) manifests itself or takes place
accordingly.

In the world of process everything takes place according
to time and cannot occur as whim would have it. Time is the
master. It is maintained by Ramanuja that released souls
are masters of time and everything happens as they will,
according to their will to enjoyment, (Bhoga). Though the
respect for cosmic will in them would be dominant enough
to make them desist from exercise of will to defeat the ends
of time.

At the end of the present kala (period) of evolution,
which runs for a particular finite period, the involutive
impulse of Brahman manifests itself, and the whole process
gradually withdraws into the primal state passing though the
very stages of descent, as it had ascended, finally resting in
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that very subtle condition (Famah)1 when it is
indistinguishable from Brahman, when the souls which have
not been released are in such a fragile contact with matter
such that they could not function, the released souls
enjoying the absorption of meditation signifying an essential
unity of indistiguishableness of experience, in kainkarya
(service). Indeed in a passage, Time is said to be
Bréhmar_lz, in the cosmic process coeval with nature willing
nature’s performance in time. The whole creation first takes
place subtly in the karana mahat before it takes place in the
gross or the actual. The idea passes, in a sense, from will
to fact, from potential to actual in nature.

The gradual evolution of tattvas from the subtlest
Tamah, into the grosser and more defined forms in the
advaraka srishti, yield to still more defined and individual
forms in the sadvaraka srishti, the properties of each
element partaking that of the other; thus, evolving the most
complicated developments in the constrution of the
individual organs. The gross organs are a sequence of the
contact between the subtle organs and the gross exterior
on which they are subsequently built. Thus it follows that
when a soul is born into this world it has a potential store of
all the organs (antahkarana, consisting of the intellect,
manas and the ten organs,)which manifest grossly
according to the ability of the soul (which is others known

' &riBhasya I. -1 (.125). cf. B>G. viii. 18.
2. Bh. G. xi 32.
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as karma or adrsta, of the soul) as man, god or animal or
plant or even stone1(lll. l. 24)

And when the unreleased soul leaves its body, it carries
with it the sksma Sarira or sheath, which clings to the soul
as the determinant of the next birth and the tendencies
which would manifest themselves then. This stiksma sarira,
also known as the linga Sarira, is also material, being
formed by the suksma organ and the pranas (the rajasic
cleavage which forms the driving force in the organisms),
and has a deeper stamp of habits upon it which form the
prenatal tendencies and the peculiar constitution or mental
make-up, not to be explained as the hereditary accretions
of the individual. It is indeed a psychological fact that there
is not only an adaptation of the bodily organs towards
stimuli, but there is equally an adaptation of the psychical or
mental attitude toward the same stimuli, and the mind as
well as the body, tend to repeat the same responses and
attitudes in the event of the same or similar stimuli recurring,
unless by a volitive impulse that habitual adaptation is
broken. In that direction alone lies release from material
complexes and mental attitudes and material environments.
In this sense of physical events binding us from free activity
by causing habits to be formed, we can say that action
binds, and added to the law of cosmic Justice, makes the
definition of karma as something which binds. And only
when our actions are divine i.e., according to the will of God

' Yat, Mata Dipika
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and tuned to universal ends or offered as gifts or service to
God, do they lose the sting of bondage; Karma then never

binds, 7 &4 <fied TR (Isha. Up. 2).

It is this Stksma or linga Sarira that hinders the self
from its own natural and free volitive impulse and self-
luminosity.

It may not be out of place to briefly sketch, the
difference between Advaita and Visistadvaita with respect to
this cosmological problem.  For sankara, as already
remarked, these worlds are unreal effects of a real “cause”
manifested due to the influence of Maya and ajnna. It is
certainly true to assert that individuals suffer from ignorance
of their true status, but that God or Brahman should lend
himself to this imperfection of Maya or ignorance in order to
manifest these unreal worlds, even for the sake of his own
enjoyment, seems too unreal a theory, of the fact that the
enjoyer of the play himself loses the consciousness of his
status, despite the assertion made, that the category of
Brahman is uninvolved in the process and they the category
of 18vara is not affected by Maya which, in a sense, creates
him'

' Bhaskhara in his refutation of the Mayavada says that the
attempt to make the 1évara at one time the involved or (samsarin) of
the universe, the first-born of the Brahman, and at another time the
overcome of the maya just like Brahman, the person who is infinitely
better than the ordinary individual, is making 1évara the contradiction
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The Un-differenced Being overlaid by Maya, or by
wearing the Maya-cloak, Vikshepa Shakti of Maya becomes
the 1évara, full of predications which not real, i.e., not
applicable to it per se; for Brahman is Nirguna1. They are
only the way our intellect visualizes or describes to itself the
character of the illimitable Brahman. Iévara as the wearer
of Maya (Mayavachinna) is master of Maya and does not
become deluded by the same”. There is only one Maya as
such only one Tévara®. Al qualities (gunas) are interpreted
to mean by Advaita, as the combination of the gunic
triplicity of Prakrti. But as Ramanuja says, there is
difference between the gunic triplicity and general term
quality (guna), interpreted to mean Visesanas.

When Brahman is over-laid by another kind of Prakrti
viz Avidya,4 He appears as the infinite Jivas who suffer

of himself. There is no more spurious and illogical explanation of the
Absolute or 1évara than this. According to him it appears that the
Brahman is the Tévara and with his two types of Achetana-shakti and
Jiva-shakti creates the worlds, the former being really eternal, existing
till pralaya, the latter a vanishing distinction, that will be absorbed at
the end of his gradual evolution into the divine. Thus he argues for
krama mukti. Cf. Phil. Bhaskhara. P.N. Srinivasacharya. Madras
University Lectures 1927.

! Saksi cetakevalo nirgunasya

2, Panchadasi, 1.16.

Mayabimbo vaéikrtyatasya sarvajia iévar

8, “ajamokam”

*. Panchadasi 1. 16.
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from Maya and avidya. Multiplicity, variety and every
differentation is due to this avidya (malina-sattva-
pradhanam). And it is this avidya that makes individual
ahamkaras. This avidya again is a not a single entity but
many and of different kinds, and because of that alone are
there so many individual souls, subject to Maya, having,
however sufficient individuality to run through a series of
lives.' Individuality(Aham) is thus characterised as material
category and identified with the Samkhyan Ahamkara and
treated, here unlike, Samkhya, as a vanishing distinction,
which the Purushas certainly are not.

The third branch of Ajnanam is the Tamah Pradhanam
overlaying itself on the nirguna-chit-svarupa Brahman, who
it must be carefully borne in mind, is not involved in any of
these transformations or generations, gives rise to the
sukshma and sthula creation of things ( vritti-avachchinna
and vishayavichinna chaitanyam) conditioned by the vrittis
or acts and states and vishayas or gross nature.

Accordingly there is no svarUpa-bheda ( difference in
nature or essential character) between Jivas and Brahman
and indeed, just as the sun seen in different lakes or mirrors

! Perhaps at that stage, if we conceive avidya as a real upadhi
(not unreal, as advaita conceives it to be) the distinguishing of
Brahman into jives by such upadic limitation would compare with
Bhaskaras’s theory, for to him the difference is real, and their relation
is one of identity and difference; And further for him too the Brahman
is Mere Chinmatrasvarupa(intelligence or consciousness)
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appears as so many, Brahman deflected and reflected by
antahkarana ( ahamkara and other instruments of cognition
or understanding) and tamahpradhanam appears as So
many jives or subjects and things or objects respectively.
They are identical in essence.

Sri Vidyaranya describes this in a metaphorical way.
Just as a picture during its production undergoes four
stages, Brahman also undergoes four transformations. First
in the case of a picture on a clear pure white cloth is spread
on a particular ground(anna rasam), then it is dried. After
that colour ( masi or a particular colour background) is
painted over it. It is only after that, the picture is painted.
Here the Suddha-sattva-Pradhanam, which is otherwise
known as Maya, as the first fruit of Ajnanam or the higher
phrase of “prakriti” is laid in contact with Brahman, the
Sakshi(witnessing)chaitanyam(consciousness), also known
as the Akhanda $Suddha chaitanyam ( the infinite
unconditioned and indivisible consciousness). It gives rise
to I8vara, who thus becomes the antaryamin (inner self) of
all creation and its sustainer. And through contactwith
malina ( having Rajasic and Tamasic) division of the self
same prakriti ( which can be compared to the masl of the
illustration) the jives are made manifest. And by connection
with the malina pradhanam, the Virat-rupa of Brahman, as
Nature, is manifest. All the while, during these changes
(vikaras) the Brahman is merely passive on whose surface
(apparently) alone beat a million waves turbulently.

Thus creation, according to Advaita, is due to this
imposition of ajiana ( Prakrti) and its evolutes Maya and
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avidya, which as the first and second (sattvic and rajasic)
gives rise to 1évara and jives, whilst the last or the tamasic
evolute gives rise to the organization of Nature, it being
subsequence to the first influence (tirodhana) of Maya,
under the will and control of 1évara.

The above sketch is enough to show the difference
between the two systems and how far they are removed
from each other. The difference seems to be mainly in the
conception of the advaraka srishti; the rest, namely, the
sadvaraka srishti, taking place according to trivitkarana or
panchikarana and Samkhyan tattvic evolution.

The evolutionary hypothesis of Ramanuja, is based on
the scriptures and the Pancaratras, which describe that
there are four vyuhas of God or four attitudes of God, one
as the Lord of the jives in the aggregate ie., Sankarshana;
the lord of the Mahat as the Pradhyumna and the
adhisthana Purusa of the Manas, as Aniruddha. Vasudeva
or Narayana being Brahman is himself the Supreme. A
criticism of the theories of vyuhas is out of the scope of the
present subject and the Sri Bhasya though it defends the
Pancaratras whilst criticizing the other orthodox schools,
does not give any actual support to it in its |oages.1

Summary Sri Ramanuja, then, accepts the reality of
process, and of intelligent process. The Intelligent Cause or

Sr Bhasya. Il ii. 42-43
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spirit is always present in the process as the antaryami, in
all beings, and every blade of grass contains him whilst
none can exhaust him; as such he sustains creation by his
immanent presence and transcendent governance. The
derivation of real distinctions by a real imposition, as in
Bhaskhara, or by an unreal imposition, as in Advaita
theories, only try to escape the vital problem of Discontinuity
or multiplicity, with the help of the specious simplicity
achievable by denying any reality to it or declaring it to be a
real though a passing or vanishing phase. In Reality we
never come across, as Sri Ramanuja is not tired of saying,
continuity, or shall we say, a bare ‘that’, an uncharacterised
‘somewhat’. Every presentation even the bare ‘thatness’
has got a distinct character making it recognizable as a
‘that’.  Even presentationally we cannot achieve the
continuum of bare presentation. That discontinuity is as
vital as continuity or Unity cannot be denied, whether we
treat one of the terms as true or false. And in so far as we
cannot but bring them under one or the other, why should
we not recognise that the problem is a real one and that the
terms cannot be unless they are real, and that is precisely
the reason why our problem is not and cannot be solved
unless we get rid of these subterfuges of thought? It is
better and it is a logical desideratum that, as Bergson says,

SriBhasya . i.1

62



METAPHYSICS OF SRI RAMANUJA’S SRI BHASHYA — THE THEORY OF EVOLUTION

“We must accept a strict dualism between matter and
Mind”".

There is one way of escape, however, from the atomicity
(anu character) of matter, only if we allow a dubious theory
of infinite souls which occupy and hold to themselves
different bodies and that the generations of these vortices of
subtle electrons are formed by the initial impulsion of the
vast ether of space to distinguish itself. These material
differentiations then, must be due to the first will of God,
and the different kinds of bodies, from stones onwards to
the highest gods, due to the conjunction of the souls with
those material atomic structures. There is a single reign of
law in matter which the Veda calls Rta, which varuna
exercises, which is the same for all, from the atom and
electron to the steller spheres in the far distant skies. There
is in the electron the same degree of un-predictableness
which we find in the living beings. As to what conclusion
we have to draw from such observations we don’t know
with the little knowledge which we at present possess. If it
means the Leibnizian monadic organisation of a universe,
then, perhaps, it may explain; but as to how space and time
could at all be dismissed as mere ‘veridical hallucinations’
or ‘confused perception’ or ‘ideal categories of thought” we
can say next to nothing. But if we accept that view then,
we will have to explain them away in precisely the same way
as he (Leibniz) did. But according to Sri Ramanuja, as

Matter and Memory: H.Bergson.
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already stated space and time (kala) are real."  For him
there are three kinds of souls, the ever-free, the realised,
and the bound of all degrees featuring in the stones, trees
and the insects, animals, mammalia and vertebrates
consummating in the man whose self-consciousness is a
distinct feature of his and gods who also strive for freedom.
The ever free souls(nityas) are engaged in the conduct of
the evolution in their multitudinous ways in various strands.
For the view that all evolution started from the amoeba is
not exactly correct. As Bergson in his Creative Evolution
says that though the initial beginning was from such a
source as that, due to a variety of reasons or survival of the
fittest, by mixture of the germ-plasm with other species, by
the influence of the environment, by the emergence of new
types, by the sudden creative activity or Spirit or intelligence
due to no actual observed influence, we have posits three
major cleavages of evolution, determined by reflex-activity
of intelligence by the instinct activity of intelligence by the
intellectual activity of intelligence. But Berson whilst
envisaging a still higher type such that of intuitive activity,
does not say that there had been such a development as he
does not find it in himself. Somehow there is an
unexpressed view that man so far is the highest in the
emergence of intellect. This latter is mere prejudice. If the
highest in each of the lower developments is almost
indistinguishable from the lowest in the just above it, so also

1 . . .
‘Time is real. If one wishes to save the concepts, progress

development and freedom, one must accept time as real’. L. Busse
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we who are aware of the intuitive must accept the evolution
along different lines of the intuitive beings who are striving
for the perfection of their natures. The perfect are those
who fully conscious of the purposes of the Intelligence
which is cosmic life and Being. This awakening to the Life
of the spirit is that which defines a Free soul, and they are
then greater than all the Devas of the world. For intuitive
character of a being does not at the same time mean the
ability of knowing the purpose of the highest. These perfect
beings are of the nature of the highest, and take new bodies
and forms which are necessary for the fulfiiment of those
purposes. They form as it were the spiritual hierarchy,
fulfilling the legitimate function of the world. To whom work
is worship, and service of Life is the Goal. To them as to
the Highest, there is no bondage, in the sense we mean,
but is an exaltation of glory and power, their expression is
unique and perfect.
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THETHEORY OF BEING
OR

ONTOLOGY

The concept of substance or Being is to what the first
chapter led. This concept is very important in Philosophy
and has been dismissed often as a concept only to be
renovated in newer guise. Substance in the ordinary
empirical usage would mean anything which has sufficient
persistence in individuality or integral being. According to
philosophy, however, substance, giving its logical definition
first, “is that which can only enter into a proposition as
subject never as a predicate or relation.” A metaphysical
definition is, “substance is that which is in itself, and is
conceived by means of itself, that is the conception of
which does not need to be formed from the conception of
any other thing.” Between these two definitions, the former
of Leibniz as modified by Bertrand Russell, the later of
Spinoza, there is very little difference. Substance is the
ultimate entity which is identical neither with its predicates
nor relations, which is at the same time not devoid of these
predicates and relations, both of which are real. The
relations are as real as predicates. The latter definition, the
definition of Spinoza, is professedly metaphysical and the
concept of Substance is accordingly that of an ultimate
Being which is the ground of the attributes and modes.
Thus the ultimate relation between the substance and its
attributes is a relation of an intrinsic (immanent?) nature. So
much so, the attributes or modes inevitably lead to the
concept of substance and the substance leads to the
concept of substance and the substance leads to the
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concept of its modes. For, to be is to manifest to itself
through its modes and attributes. They are intellectually
distinguishable, that is by the intimate abstractionism
inherent in all scientific thought, but not disjunctable by any
means from existence.

The attempt at arriving at a substance without its
attributes, because of the arbitrary dictum thus attributes
lessen perfection,” that to determine were to limit and to
circumscribe, that to define were to use expressions which
are essentially an exaggeration of what we know of that
which cannot even be known, is a preordained logical
failure. Spinoza, however with his rationalistic bias tried to
subsume the attributes under the grand General idea of
Being, but when he had no sooner reached his goal, he
could not stay there, as he could never derive the attributes
and modes from the mere being. Thus God was, in the one
case, condemned to be a mere aggregate of subsumed
particulars or modes, or facts, grouped into two causal
series, or else, in the other case, it was a mere existence
neither a unity of concrete character nor identity of anything.
As Ramanuja points out “if Brhatva constitutes the logical
genus, Brahman becomes a mere abstract generic
character inhering in the 1évara, sentient souls, and non-
sentient matter, just as the generic character of horses
(advatva) inheres in concrete individual horses and this
contradicts all scriptural teaching (according to which
Brahman is the highest Concrete entity).” @& Sidsoiass
e ® soseaEied kel aRgRe Bid WiseRateEtEe.  But in
Spinoza, as in Sankara’s philosophy, “substance is reached
by precisely that same process of dropping all limitation in
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the way of determinate qualities which gives us the
Abstract. The consequence is that the derivation of less
ultimate from more ultimate is beyond” their reach: in which
case, the less ultimate must be treated either as mere
phenomena though bene fundatum or veridical
hallucinations or that they are real but impossible as far as
logic goes or could envisage of derivation from a more
ultimate being—a profession at once of the impossibility of
knowledge. In the one case, Sankara’s position results, in
the other, an atomism most distended and chaotic. The
former (éahkara’s position) suffers more though more
‘logical’—if perchance to treat an entity as hallucinatory is
the same thing as ‘deriving’ from reality. But to be fair,
Spinoza (who resembles Bhaskhara more than Sankara),
“rejected the bait of the specious simplicity obtainable by
denying the reality of matter or of mind or of God.” To him
entities are real and not mere unrealities. The world is really
a universe. “It is organically one, it is complete, everything
real (divine or human etc.,) is it, or within it; and it is rational
or orderly.”1 The substance, Spinozistically conceived is
either, a systematic organic universe, well-ordered, divinely
governed, of whose many-sided attributes we know only
two, viz., extension or material energy, and thought or
mind-energy; or else it is a mere static being, a pseudo-
universal, because non-concrete, undetermined and
unknowable. In the former case, the substance or God is

' Joue of Phil. Studies Vol.2 no. 5 pp.13
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the mystical conception passionately achieved and
exemplified a real concrete universal principle which is so
integrally related to Nature and beings (the typification of
material and mind-energies?), and in the latter, a barren
entity that is ballasted from all actuality, as such an
abstraction. But yet the philosophic concept of concrete
substance, a unity at once real and universal, will not be
achieved so long as the relation of substance to its
attributes is not established. The tendency to monism is a
real logical requirement of thought and the logical need and
the psychological and religious groping at a concrete unitary
concept of substance has converted a theoretical need into
a metaphysical indispensability. What then is the
Substance that will satisfy us?

There are three entities of which we have real
knowledge.

A. Our own existence of which we are directly aware
and intuitively certain; a proposition which all intuitionists
justify. Not only that, while the laws of our thought persist,
they compel us to admit that operari sequilar esse. It is the
principle on which the possibility of consciousness and unity
of knowledge depends. It is the soul which forms the
fleeting series of impressions, thoughts into a continuous
system of experience, thus making a continuous and
connected consciousness possible. The Buddhistic denial
of such an operari sequitar esse, and their affirmation of the
fleeting states as constituting the false idea of a self, is a
self contradictory statement, for how can memory,
recognition and recollection take place without an identical
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focus and self for which there is memory, recognition and
recollection? (érT Bhasya l.i.1.) Further it is the one self-
evident fact that we cannot get rid of by any amount of
doubting as Des Cartes quite realised, and the Vedantik
assertion of the reality of the Ego (aham) or Atman is
founded on this impossibility of getting rid of the self evident
‘Selfness, even whilst we can get rid of asmita (egoisim).

B. The existence of God of which we are self-evidently
certain if not intuitively, conceive it as we may, either in the
Cartesian way as more intuitively certain than ourselves or
even as Kant held that it might be legitimate as a ‘regulative
idea, ¢ which we can no more disprove than we can prove,
or else even as a logical requirement of thought as the
ultimate ground or Substance.

C. The knowledge of the world or material things and
objects through sensation which if they have not the
certainty ourselves and God posses, is yet practically
certain. It is on account of this category that all philosophy
is divided into two primary groups of materialism and
mentalism or else Monism and Pluralism of either type of
Materialism or Idealism. Matter as the third entity can never
be got rid of by any amount of intellectual subterfuge. It
demands that it must be counted as an ultimate category.
A real monism that is at once concrete, real and universal
must be achieved between these three entities of which the
second viz., God or the ultimate substance should hold the
first and third in an intimate unity within itself suffusing each
one of them with his presence. Our Conception of God
must rule out every trend of Deism and affirm a substance
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that is the ground of all existence. Our God must be an
immanent presence, rather then a far-off transcendence.
The distinct and seemingly opposite categories of matter,
which forms the world of Nature distinguishing itself as the
mental and physical nature of individual selves, and Spiritual
entities, finite in themselves, which operate in nature and for
whom, in a sense this world exists, must seek an intimate
relation in the way of modes or attributes of God, the
ultimate religious moral and philosophic Being and Ideal.
These three entities' may be expressed to be the Enjoyer,
the enjoyed (the World) and the Ultimate inspirer, (Bhoktha,
bhogyam Peritharancha matya).

The ultimate substance being thus intellectually
conceived, the nature of Being as conceived by Sankara
shall be first considered, as it features such a large part in
the tirade of Ramanuja against false interpretations of the
Vedanta-sutras, and also as it is for us philosophically
important, standing as it does for a very pure Monism.

For Advaita, the ultimate substance is consciousness,
which alone is Truth, Intelligence and Eternal and One only,
= 3 =g 38T which all mean the same thing. This
Brahman is mere experience or anubhuti, or Samvid. The
primal substance is neither the individual nor the objects of
cognition, but an all-embracing consciousness, which is
never absent, for of its absent, for of its absence we can

' The resemblance to lock is surely marked here.
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predicate nothing, nor of its non-existence can we speak
with any sense of intelligibility, as it is consciousness alone
that must make such a Judgement, which it cannot do if it
was not. Samvid is thus One all-embracing consciousness
which is the same throughout, whatever be its content,
either illusions or objects or dreams or real knowledge itself.
It is permanent, for by no means can it be held hat it was
not. Consciousness being thus impossible of disproof and
since it is self-luminous (svayamprakasa) we can never
prove its non-existence (abhaya) which would involve self-
contradiction. Anubhuti does not need a perceiver of the
same because it could bend itself to survey itself. Further to
be an object of cognition is to be a material entity (acetone).
But if it is not an object, is it a subject? No; it is neither
subject not object but a passive spectator. Indeed, we may
say, that it is that absolute consciousness or experience
where subject and object have no meaning; it is
unrelationed and all relations between subject and object
are unreal, and do not pertain to the ultimate substance.
The objective world which manifests difference and relations
between subjects and objects and between things and
things, is generated by avidya (ignorance); as such not only
things but subjects, who are intelligent selves, are all unreal
as such having as their cause or condition obtaining an
eternal avidya and Maya though the reality about them is
Brahman who is conditioned by upadhis. Consciousness is
un-originated as we have already seen it to be the
permanent behind the fluctuating differences and changes
and as being never absent. Difference or multiplicity, and
qualities, which define in a way plurality and relations, it has
none, because differences and qualities are due to an
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overlaying of Avidya on Brahman and also such a statement
of relations pertaining to Brahman leads to infinite regress.
The Sastras or Sabda speak only of an un-differenced
(niravayava) Brahman. What exists is pure Being,
attributeless un-differenced consciousness. Sri Sankara’s
view is that in the initial perception of a thing, a perception
which is not adulterated by practical thought, or by thought
which imposes its own ideas (samskararupa upadhis) on
the thing sensed, is a presentation absolutely un-
differenced; it is a mere ‘that’. This quiescent back ground
in the presentation continuum, which later in Savikalpaka
prathyaksa, attains practical life and movement, is a mere
‘that’. It is the unchanging unqualified, indeterminate and
passive  Witness. This consciousness on  which
background—(as we cannot in any of our experience get rid
of consciousness and cannot prove its absence) is
iluminated the fleeting perceptions, is the ultimate
Substance. The realm of the objective is a huge categorical
make-up. Thus to Sankara, it would mean that the
empirically real, which we shall call the Actual, is unreal
though it is a manifestation or phenomenon of the noumenal
and the real is never the actual; in the sense of only ideally
present is it actual in any sense. In which case, Truth or §¥d

is ideal and real, the actual is unreal because it is actual.
The close western parallel which Parmenides is, is further
accentuated accentuated in latter times of the modern day
in Immanual Kant in whose philosophy we find the
phenomenon-noumenon relation is mysterious but all the
same present. Between Phenomenon and noumenon we
can never point how one is originated from another, and as
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IKan’[ himself confessed, regarding the causal relation we
cannot affirm anything between noumenal and the whole
realm or totality of Phenomena. We know that the
Phenomena is an “a prior synthesis”. éahkara, however,
does not leave it at that. For him, it is due to an eternal
ajnanam (darkness) overlaying itself on the shining and self-
luminous background Brahman, which is the passive
intelligent spectator of the whole thing, the various apparent
manifold creation of objects and things and egos arise’.
The clouding or overlaying is due to Maya, a mysterious
power, not describable as real or as unreal. The real is thus
experience which is not ‘involved’ in the unreal manifold, yet
‘really’ appearing as manifold. That Absolute Experience,
which is known only by those who give up this multiplicity, is
best described as true (satyam), meaning by that not-false,
jnanam because it is not ignorance and matter, Anantham
(eternal) meaning by that not-perishing and timeless. All
positive prediction it refutes, because every qualification
means reduction of quality, and reduction of it to the level of
the definite and the differenced. This unknowable, however
speciously concealed under the name of the attainable,
transcends all limiting categories of Thought; but does not
such a being thus standing undefined, equally give itself to
non-being because we never come across such an entity
and cannot speak about it? Does not such an attitude

Cf. Chapter II.

75



COMPLETE WORKS OF Dr. K.C.VARADACHARI VOL VI

perilously descend to éUnya—véda against which Sri
Sankara so ably lifted his banner of revolt?

Ramanuja refutes this conception of substance of
Advaita, categorically in his Maha Siddhanta of Sri Bhasya.
The theory of Consciousness as Substance is a very faulty
conception, because the subject of experience is not
consciousness but a conscious subject—a subject who
pOssesses consciousness as an instrument of functioning in
the act of cognising or knowing.

2. Consciousness is not that which subsists in all states
(avasthas), for consciousness is an activity of the knower or
subject and is set in action only when the subject requires
it, i.e., when the subject engages itself with an object or
reacts to stimuli.

3.Consciousness is not eternal, because consciousness,
as stated in the previous objection, is an interim activity and
by no means absolutely required throughout existence. (Of
course the modern psychologists hold consciousness to be
a stream, but it no more explains the specific function of
consciousness as a cognitive act always). It is only when he
functions, consciousness is present. “As this quality is not
however essential but originated by action, the self is
essentially unchanging” (I. . 1 pp63). And consciousness
itself is evidence of its nonpresence (abhava), as when we
speak ‘I am conscious’, ‘I was awake’ or ‘| was asleep’.
Further consciousness is a knowledge-activity of the
Subject and makes the object present to its subject.
Consciousness is active only in the compresence of subject
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and object and is not manifest otherwise, though by no
means absent as a potential function or quality of the
subject. The quality of being a knowing-subject (not of
being conscious) is not absolutely essential (tachca na
svabhavika) to the individual ego (@g); it | that, whenever it
engages itself with an object, as such whenever this
kshetrajna-condition i.e., of being a knower, takes place,
consciousness manifests itself as a projection of action, just
as the shining rays of light or briliance proceeds from

lamps, Sun, and gems SRS ET caRg alale R 59 e3.

In its passivity, there is no particular action not even
of cognition, no engagement with any particular object or
objects; it is a dull awareness. So much so, this dull
awareness of the non-cognitive period in the action of
cognising (whose sphere is unlimited per se) due to this
particular engagement with a particular object, becomes
focussed and fused with its immediate presentation or
sensum. Or in other words, “owning to this influence of
Karman (work) it becomes of a contracted nature as it more
or less adopts itself to work of different kinds and is
variously determined by different senses.” (. li. 1.)
s WG’S‘{ -@\-q%( ; ﬁ:%“f Gie w1 o
i | S50 WEEE o

But the subjects as knower, must be an intelligent entity,
as consciousness is possible only to an intelligence
(chetana). In other words, Consciousness as an attribute or
quality of a conscious subject, is quite different from the
subject whose nature is conscientness or intelligence.

.o 5..6\. . %g_ . a. ég-!<§)g§.é(g S.I't.?’@ef_éé,
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Because intelligence is seen in every presence of
consciousness, the latter being the quality of the intelligent
subject, it is false to assert that consciousness is the
substance and that intelligence is its nature. Nor could it be
said that because of the sameness of consciousness in
every individual, the individuals are foci somehow concreted
by matter (ahankara?). The sphere of knowing of a
conscient subject when not limited or contracted by
samskaras or actions, is the whole of reality. But as we are
, we so determined and the possibility of that total
experience is attained only when we leave the centralised
point and achieve or rather fulfil the world-actions with the
consciousness of the perfect. The unbiased decentralised
or acentric vision does not distort reality and its meaning
like a lens not corrected for spherical and chromatic
aberration, thus projecting distorted and coloured image but
gives the perfect vision or representation of the whole.

4. That the eternal stretch of consciousness (anubhuti)
should be capable of being deflected by different ignorants
(avidhyas) to give rise to the individual existences and egos
is inconceivable. For consciousness, conceding to it an
eternal stretch of same intensity over every object, would
appear to be defined objects of various types just as the
spectral colours, when thrown upon similar objects or
identical things, reveal multi-coloured and different things
with various names, but it certainly could not account for
the persistence of the egos though it would give rise to the
particularisations of tensions and toes. It would, in the best
interpretation, reveal fleeting existences rather than
permanent objects. The reason given by Advaita for the
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inference of different infinite ignorants (avidhyas) whose very
existence is dependent upon the presence of the egos, and
is an inference drawn by their presence, and also that their
(egos) presence as the resultant of the deflexion or splitting
of the one-Consciousness into foci of different tensions and
colours by avidhyas which are final entities (sanatanah and
anadi), is indeed a specious and spurious circular
reasoning.

5. Consciousness cannot claim the status an intelligent
existence, though it is an activity of an intelligent subject, as
such might rightly be called unintelligent (acéthana), in the
sense that, whatever is not-intelligent is unintelligent. It is
capable of manifesting objects to its substrate but it cannot
reveal itself to itself for we know of a subject becoming self-
conscious or self-luminous (chidrupa hi svayamprakasata),
but never of consciousness (chaitanya) becoming self-
conscious or having self-consciousness (prathyaktvaf. It is
on the objects however, that we find this consciousness
displayed and not usually in the subjects and it is this fact
that makes all solipsists and subjective idealists affirm that
all objects are the product of the consciousness. However,

' & Bhasya. I. I. 1. “Of this consciousness...it would be difficult
to prove that at the same time it is itself agent; as difficult as it would
be to prove that the object of action is an action.” wEzerEgEe<h
SRR CE HRasTalRacs | ITEIT THIFAD 533 Toeald T IaraT gRn
S 11 Itis svayamprakasa but not svasmai prakasa.
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Consciousness is an indispensable function' of the
intelligent subject forms its ground or substance, as such
constitutes in a sense, its essential nature or invariable
appendage (aprathaksiddha ralation) and an indispensable
expression and function, a function terminable, contractable
or expandable at the will of the subject in and by his
capacity of function. The only necessity for consciousness
is the presence of this relation(object) and function.
Consciousness, infinite in scope, can be cut off, or
screened according to the limitation of natural upadhis or
karma; of nature, due to its evolution, (adibhautika); of
karma, due to activities (adhyatmaka); both of which are
mutually dependent because the body assumed by the ego
is according to its prior-habits or habits and complexes
formed in a prior life.

The first cause, it has been said, cannot be anything
other than a world-intelligence or Spirit, in so far as we
recognise order and harmony amidst the warring elements
of nature. The final substance or Being is also intelligence
or Spirit, which sustains nature and makes it what it is. This
Intelligence is independent of every and any other existence
in so far and only in so far as it | no controlled or sustained
by any other entity. It is svatantra; it is that which forms the
ultimate ground of all existence. There cannot be any other

1 . .
Wm. James on “Does Consciousness exist” says, “ | mean

only to deny that the word stands for an entity, but to insist most
emphatically that it stands for a function
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|
ruler. He alone is the sole ruler. (I.i. 1.). The ultimate self is

not a pure un-differenced non-personal consciousness; nor
is the individual self or subject of all experience a vanishing
focus of consciousness. The self, we have defined, to be
intelligent by nature (Svarupa) and intelligent in functioning
(in its visesana), for to act or to be capable of intelligent
activity, is a quality or attribute of al intelligent actor or agent
(kartha). Action as already pointed out, no more than the
rays of light is the source of light, is actor or even witness
(sakhsin).

It is held that beyond the mere subject and mere object
there must be a category which holds these in a synthesis,
out of which can issue by some un-definable mysterious
means, (say, Maya- Sakti or avidya) these two entities).
They seek once more by intellectual means, to synthesize al
these differences in order to form a real non-dual (not unity).
Being into which, in reality, these are dissolved and
obliterated. © Such a method can never vyield a true
conception of the real. For one could understand the need
for such a triadic synthesis, if the two, subject and object,
are really opposites which need to be held in a unity which
is different from both of them. Even accepting that this
ultimate category should be an eternal stretch of mere
consciousness, calling it the ultimate substance, is certainly
asking too much of what is really a function or en’[i’[y.1 At

' “Function is an entity, because it is something that can be

thought about. It is a category not a substance “ Dr. A.N. Whitehead
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this rate of synthesising, we would be thrown upon an
absolute, absolutely unknowable, an entity which would be
neither spirit nor matter, neither subject nor object, non-
subject and non-object, not Being and non Not-Being.
What it is, can never be said or thought. But such an
unknowable, despite what its supporters may claim for it, as
the culmination of thought and feeling in a real Mystical.
Being, is atleast not enable logically.

Spirit and matter, subject and object are no opposites
but distincts and the further term emerging in the one case,
would be Activity and Consciousness, in the other; activity,
when spirit rule, controls, and sustains matter and fashions
it to its ends; consciousness, when the subject is in
compresence with its objects or objeo‘[.1 It is not true to
assert that to be an object of consciousness or rather a

says by lifting the sting from the word ‘entity’ as applied to
consciousness, which as Wm. James said is not entity by which he
meant the substance which Absolutism and subjectivism asserted.

“Every fact of consciousness is made up of atleast three
moments; every such fact depends for its existence upon the
presence of an ego, of a content of consciousness, of a relation
between these two.....Every fact in reality with which | am acquanted
is not merely a fact, it is also owing to relation of ‘having in
consciousness’ a content of consciousness, in other words, the Ego
exercises towards it the function of becoming conscious”. N.
Lossky’s article in the Ency. Of Phil. Sciences on the “Transformation
of the concept of consciousness in Modern epistemology and its
bearing on Logic.”
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conscious subject is to be unintelligent per se.' For the
intimate capacity of a subject is to be conscious of itself, in
which case, it would be itself unintelligent according to such
a dictum, which certainly is absurd. Ramanuja says that
you should not define that as ‘being of the nature that light
is present without exceptions’. It is true that the conscious
self which stands in the particular determinate relation of
object to another conscious self, may be passive to its
subject at that moment, but it cannot even be legitimately
claimed, that that other self is not treating the knowing-
consciousness as its object at that moment. Thus whatever
stands in an objective relation is an object and that need not
be necessarily non-intelligent per se , and that it is intelligent
in at least one case, will be showed presently.

The inability to dent objective relations to the Spirit or
intelligence must force us to assume a different postulate.
The relation of Subject-object, and spirit-matter, anyhow
subsists and ought to subsist even with regard to the
ultimate Being as far as logic goes. To deny this, were to
accept in some way or other the defeat of thought in its

' &ri Bhasya. I. I. 1. (61 pp. trns).

We do not apprenhend other centres or selves as unconscious.

“Mere being i.e. Brahman, would hold the position of an objet
with regard to the instruments of knowledge, and thus there would
cling to it all the imkperfections indicated by yourself (Sanakara) non-
intelligence, perishableness and so on™ I. i. 1.

The general proposition that consciousness does not admit of
being an object is, in fact, untenable.
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pursuit to know truth. Out of this impasse can we not seek
a path out, if we assert that though there is a difference of
nature between matter and spirit, object and subject, they
are held in unity by one of the terms? And further, is it not
quite apparent that once we grant that, the superior in
nature or character between them must naturally therefore
be called the sustainer in the relation? The object is not
object until and unless it is sustained and enjoyed by its
subject. The functional importance of the subject (which is
intelligence always) in the relation ought to be recognised,
as much as the functional importance of the superiority of
intelligence or spirit over matter. They cannot destroy each
other, but they are bound to unity and this unity is achieved
by the superior between them assuming control and
direction over the lower, using it for purposes which it alone
knows. Matter has no ends' to save for itself and can have
no ends as it is unintelligent; it is fashioned towards ends by
the spirit which holds it captive and pervades it as its self’,

' But Sankhya holds that the purpose of Pradhana is first infinite
and then to explicate the person from the process of involving that the
entire philosophy could also understood in its primitive bearing as a
near cousin of Vedanta where lila is explained rather than in the later
sutras of the Samkhya karika.

% & Bhasya I. i. 1. (pp. 92) “ The world is HE”. The identity
expressed by this clause is founded on the fact that he (i.e. Brahman
or Vishnu) pervades the world as its self in the character of inward
rulers; and is not founded on the unity of substance of the pervading
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In knowledge-relation, the subject because of the
character of knowing, Is superior to its object, and the
object as the object of the knower, is sustained by the
relation and made one with its subject, a unity or relation at
once integral; and consciousness is the incident activity
which is the expression of the nature of intelligence it is.

The three entities (tattvas)(By entity meaning whatever
can be thought about, as Dr. Whitehead remarks) are
involved in knowing, namely, the knowing subject, the
known object, and the act or function of becoming
conscious, which function brings about the relation of unity
between the two terms. To stress the knowing act or
function, because it appears to be the back-ground on
which the subject and object seem to be differenced, more
than the knower and the known, as if these are the
secondary inflexions of it and within it, were to assumed too
much from the date we have in actuality. Indeed, it seems
to be a perversion of this fact.

In the first place, Brahman is the ultimate inner self,
antaryami of ‘all beings,1 holding both nature and finite
selves in an absolutely dependent relation or rather effect-
relation (cf. 1st. Chapter). As the ultimate inner self,
Brahman is the ultimate knower of everything, because he

principale and the world pervaded.” §Ege*eRgeaiy #sRe=s TIR RN 351
ST G TGBAR.
" Antaryami Brahmana (Brih. Ujp.)
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is the ultimate intelligence pervading everything, act and
function, destining them to the ultimate goal of perfection.
Unexhausted by any, being over and above each and every
existence, He is the transcendent and immanent ground of
their being what they are. He is the concrete universal, the
real Absolute. He is the ultimate subject or knower, which
does not mean the unqualified non-personal $aksi
chaitanyam, but an infinitely intelligent personality. If on the
other hand the essential nature of first Brahman itself
constituted the running subject, your mind really coincides
with the one field by us”. Brahman is not jnanam but jAani.

The secondary subject is the individual subject, the finite
knower; and it is only when the knowledge of the ultimate
substance (Brahman) and that of the individual knower
agree and are not varient, the individual’s knowledge is
perfect and whole with regard to an object. If however, the
individual knowledge is different from that of Brahman (a
fact of comparison that in the very nature of things,
perhaps, impossible) which however, is very easily seen in
the practical ineffectuality in and for life, the individual
knowing is vitiated by egoistic and pragmatic considerations
and becomes erroneous. The effort to which the finite
selves are bound to by the dissatisfaction which the present
knowledge gives tem, is enough to show that their
knowledge is wanting in that self-appreciation or self-
evidence characteristic of reality’s own appreciation. In
fact, reality seeks this characteristic achievement through
the finite selves or centres moving towards the divine
consummation of perfection which is the potential
characteristic of itself and the actual character of the Deity.
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Between the primary K$étraj7vajﬁa and the secondary
subject just to use the expression of Leibniz, the relation is
interesting. Here the objective would be the secondary
subject in so far as it is being held in relation as an object by
the supreme subject on whom it is dependent for very
power, by whom it is enjoyed, directed and perfected. By
being thus held the individual subject does not become a
material entity; on the other hand, at the same time he
perhaps holds as his object both nature and God himself.
But does not this mean, it may be suggested, that God
would lose his dominancy and would be a dependent entity,
on what is essentially a finite entity even according to
definition? No; for in so far as there is relation shown
between two entities, whilst it no doubt reveals dependence
of each upon the other, it does not point to any imperilling
of nature of the superior amongst them. As already hinted
at, that whatever stands in an objective-relation need not be
acetana (unintelligent) even at that moment, for in the case
of two spiritual subjects, it may happen that each is holding
the other as an objective, but that does not show any
dependence except of relatedness. But in this relation
between a finite subject and God as object, the superior in
the relation is undoubtedly the object and not the subject,
as such the object controls the subject. It is the ideal which
standing in the objective-relation transforms and
spiritualises the subject whilst holding him all through in
relation as the primary subject. He is in fact, in some cases
it is patent, that it is matter that holds the subject captive,
in which case ajnina (delusion) is the result. God at the
supreme person and as the supreme subjects is dominating
the monad always. This would clearly reveal that the finite
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monad (Jiva) is organic to God, as much as God is organic
to the Jiva or man. In his relation to nature, or the
Universe, it is with the power of knowing and the capacity of
dominating in however little measures, the Jiva holds the
partial phases of nature in subjection, in so far only and in
such relative degree as God wills it or according as his
perfected evolution permits; in either case, it is measured by
the greater expressive presence of the Ideal or the ideal
person who rules him by its or his interiority and superiority
over the Jiva.

Nature or Matter is mere object, absolutely subject to
Brahman. The objectivity of the selves and nature towards
God, the ultimate subject is an assertion of their reality. For,
to be objective is to be real, as much as, to be subjective is
to be self-evident. As such in this mutual relatedness of
function as well as in substance, objective and subjective,
and of the greater evidency of the subjective which controls
its objective, the subjective can be, not illegitimately,
claimed to be the core of the relation. The subject integrally
related with its object is the real truth. The individual
sentient self is organic to nature and to God, and nature
and God are equally organic to the individual self. So also
between Nature or matter and God, there is an inseparable
(aprathaksiddha) relation. Brahman is the eternal subject,
Saksi, which means not the pure objectless impersonal
consciousness of Advaita, but the knower, the subject. “By
a witness (Saksin) we understand some one who knows
about something by a personal observation (Saksath); a
person who does not know cannot be a witness”.
Accordingly, says Ramanuja , ‘a knowing subject only, not
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mere knowledge (consciousness) is spoken of a s witness’.

T ¢ igEEEsRe and Panini says  wigglest wigaes.

When the substance is thus conceived to be the subject
as qualified by its object, the conception of the object
translates itself to one of a mode in relation to the
substance.

All philosophy aims at a definite synthetic and synoptic
conception of reality. And if the qualified or rather defined,
it is what it means, Being were declared to be a false
representation of what is essentially undefinable and if it be
suggested that even definition is an outrage against its
perfection, then, for the reasons already put forward, we
have to search as to where the fallacy in that objection lies.
The classical dictum ‘of Spinoza that ‘all determination is
negation is perfectly true, because to define certain
characters to an object or thing, were to negate their
opposites and other characters or qualities to the thing. The
proposition is self-evident. But does negation of those
other qualities mean lessening of perfection of the thing?
Truth negates false, but can we in any sense expect that to
negate the false were to lessen the perfection of thing which
we define as true? Perfection can only mean maximum of
positive qualities and never negative qualities as well, for
negative qualities are not qualities but mere abstractions of
the positive, concrete in no sense. Sankara would not allow
any definite character to the Absolute except in negative
terms no denote, perhaps, its positivity, which he
recognises it to possess, but would not at any rate, allow
positive predications of which we know and infer from the
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nature of the world, even in its accentuated quality. But we
know of no mind except a human mind at least in its basal
quality, for as was said elsewhere, a divine vision must yet
be a vision, a divine audition must yet be an audition.
Sankara maintains the Absolute to be a conscious witness
Saksi, but would not allow it to be a subject; it is the ground
of all experience of subjects and objects, but it is not at all
‘involved’ in its operation; it is not personal; it is pure,
having no object and no relation. Spinoza’s dictum
combined with its false rider, which is not always true, yields
a qualitiless substratum, a mere Being, of which no one can
tell anything, ‘into which all are dissolved and in which none
can exist’, because to touch its fringes were to lose identity,
dual and individuality; but individuality is false and is due to
Maya, a mysterious power; but identity with what shall it be
identical or with what shall it be non-dual.?

But there is no substance apart from its attributes or
relations or qualities. There is nothing of the nature of self-
contradiction either in the nature of modes ore relations or
gualities to make use assume the impossible postulate that
this world is inverted truth or essentially false or even
unknowable in constitution.

The substance without its attributes and qualities, the
dharmi without dharma, a guni without gunas, are distorted
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represen’[a’[ions.1 The fact is that they are distinguishable
but not separable. The nature of substance though
definitely distinct from that of the attributes or modes is yet
distinguishable from that of the attributes. The synthetic
Unity (is it a priori?) between them, namely, substance-
attribute, subject-object, spirit-matter, is the initial reality
and not a resultant of the synthesising mind; it is the reality
that we recognise, yet disjunct and accentuate whilst
distinguishing.

Here it is useful to distinguish between modes and
qualities as it would help us to arrive at the view of
Ramanuja more exactly as to the relation obtaining between
the Substance and its modes, and also as to the nature of
the substance itself.

A Mode or attributes is that by which we come to know
the Substance, | prefer to use the word ‘mode’ as against
Spinoza’s use of the word attribute, as a ‘mode’ is any
dependent existence of that on which it is dependent;
whereas the attribute which Spinoza defines—a definition at

cf. Vaisesika and Bhaskhara also hold that qualities cannot be
conceived apart from its substance; Dharma dharmi abhedat. Cf. A
substance although it is nothing apart from its qualities, must not
therefore be ‘distinct from its attributes.” In fact, a substance is not
to be identified with ‘any or all of those qualities’ which constitute the
nature of substance nor with the ‘aggregate of its qualities or any
system formed of them’; cf. Nature of Existence: Mc Taggart. Bk. |l
ch. V.
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once vague though useful—’is that which understanding
perceives as constituting the essence of substance.’
Taking this to mean nothing other than a realistic definition
(Kuno Fischer gives a Kantian colour), whatever mode or
attributes (giving the logical general-concept of the modes,
for the two primary abstract concepts of Thought and
Extension) leads us to interpret or infer the character of the
ultimate Being of which it is a function or dependent
existence or expression, would lead us to speak of it as its
attribute or mode (prakara). Thought and extension or
energy, as Spinoza would call these two secondary
ultimates, or Prakrti and individual Jivas as Ramanuja
would call these two substantial entities, alone reveal to us
the nature of Reality, though we must be careful to add that
these two entities in turn seek existence and
accomplishment, only in the ultimate existence or
Substance or Sprit.

This Highest concrete entity unlike the Spinozistic
substance, is the Brahman and no generic thing. The
ontological search leads us to the concept of their cause or
ground which is a unitary substance and is both actual and
real, as also ideal and perfect, to which all creation moves
as its end. Ramanuja holds that these modes form an
eternal dependent relation as prakara of Brahman, whom
Brahman in turn animates as their self. Thus whenever we
speak of matter and its energy or activity or evolution ' we

&ri Bhasya; I. 16; 1. 1. 23, 24, 25, & 26.
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are in reality speaking of the self or spirit, who directs its
evolutions on such lines as to yield the greatest benefit or
greatest expression. Whenever we speak of the individual
finite selves and their activities and realisations, we are at
the same time implicitly expressing a knowledge about God
who sustains them and directs them, helping them to the
ideal or perfection.1 The energies of men and of matter are
all sustained by their relation to Brahman. These two
entities standing in this inevitable and inseparable
(apprathaksiddha) relation to Being or Brahman who is the
ultimate spirit, form as such, his modes or expressions of
Power, and find their realisation’ in Brahman and no where
else.

In so far as these two entities form inseparable relations
and eternal relations, for we can never dissolve matter or
jives (minds) however much we may spiritualise or etherise
or exalt matter into nullity, for even then they must stand in
that objective relation forming the ground of material
phenomena or sensation continuum; nor the individual
selves or monads, however much we may diffuse them or

'S Bhasya; I. 1 31; 1, iv. 22. & 11 iii 41. “action is not possible

without permission on the part of the highest *“ cf. Keno Up. 3. 1. 11.
& 4.

2 & Bhasya: “When a thing is apprehended under the form
“this is such and such”, the element apprehended as ‘such’ is what
constitutes a mode; now as this element is relative to the thing, and
finds accomplishment in the thing only; hence the word also, which
expresses the mode finds its accomplishment in the thing”. (pp 227)
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exalt them into mere thrills on the ocean-lap of spiritual
existence of Being, or channels or foci of the vast powerful
flood of God’s Sakti . We cannot deprive the souls of their
specific individuality even in their highest identity in
functioning, which because of the fact that they can never
be disjucted or dissolved into a single source, must by that
fact from a unitary existential relation, integral and organic,
with Brahman. Brahman thus becomes the only one
without a second ruler and self; which only means that
these modes are not modes of any other en’[i’[y,1 as there
cannot be any such. What so ever they exists in this single
(Ekam) intelligent eternal ruling principle, sustained by that
immanent principle through its bliss (anandatva) the world of
nature and jives; though them Hew reveals His blissful
blessed qualities of love, knowledge etc (Kalyanagunah).

An attribute or mode constitutes whatever stands in an
integral inseparable absolute eternal dependent relationship
with its substance. Thus a dharma or whatever stands in
this relation and is sustained by another entity would be
called its mode.” Consciousness would as such, be also
called a dharma of its substrate or the intelligence of which
it is a function, for “it is that which stands forth or manifests

Sri Bhasya I. i.1
“The body is in reality, nothing but a mode of the self, but for
the purpose of sharing the distribution of things, the word ‘body’ is
used in a limited sense.

2
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|
itself through its own being to its object its own being”1 or it
is a function” of the ego.

Andubhutitvam nam vartamanada$ayam sarvastyaiva
svasrayamprati prakasa manavatvam svasatyaiva
svavsayasadhanatvavam.

As such it is known technically to distinguish it from its
substrate  which is also called Jnhanasvartpa,
“Dharmabhuta-jnanam.” Nature or matter is a function of
the absolute intelligence of the unitary relation immanent
between them. The Dharma or Dharmi is distinguished by
the superiority or inferiority, imperfection or perfection, of
that between which dependence is to be shown. The
superior or the more vital in the relation being called the
Dharmi, and the lesser as the Dharma of the former. |
identify for convenience, Dharma with a mode, an entity,
and not a quality (guna), which stands as an absolutely
dependent existence forming an integral relation with that
on which it depends. It follows thus, that the worlds are
predicates of the Being.3

Sri Bhasya I. i.1 cf. Stma siddhi. Yamuna

N. Lossky. Enc. Phil. Sciences.

God is called Sarvadhar,

yathodkandu garvrstam parvatesu vidhavartih |
évam dharman prtka pasyamsthanévanuvidhavatih Il
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2. Quality:’

A substance may be conceived to be different from its
absolute relations or modes, (though it is essentially an
intellectual effort and it is this distinction that is the cause of
our ignorant activities) even then, we can sketch its nature,
Svarupa, as distinct from its modes. Whilst some things
stand in an inseparable relation to a particular thing, as such
constituting what are called its modes, it may possess
individual qualities expressive of its perfections. Brahman
as the ideally perfect, as the absolute Spirit is all intelligent,
great and powerful, merciful (dayamaya), omniscient and
omnipotent etc.,” which qualities (gunas) cannot be
deprived from their substance; shall we say, that just as
when all the qualities of redness, volume, weight, and every

'oof. & Bhasya, I. | 13 where it is maintained that quality is not

mere quality but always in co-ordination with its substance. A
reference may be made to McTaggart’s chapter on Quality in his
Nature of Existence, where he analyses the whole subject. It is in my
opinion the nearest approach to Ramanuja ’s view. But this chapter
was written prior to any reference to that book.

® Cf, Yatindramatadipika pp 83.

Sarvajnatva sarva$aktitvadayah srstayupayuktadharmah
vassallab souéilya soulabhyadaya asrayanopayuktapyuktadharmah :
karunyadayo raksanopayukta dharmah

In Ramanuja ’s system, lévara or Brahman is He who possesses
not only these powers, indeed those powers are a consequence of his
being the Self of the Prakriti and the Purushas and they his body
(sarirabhuta).

Sri Bhasya . i. 1.
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sensory predication is removed there is nothing left, so also,
these qualities make it the being it is. It is these gunas that
constitute its adjectives and perfections. Substance is not a
mere ‘that’ or an undetermined ‘somewhat’, to which the
qualities, the ‘whats’, are added afterwards. These gunas
characterise it as the highest superior and lord over its
modes. Nothing exists except as qualitatively determined;
existence and nature are in the strictest sense inseparable
(aprathaksidda) and its existence as such is determined by
the systematic unity of its qualities, expressed through its
functions.  Qualities represent the order and kind of
existence of the existents. But it is also true that the
relations determine the quality of the whole.

A further distinction between a quality and an attribute
or a mode (dharma) is that a dharma is an entity, which can,
in a certain measure, be realised apart from its dharmi, as
its extension or function, just as the rays of light may be
perceived as apart from its source, though we certainly infer
it to have a source or ground. It is an entity (dravya,
sometimes translated as substance, meaning, having
substantiveness) a function that may be perceived or
realised even when we do not see the substance of which it
is function. Thus it is not absolutely necessary in practice,
to inquire about God whenever we perceive Nature or
individual jives. But a quality as quality cannot be seen
elsewhere than in its subject of which, it is a quality or guna.
The object cannot be except with its qualities and qualities
cannot be seen except in their substance. Consciousness,
as a function of the Ego, and as an extension of the ego,
stands in a unique relation to the Ego, seen only during the

97



COMPLETE WORKS OF Dr. K.C.VARADACHARI VOL VI

activity of the Ego. Consciousness however is not a mode
though it is a function, for the function assists the functioner
to know or enjoy other objects, whilst it acquires no such
tertium quid to make known itself to its substrate. For the
acceptance of a tertium quid involves infinite regress. This
is the radical distinction. But the character of the Subject as
an Intelligence, is seen nowhere else except in the subject
himself, though that intelligent quality is attributed only as a
result of conscious function, as such constitutes the
nirupita-Svartpa-guna or viseshana of the subject. God is
conceived to be omnipotent and omniscient because those
are inferred to be his nature as seen in his ‘functions’ or
modes. The quality of a ‘mode’, we can speak of, just as
when we say, that matter is unintelligent or that nature is
blind, or that it is the existing ground of material things or
perceptions, and the absolutely dependent and the eternal
objective that never knows to be a subject. But we cannot
define the quality of a guna except as a perceived
exemplification in the things and it cannot be abstractly
defined. Redness is redness and is a simple sensation of a
specific wave-length of light; it cannot be described in any
other simpler way. We can only reiterate that quality as its
quality. A relation is ‘between’ somethingsf; a quality ‘in’

' | use between something and not between “things”, because

whilst a relation is truly between two or more things, yet it sometimes
happens in introspection that it is “between” itself, that is what is
meant by Prathvaktva. A relation can never be reduced to a quality,

€6 9%

a”’between’ into one of “in” or “of”’. It can equally never happen that
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and ‘of’ something. We can technically call the mode as
the Svarupa-nirupaka-dharma, and the quality as the
nirupita-Svartupa-guna or viseshana,' the former points to
the essence of the thing, the latter to the discovered feature
of a thing in addition to the former.

Having made this distinction between a dharma and a
guna (it is however unfortunate that neither Ramanuja nor
his commentators have given specific terms for
differentiating between these two, which they certainly do
and must distinguish from one another), a qualitiless
substance is a nullity; an attributeless or mode-less
substance or existence an incomprehensibility.  These
relations are absolute as there can be no separation of
these to form any others. The Absolute Brahman thus, by
being the sustainer (dharayitum) of the modes, reveals
himself as having these relations within himself. Variable
relations, however, subsist between the individual
intelligences among themselves and in their relations with
partial phases of Nature. Thus the so-called external
relations subsist and obtain in the case of individual selves

a quality can be reduced to one of relation. A mode is that which
stands in a relation; it is a substance standing in a asymmetrical
dependent relation with another substance; a relation of a “substance
to its quality is asymmetrical since a substance cannot inhere in a
quality.”

' | have no authority for calling them so; on the other hand the
view maintained by some others seems to be different. Any way | had

a justification as in the case of Dharma-bhuta-jnana. Hence this.
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within their own commune, and in their relations with things
of the universe. It would be meaningless to hold that
external relations obtain between the Absolute and its
modes, as if the modes are not sustained by the Sprit that
bathes them. Absolute relations that are impossible of
sundering or varying are internal, because immanently
ground in their very nature, as such, are eternal relations
within the bosom of reality; the variable relations are
external relations, between the reals. Brahman does not
rest upon external relations, for it would mean that there
can be a bare being without qualities and modes, or else it
would mean that it is dependent upon something other than
itself for very being. And both these explanations are
absurd. On the other hand, dependence is for the
individual selves or jives, and for Prakrti, which have
external relations as between themselves.

Relations per se do not reveal any dependence except
in this way that to be dependent is not to forsake. In
philosophy the tendency of every idealistic method has
been and is always to show dependence upon the Subject
and Spirit and to stress the independence of Spirit and
subject. But such a dependence and independence is only
relatively distinguished by the superiority of that between
which these terms are used, and is merely puerile when this
independence is condemned to an absolute subsumption or
as unnecessary to that on which it is dependent or to which
it is related. Every phase and effort of the subject produces
only such phases and reactions on its objects, as such, the
subject might legitimately be called the absolute destiner of
its objects. But to be an absolute destiner or even a
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destiner is not the same thing as to be absolutely
independent of that which is destined. Independence does
not mean unrelatedness nor does perfection mean non-
qualifiedness or non-determination. The independence of
spirit or ultimate being or God, consists in its supreme
power of destining, in its exaltation and in its perfection,
over and above the dependents, in a word, because of its
infinite transcendence whilst it works or exhibits itself
through them as an immanent goal. The Ideal that works
through the individual finites imperfect as they are, does not
get lowered by such a working; it only shows its own virility
and superiority over every obstacle which are not obstacles,
or rather only apparent and seeming obstacles if at all.

The establishment of the intrinsic relation between
modes and the substance, in other words, the assertion of
reality to individual selves and the sensuous nature and their
unitary relation to Brahman or the ultimate substance, is the
establishing of the reality of the substance itself. Neither
bare singularity of Advaita, for identity can obtain only
between two real (and be it noted, not unreal) entities, nor
even the absolute plurality which Dvaita owns, could be
real, till a real synthesis at once logical and true to
experience between unity and multiplicity is achieved. And
this is achieved by Ramanuja through this conception of
unity which organically holds the multiplicity within itself and
gives it the character of truth. Whilst reducing the relation
to one of model relation, just like Spinoza, there is here no
abstract general concept which the Being of Spinoza
certainly is, which makes it impossible for him to guarantee
to the modes any individual existence, not even could
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Spinoza derive those modes once he has refunded them
into their source or ground (for out of the abstract how
could the concrete issue at all? a fact that Spinoza quite
realised)—Ramanuja does not dissolve them into he
abstract Universal, but whilst keeping them real, subsumes
them as modes or real functions which never are dissolved
but are only kept back from functioning during the periods
of Pralaya, in the same way as consciousness is suspended
but not extinguished as a function of the intelligent subject,
as it is the characteristic expression, attribute and function
of the intelligent subject he is. We cannot at any moment
except under delusion or illusion, disjunct the relation
between these triune entities so egregiously as to call them
disparate or unconnected entities.  The possibility of
delusion arises only in the case of less perfect entities viz.,
individual monads, from the non-perception of these
absolute relations and the upward thrusts of Spiritual life,
and from the non-perception of their real dependence upon
the ultimate unity of power, life and truth which is Brahman.
This possibility of accordance with separate activities or
individualised activities which Brahman seeks fulfilment in
and through particular Jivas blurs the sense of the whole
and the One, which is natural to them, in such wise as to
induce in them an atropy of real thought, in such relative
degrees as is necessary for the consummation of the ideal
or goal which God wills and to which creation moves, and
accelerates in them an activity of crystalised and centralised
egoism (ahankara and mamakara).

The Nature of the Modes.
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The Jivas : There are infinite eternal spiritual or
monadic entities. These are eternal, Ramanuja says, not in
the sense that “all has itself in that” or “all this indeed is
Brahman in which case, that general enunciation would
mean that even ether and created elements would have to
be conceived as eternal,” (ll. iii. 18) but in quite a different
sense that its character changes not, but merely “passes
over into a different condition”, from inactivity of deep sleep
to the activity of lila-period. Thus though an effect, the
individual self or jiva is unproduced. “The intelligent one is
not born nor does it die.”

2. The soul’s essential nature is spiritual, that is, it is a
knowing subject. It is essentially a knower (. i. 13)
“Different from this self consisting of understanding
(Vijnana), there is the inner self consisting of Bliss..... The
soul, in the states of bondage and release alike is a knowing
subject.” It is ‘not mere intelligence as sugata and Kapila
hold’ nor ‘is the soul, as Kanada thinks, essentially non-
intelligent, comparable to a stone, which intelligence is
merely an adventitious quality of it”. (ll. iii) “He is a person
whose self is knowledge.” But because it is a knowing
subject, it does not mean hat it is omnipresent. For it
‘passes out” and ‘returns’’ as such infinitesmal, a monad,’
(I iii. 20.)

! “By that light this self departs either through the eye, or

through the skull, or other parts of the body” “all those who pass
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It is the Brahman that is called the infinite and “great not
the individual”. “The individual self is to be known as part
of the hundredth part of the point of hair divided a hundred
times and yet it is to be infinite”. And how it could be
infinite is explained in the next sutra by saying that it
knowledge is infinitely extendable or pervasive, comparing
such a feature to the scent (gandha) of sandle ointment
which spreads all over the body refreshing it when it is

applied to a particular portion of the body alone, (Il. iii. 24)
or just like a source of light spreading its light all through out
space. (Il. iii. 26) “By such a residence of the soul in the

heart of the physical body (is it the suksma body?) with the
help of the examples of sandle paste and flames which
extend their scent and light though resident in a particular
portion of space, through their qualities of scent and light
throughout the body and space, (ll. iii. 25 & 26) proves the
capacity of a real nature of the soul to shine, and to know
reality in full through its essential quality of consciousness
(dharmabhutanana) and to control and sustain its body.

away out of the world go to the moon” and “return from that world to
the world of action.” Brihad Up. 4. 4. 2.
Introduction to Pancaratra O. Schrader pp. 57.
Svarlipam anumatram syat jianananda kailaksanam |
Trasarenupramanasa te rasmikotivibhusit |l
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3, The designation of knowledge as self, e.g., “He is the
person whose self is knowledge’”, is made only because it
is an essential quality of the same (I. i 13.; Il iii. 29 & Il ii.
28). “Since knowledge is an attribute which | met with
wherever a self is, there is no objection to the self being
designated by that attribute. vijnanasya yavadatam
bhavidharmatvavaténa tadpade$o na dosa since in fact that
quality contributes to define its (self’s) essential character.
svarupa nirupanadharmatvadityarth. Similarly, the intelligent
highest self is called ‘Bliss’ (anandamaya), because bliss is
its essential quality as ‘knowledge’. It cannot be
maintained that it is mere consciousness.

This idea has been refuted so often and need not be
refuted as many times again. But it has a real ground,
because the observation that the different individuals have
got the identical character of conscious subjects, gives rise
to the plausible inference that they must have been plucked
from one vast stretch of consciousness due to some
mysterious power or limitation, say, avidya or upadhis. But
the inference has got merely an air of plausibility, and is not
founded on facts, nor is it conducive to logical explanation,

! “That which consists of understanding (vijnana) is the

individual soul, not the internal organ (budhi) only: for the formative
element. Maya (consisting of vijianamaya) indicates a difference
(between vijnana & vijnanamaya). As vijianamaya can be explained
as jiva, we have no right to neglect maya, as unmeaning (I. | 13.pp.
213 & 214).
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of the relation between genus and individual, or concept
and intuition. As will be showed in a succeeding paragraph,
the whole misconception is due to this reversion of
explanation which Platonically treats the ‘idea’ as the more
perfect, and the individual as merely the ‘manifestation’ of
the ‘idea’, which exactly is not the case. For, the concept
is dependent on the intuition and not vice versa. If
dependence is to be shown at all, the dependence is not on
the side of the individual, in as much as there is the
dependence of the former on the latter.

The fallacy of deriving the individual from the single
source as Intelligence, is patent for a further reason. For
whilst “substance is an individualised unity of concrete
characters”, when we “abstract from the original characters
of two exactly similar substances, we are still left with a
purely numerical point of difference, i.e., with a diversity of
‘matter’. Thus ‘matter’ is ‘signed’ with quantity i.e., it
exists in numerically diverse portions and thus serves as the
ultimate principle of individuation”. The individuality of each
of these entities is a certain peculiarity, which whilst it
expresses or gives expression to purposes identifiable with
those of others or even of that ultimate intelligent being, yet
holds its own individuality which cannot be identified with
any original character (whether quality or relation), “marking
it as numerically distinct from any other even exactly similar
entity”. Leibniz held that each monad though similar in

' Philosophical Review. Jan. 1927.
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character in being similar, was not identifiable with the rest
even in the case of ‘identity of indiscernables’, for he held
(perhaps a belief) that ‘two different subjects A and B
cannot have precisely the same individual affection; it being
impossible that the same individual accident should be in
two subjects or pass from one subject to another.” So
much so, Prof. McTaggart remarks about the principle of
identity of indiscernables, that it really is the ‘principle of the
dissimilarity of the diverse.”’ Every one of us has got
individual experiences which cannot be communicated to
others. They form our private or individual subjective. Our
dreams, even our emotions and perceptions, let alone the
spiritual experiences, are our very own. Further “the actually
perceived distribution of consciousness and non-
consciousness explains itself and can explain the presence
of unconscious and non-conscious states and acts, if it
were only admitted that there are infinite individual selves
who experience such states. If it were mere consciousness
there could be no unconsciousness or veiling at all.” (ll. iii
32) And also, If there were not so many individuals there
must either be a wholesale veiling or wholesale
emanicipation. But as Samkhya showed, such is not the

' Phil. Review. Jan 1927. art. On Principle of Individuation: Idea

of God. 264. cf. “finite centres may ‘overlap’ indefinitely in content ex
termini, they cannot ‘overlap’ at all in existence: their very raison
d’etre is to be distinct and in that sense, separate and exclusive,
focalisations™
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case; and therefore there must be infinite souls (Purusas or
jivas). And since as Ramanuja states the soul always
abides in bodies (merely suksma or gross and suksma, for
when the soul leaves its physical body it carries its linga
Sarira with it, and has even in the realised condition a pure
sattva Suddhasattva body capable of being utilised in every
way by the soul) which only shows that for enjoyment or
activity, a body is absolutely necessary, and there alone can
consciousness take place not elsewhere. Asmak
darirasyantare vavasthitat vadatmanasta
traivopalabdhinaryatreti vyavasthasiddhih. ( 11.iii.32)

In passing we may refer to the small discussion which
Ramanuja engages in with the Bheda-bhedavadinsa. (. 191)

a. Refuting the view of the Bheda-abheda vadins that
the individuals souls are identical and different from
Brahman at the same time and are real though vanishing
distinctions ultimately, an argument that strongly recalls the
Bosanquetian theory, Ramanuja carefully analyses the
question thus; “You (Bhedabheda vadins) have maintained
that non-difference belongs to a thing viewed as cause and
genus, and difference to the same thing viewed as effect
and individual. But that this view is untenable, a
presentation of the question in definite alternatives will
show.” He analyses in proceeding to show its untenability,
the concept of genus and individual. He had in an earlier
sutra (I. i. 1) suggested ‘that the species is the form of the
individual’. vyaktéstu jatrakara jhati tadasrayataya prat/_z‘/h.
He states again in other words, that “genus constitutes the
mode and the individual that to which the mode belongs”.
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It is not a “fact that the idea of a thing inclusive of its
generic character bears the character of Unity in the same
way as the admittedly uniform idea of an individual; but
whenever a state of consciousness expresses itself in the
form ‘this is such and such’, it implies the distinction of an
attribute or mode and that to which the attribute or mode
belongs”. (I.i. 4.)

b. He says “the difference belongs to the individual and
non-difference to the genus; and this implies that there is no
one thing with a double aspect” And if it be held that in one
way a thing is non-different, and in the other, different, that
is “the difference and non-difference belong to the thing
possessing two aspects”, then “we have two aspects of
different kind and an unknown thing supposed to be the
substrate of those aspects, but this assumption of a triad of
entities proves only their mutual difference of character not
their non-difference. And even if we concede that the non-
contradictoriness of two aspects, constitutes a
‘simultaneous difference and non-difference’ ‘in the thing
which is’ their ‘substrate’, how he asks, “can two aspects
which have a thing for their substrate, and thus are different
from the thing, introduce into that thing a combination of
two contradictory attributes” viz., (difference and identity)?
“If,” he proceeds, “the two aspects on the one hand and
the thing on the other, be admitted to be distinct entities,
there will be required a further factor to bring about their
difference and non-difference, we shall be led into a
regressus in infinitum” (I. i. 4. pp. 194)
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By this argument which Ramanuja thinks is complete
and most effective, the theory which holds that the Absolute
is by the limitation of avidyakamakarmana, the three logical,
moral and spiritual limitations or upadhis, sliced into the
several individual selves, which at the end, become restored
into the original substance of the Brahman, is absolutely
demolished. This slicing into pieces or khandas in order to
get at the jivas (souls) and things, is the only way by which
the limitation might be successfully achieved, which method
however, opens, the gates of atheistic materialism of
Charvakas, for matter alone is capable of being thus cut or
sliced and never spirit, for it is exactly spirit which brings
unity into existence, as such, itself akhanda. Ramanuja
shows that once we refuse to acknowledge the specious
simplicity of Mayavada or advaita, we cannot halt at any
half-way house of Bhaskara-vada but must accept not only
the reality of selves as Bhaskara does but further admit that
their existence is indissoluble into any simpler substances or
substance. For Bhaskara, the world exists from the
beginning of the creative impulse as distinct and
indissoluble into its original source till the pralaya; in this he
agrees with Ramanuja. But then, we must note the
difference, namely, that Bhaskara does not admit the reality
of matter as the eternally related and subsumed entity but
only as the creative prakrit-shakti of God and also a spiritual
entity in its essence. In a word, until the reality of all the
three entities, matter, souls, and Brahman, the person who
hold these former in an integral unity within himself, are all
recognized there can be no way out of the impasse of
solipsism and contradiction. “And it is false to maintain that
the individual self and the highest enter into any real union
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I(absorp’[ion), for one substance cannot pass over into the
nature of another entity or substance. Paramatmandyogah
paramarth itisyate mityataidanyahamyahi naiti
tadyantamyatah ( Vishnu Purana 2-14-27)

Further there must be distinct selves seeking perfection,
and if such a postulate that is self-evident for spiritual life, is
declared to be unreal, then the power of agency in actions
ethical, is lost; there can be no moral life or even such a
thing as spiritual achievement. Ramanuja says that the fact
that one ‘knows’ qualifies him for action. jnanaprasarée tu
kartutvamastayeva ( 1.i.1). Thus the finite self-hood, if it
were a vanishing distinction, would, firstly, give no joy and
certainly no satisfaction; secondly, such a distinction is
perceived; thirdly to declare it unreal is to cut at the root of
ethical and spiritual and religious aspiration. If it should
merely mean that the ‘I’ is vanishing distinction and an
unreal existence and deserves to be so annihilated in the
Absolute, who shall exist to say, Ramanuja pertinently asks
that he hath realised the absolute or he s that?

To therefore distinguish between spiritual entities and
their attributes or quality of ¢ knowing’ which constitutes
their essential nature is quite valid, as it does away with the
apparent simplicity underlying the advaita theory of reducing
all finite selves into a vast experiences with the help of an
inexplicable Maya or avidya which creates these
focalisations on its bosom without involving it at all —mere
individuality-less foci and imperfections of al all-embracing
Anubhuti.
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To be for a subject, is to know. In which case, the
natural extension for a subject’s cognitive activity when
uninterferred with by any media, would be cognition of the
whole of reality. Our problem then would be, not what we
know, but why we do not know what we out to know? How
does this limitation arise in the sphere of our cognitive area?
And why life being what it is, the function of the self implies
a necessary and natural residence of it in the body? And if
the quantitative or spatial reference apply not to the soul’
size (as it seems inevitable that we cannot but speak of it in
such a way) how does it habitate the body and hold its
strings in direction and function of the organism in all its
actions without whose residence or presence, (unless we
are going to hold along with the Charvakas and the
Behaviourists of the present day, that there is not soul or
self or even a conscious spiritual subject, all action, even
intelligent action being due to the interactions of the
cerebral cortical spheres with the stimuli transmitted
through the neurones to it) no activity could be possible?
Self, conceived in the Spiritual sense or the Leibnizin sense
of qualitative infinitismal (as the quantitative and spatial
applies to the atoms), should have an operative centre in
the body through which it animates its particular body,
dominates and enjoys itself in ti, and realises its own true
nature as a subject action in conjunction with an overflowing
intelligence it discovers afterward, an Intelligence it
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recognizes as the final destiner and goal of the physical and
moral and spiritual order.’ (1. iii. 39-40). The question of
exact residence is perhaps a matter of belief and Vedanta
along with Yoga, keeps it resident in the heart, operating
from that central point both the head as also the limbs.

Logically speaking, the individual finite existence of the
self is a primary certainty. The individual selves also exist in

Ramanuja recognizes though his attack on the nirguna
Brahman of Advaita, that a bare being is a nonentity and is a
meaningless concept. So also a mere point of bare existence is also
meaningless. (Il. iii. 34). The individual self though it apparently
appears to be such a bare point of existence when not in conjunction
with the nature during the pralayakala, is not such a bare existentiality.
The functional attitude is available to such a focus depositary which
the self is in reality, only when such an attitude is encouraged by
being in a relational attitude of subject-object (samyoga) with nature
which forms the world of realisation of ethical observance and action
and its conscious commerce with God or reaoon expressed in such
an objective system. It is this relational attitude and dependence on
nalture and God which makes it the real self it is, that rescues it from
being the bare point of mere existence identifiable with any material
atom. The individual self, thus possess the triple character of
jnatritva, and loartritva bhoktritva of cognition, conation and sensation
or enjoyment. But its independence all the while remains and in no
case is it sundered even by the highest, for that would remove the
character of the sould as a spiritual and moral entity or individual. Its
continued identity is the independence that it possesses in its own
right. (. 3. 41). These characteristics constitute the “partial
similarity’’, their dissimilarity however, consists in their diversity of
state or function.
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the same way as independent entities, a fact of the
inferential existence, as even the most barefaced absolutists
and nihilists have to accept, and which all idealists worth
their philosophy maintain, or a fact of direct cognition as the
Intuitionists hold. This fact of recognition of other individual
centres of consciousness is inferential it is claimed, but
there is no other reason for that opinion but the prejudice
against realism. And accepting it to be such, there is no
reason to hold it to be mainly inferential. Perhaps the fact of
calling it mainly inferential-necessity is a logical necessity as
well, not only on account of the actual cognition of other
bodies made up in the same way as our own, but it involves
a mixing up of each of our private universes if there is an
identification of the different private universes, which is not
the case. As Ramanuja maintains, there is no confusion or
mixing up of the individual experiences of each of us, our
enjoyments and realisations only if concede to the infinite
(uncountable) selves, reality, eternity, and immortality. (Il. iii.
48)

4. The individual soul is a part of Brahman

The specific term part, amsa, leads to the question of
the relation between whole and part. If the part were to be
treated in terms of extension and the whole too treated in
the same way, then we would be confronted with the
problem whether the whole is extended and material, and
Brahman being conceived as the whole, is material.

Ramanuja therefore defines a part: 1stly, it is not a part
of extension (beginning with defining firstly with what it is
not) of Brahman as all imperfections would belong to
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|

Brahman. 2ndly, nor is it a piece of Brahman as Brahman
does not admit of being divided into pieces (khandas) (Il. iii.
42).

3rdly, defining it in terms of what it is, it is a part in the
sense “that it constitutes one place (desa) of something nd
hence a distinguishing attribute (viseshana) is a part of the
thing distinguished by the attribute.

Now although the distinguishing attribute and the thing
distinguished thereby stand towards each other in the
relation of part and whole (am$amsibhava), yet we observe
in them an essential difference of character. And “as the
luminous body is of a nature different from that of its light,
thus the highest self differs from the individual soul which is
a part of it”—an attribute sustained in the relation by it. As
the Sri Bhasya passage runs, “Lustre is an attribute not to
be realised apart from the gem, and therefore is a part of
the gem;” the same relation holds good between generic
character and individuals having that character, and
gualities and things having qualities, between bodies and
souls. In the same way, souls as well as nonsentient matter
stand to Brahman in the relation of parts (amsa) (lll. ii. 28).
And whenever difference is declared, it is this difference in
character (svabhavavailakshanyam) a definite spreading out
of this relation between substance and attribute that is
made. Whenever on the other hand, unity or nondifference
is declared “they are based on the circumstance that that
attributes which are incapable of separate existence are
ultimately bound to the substance they distinguish and
hence are fundamentally valid” (I1.iii.45) Abhédanidésasti
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prtviksadhanah $esananam visesasya paryantatvamasritah
mukhyatvénopa padhante |

In the sense of attribute-nature (viseshanatva) which is
one of essential dependence for sustenance for its very
being upon a substrate which is its ground, the individual
self is a part of the substance which is whole and full in itself
and absolutely indivisible.

So also the world and Brahman stand to each other in
the relation of part and whole, “the former being like the
light the latter like the luminous body, or the former like the
power and the latter like that in which the power inheres, or
the former being like the body the latter being like the soul”
(ILiii.46)évam prabhaprabhavadripena SaktisSaktimadrdpena
Sararitmbhavéna camsamsibhavam jagabrahanoh |

It is clear from what has been stated that this
interpretation of the relation between whole and part, is
peculiar to this system alone, as it alone translates that
relation to one of substance and attribute. Spinoza had,
however, done like-wise; but here unlike there, no method
of conversion has been undertaken. There is a suspicion in
Spinoza’s system whether when he deduces more
geometrico, he is thinking of a part or mode as a khanda
(piece). Ramanuja obviates any such difficulty by his
specific interpretation of the relation in the way sketched
above. The advantages of the interpretation of Ramanuja
are patent and decidedly more than others. The attributes
have relations, integral and vital with the substance, just as
a part has got to the whole, for where can a part be except
as a part-of-the-whole or an attribute except as an
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Ia’[tribu’[e—of—a—substance?—ye’[ that attribute could be called
a part (ams$a) without impairing either the perfection of the
hole of which it is a part or am$a, or losing its own specific
individuality as am$a. The connection has not got the
defect of de-spiritualisation of the Spirit, which we have
somehow accepted to be the whole, and yet it does not
dematerialise matter except in the sense of making it a fuller
external expression of spirit’s activities, making it yield to
the stress of the spirit, in making it the nature it is. Nor even
does it throw all individualisation or individuality to mere
continuity of the unindividualised.  Whilst guaranteeing to
individual selves and Prakrti ( Sakti ) an individual eternity
(though they are, to a great extent in the former case, and
entirely, in the latter case, different from their substance)
they could yet be called ‘mamaivaméa’ as the Gita passage
runs (XV. 7).

Whilst the comparisons hold legitimately (holding of
course, that they are no other than mere analogies) yet
there is underlying them a suggestion of a spiritual notion of
the relation of part to the whole, since it does away with the
faulty conception of part as material part or even as a
spiritual part which can be extinguished (as Bhaskara held)
in the absolute’s vast bosom when it attains fullness of
perfection gradually. Ramanuja himself condemns any
other notion as mere abhasa (mere argument); for the
arguments which seek to prove the being whose nature is
absolutely uniform light i.e., Intelligence or consciousness
but differentiated by limiting adjuncts (upadhi) is fallacious,
for “obscuration of the light of that which is nothing but light
means destruction of that light means destruction of that
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light,” (Iiii.49) Prakasaokasva rdpasya prakastirodhanam
prakasanasa éveéti pragevopa paditam 1l . And further this
arguments would ruin the conception of spirit too fatally.
But in the sense argued above, the finite is not derived from
the infinite since by such a derivation the finite could not be,
if its aggregation with the rest should give back the infinite
again. The presence of the finite would be the death of the
infinite as an actual or acting existence and vice versa. The
conception of Ramanuja of the part is a spiritual relation as
contradistinct from spiritual derivation between whole and
part. It is not a derivative relation at all. In which case, not
only need the souls alone be the parts (because they are
spiritual entities), but also matter, which stands as a
dependent existence (as a mode or dharma of the spirit),
whose Svabhava is so observe to that of spirit, can be a
part. The souls are finite, and as finites they could continue
to exist even though they may attain to the infinity of
knowledge, and that does not mean loss of infinity to
Brahman. There is no subterfuge employed here to arrive
at the finites through either the imposing of a real or unreal
upadi or maya, as real differences are explainable by a
direct vision and experience viz., of the perceived integral
relation between and the souls and nature, which can easily
be translated into one of whole part. But the merit of
realising this simple procedure is entirely Ramanuja ’s
contribution to Philosophy. Further this relation alone is
relevant to the discussion of the eternity of he individuality of
the ego. Matter also thus, as already pointed out, stands
in the relation of a mode and améa of Brahman.” “The
material embodiments like those of man etc., possess
equally with generic and other qualifications, the character
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of being entirely dependent on the individual self, the
character of being serviceable only to that self and the
character of being a mode of that self. So also the
individual selves with their embodiments form the body of
the Highest Self and possess the characteristic of his
modes.” “This subtle matter stands to Brahman the cause
of the world, in the relation of a mode (prakara) and it is
Brahman viewed as having such a mode.”

Viewed thus, the primary fact that emerges out of this
discussion is that the attribute can be conceived to be the
body of the substance; secondly, that, as such, it can also
be considered as the part of the substance; thirdly, that the
part need not on the above two scores, be of the same
nature as the substance of which it is an attribute, indeed,
that it can be of a very obverse nature, provided it satisfies
the definition of a body or attribute or part, and that of being
absolutely serviceable to its substance or subject.

Recapitulating the chapter;

Substance is Spirit and the ultimate ground and cause
(cf. 1% chapter.) The concept of substance in Ramanuja ’s
Philosophy is at once concrete, universal, and real. It is
concrete because it is not a generic chapter or a general
idea or a formal attribute, but an actual and acting presence
qualified by qualities of perfection. It is not an abstraction
from existence, every other thing which exists outside it
alone is an abstraction. In one sense, it is that which guides
the process towards the highest emergence of perfection in
the time-series. It is not abstracted from existence either by
being made into a passive background on which is
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superimposed the fluctuating veil of Nature or Prakrti, not is
it abstracted from reality, existing as an inferred idea,
essentially timeless, because having no actuality. On the
other hand, it is concrete, because, whilst standing as the
eternally unchanging (in constitution qua spirit) permanent, it
functions through the universal process, which it holds in
absolute dependent relation, enduring as a dynamic
existence at once compelling everything, though never
compelled.1 It is timeless because it controls time, and
eternity means enduring through out time sarvakala
vartamanatva hi niyatvam, and uses time to execute its
own purpose and ends, which, at best, are a revelation of
its own Bliss and a movement of Ananda. Having its own
purposes and ends and having the power to achieve them,
this Absolute Intelligence is the supreme Person , or
personality, and we may agree with Bhaskhara in
maintaining it to have no specific form, or with Ramanuja in
holding it to have a perfect form. (Sarvakalyanaguna
mdrtitvam)

It is universal, because whilst holding in absolute-relation
every existence, souls and matter, it is neither coerced nor
exhausted by any one or all of them. We might more rightly
say, that it is not only universal but that what in the universe
could exhaust him, is nothing. The Absolute, some
maintain, would consist of God and the world in which God
is immanent, while yet transcending it. This Krause calls

cf. Kena Up.
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Panentheism. This might be what we can call the Brahman
of Ramanuja, but | am not quite sure whether some others
would so take it. But that it is not pantheism one could very
well affirm.

It is ideal, in the sense that it is always Spirit, perfect and
compelling from the universe or nature absolute obedience
and making it the universe, it is. As it guides all nature as
an immanent presence towards the final end which is
perfect enjoyment and perfection to all the souls. It stands
as the teleological goal—as the Ideal that reveals itself more
and more fully in the process through its predicates. This
idea of the Absolute is a “rational ideal; it may be without a
flaw”. But as the section on the Sastrayonitvat (I. i. 3)
suggests, such a God we cannot prove anymore than we
can disprove, but in its use, it is ‘regulative’, and perhaps,
the Sabda that so proves him is only appealing to the
regulative truth and intuition.

The substance is qualified, as such, true to experience;
it is integrally related, therefore, it is real, and as it is distinct
from its relations, it is pure and dominating, so as to be
called their ground and substrate, and the only one, in the
sense of ole ground and owner and ultimate substance.
The qualities of the ultimate substance, though possible
exaggerations of our own conceptions of beauty, power,
goodness, and mercy (daya) are by no means unreal, but
really attributable to Brahman, However inadequate they
might be in themselves. Badarayana himself confesses
agreeing with Badari and Asmarathya, that such attributions
are only to make it possible for us to conceive the ever
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unexhaustible and inexpressible infiniteness of God,
between Nature and God, between Nature and the Jivas ,
are real. Relations bind only when the dominancy of the
objective is characterised by a gripping impotency on the
part of the subject, though, even there, the subject does,
however inadequately fashion its object. On the other hand,
when the subject completely utilises and values its object,
then the subject is no longer impotent but is the lord of the
object. This measure of potency determines the superiority
of Brahman, the Absolute Kshetragna or Knower, over the
individuals, which measure they do not attain even in their
most perfect stage, for they cannot be capable of starting
or withdrawing creation (l.i.2 Janmadasya IV,iv,17
Jagadvyaparavarjam samano jyotisa ). Though they are
then capable of equal enjoyment (IV. iv .21)1 and attain to
equality, samatvam, with the highest. The Individual souls
are also capable of equality of perfection in union, the
Individual effects all things like divisibility when released.
Imperfection cannot cling to Brahman, in the shape of
contact with nature or with bodies in its incarnations, for as
the passage runs “connexion with one and the same body
is for the individual source of disadvantage, while for the
highest Brahman, it is noting of the sort, but constitutes an
accession of glory, in so far as it manifests him as Lord and
ruler”.(lILii. 13) ekasmi trévadéhasamyogo j/'_vasyapury_sa_rz‘ha
parasya tu tadbhavam niyamnripidyart diptiyogam.

Dravida Bhasya
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The relation of substance to its predicates or the modes
is made to give the cue to every other relation, viz. subject
object, soul-body, whole-part. The part need not be of the
nature of the whole, the whole may be spiritual, the part
may be material. The whole may not be conceived in terms
of extension, the part then could not be derived; as such
the part should not be conceived as a khanda or piece of
the whole, but only as its inseparable (aprathaksidda)
conjunct.

That which determines the character of the part is its
entire dependence on the substance, though khandatva
does obtain in the limited sense to material things.
Dependence determines amg$atva superiority determines
substantiveness, viseshya, and wholeness. This absolute
dependence being the character of Nature (jagat) and the
Jivas, they constitute as such the parts of Brahman.

Concluding, the ultimate substance is One' only, it is
Intelligence not mere consciousness (anubhuti or samvid).
The substance is a qualified personality. It has got internal
relations as within itself between its modes nature and jivas
which form its prakara. These prakaras are aprathaksiddha
or inseparable.” Brahman is the one supreme existence.
God with his predicates or God as with his worlds and

Nyaya Siddhanjanam: Védanta Charya,
cf. Ramanuja ’s Conception of Jiva as a Prakara of 1évara .
Prof. P.N.khrinivasa Charya.
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selves in the real ultimate truth (satyam), not an unrelated
bare being or Consciousness. This Ultimate Being stands
as the Ultimate Synthesis, the Real Unity, and is the
Absolute, real, universal, and Spiritual. He is not something
unknowable but something eminently experienceable. He is
inexpressible in words, for “from him all speech turns
away”, but he is the cause of speech. He is a patent
wonder not an unknowable. “Religion is lost if it sinks into
the morass of the unknowable infinite in which it can have
no foothold,” as a Philosopher says, and Ramanuja being
essentially a religious man, finds that in the last resort, the
creed that condemns man eternally to a limitation of
knowledge is false. His Brahman is eminently knowable,
lovable, and reciprocative.

“He is the inward ruler of all-the antaryamin”.
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CONCLUSION
I

In the first chapter can be distinguished two broad views
of causal relation which can never be identified with each
other, though that chapter has left it without drawing out
clearly the manifest differences between those two. Sri
Ramanuja himself does not set forth clearly his two views
as distinct from each other, and perhaps, identifies one view
with the other, as will be showed, in order to yield a unitary
conception of Brahman as the sole cause.

The first view maintain that there is an identity between
the causal totality and effect-totality, the only difference
being the difference of condition (avastha), the former
unseminal condition of reality (avykta) becoming the
manifest actual condition; the undistinguished into names
and forms, passing into the distinguished by names and
forms. This reality considered as the totality is not Brahman
merely, but Brahman as with his modes (cid-acid-visista -
Brahman). In which case, the assertion of the total cause
as being equal and identical with and having in potentiality
all the physical manifestation of the effect within its own
bosom, is expressed by the statement “there is non-
difference between cause and effect. Karanadanyatkaryam.
The upadana, material cause thus would be the Brahman
with Prakrti, its absolute dependent.

With the help of this view, Ramanuja is enabled to
accept Satkaryavada, as also the synthetic relation implied
by such an acceptance, that causes as well as effects are
as real or as unreal as their effects or causes, for the
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effectual state is merely the manifestation of the causal or a
distinguishing of the cause into names and forms (nama-
rupa vibhajana).

The second view, however, is not the same as the
former, because the causal condition of the totality of
existence is distinguished as within itself as constituted by
three entities, viz. Brahman, the intelligent finites (jivas) and
Matter, the latter two being regarded as the effects of the
former. This means that the causal relation is again
introduced in the relations subsisting between the entities
which compose the whole of reality. But such an
application of the causal law is manifestly different from the
causal view propounded in the former. The former view, as
already pointed out, takes the whole of reality as passing
into another condition, the latter view, on the other hand,
holds the causal view to mean that conditionedness means
effectedness. The former view leads to the conception of
the upadna karana of the universe or the material cause; the
latter view leads to the conception of the transcendental
conditioner or effector of changes seen in the primal
elements or constituents of the whole, viz. the changes of
contraction and expansion of the range of consciousness in
the individual selves a seen in the evolution of different
grades of existence, such as the lowest forms of life in the
unicellular organisms upto the highest forms of life as
typified in the conscious beings, men and gods, if any; and
the drastic changes of the raw matter or prakrti as seen in
its infinite splitting or cleavage into infinite forms of physical
and physiological organs which form the bodies of the
selves. According to the latter view, the cause is not the
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totality that passes into another condition, but merely the
external destiner of changes, the transendental enjoyer, and
the immanent sustainer of them both, being their
conditioner. He is the condition of their being what they
are.

In this sense, and in this sense only and with the help of
this second view alone, is Ramanuja enabled to equate the
causal relation to the soul-body relation and not otherwise.
The definition which he gives what a body is, extended to
every one of the other important relations viz. while-part,
substance-mode or attribute, and in every case, pointed to
obtain and satisfy the definition of the body. Thus
Ramanuja manages to reduce all relations to one typical
and unitary relation or conception of soul-body. ($ariri darira
bhava)

This second view also helps him to postulate reasonably
the unchanging nature and incorruptible perfection of the
Brahman, who is their Cause in the second sense. He is
unchanging, because he is the external destiner as also the
internal moral governor and the immanent sustainer of the
process and also because, Spirit is incorruptible and cannot
undergo such drastic changes of complexion as matter
does, it being merely the purposive volitive ideal of the
process of matter’s changers, and perhaps, throughout its
play or (strivings) it always maintains the character of the
demiurge in nature. And in so remaining unchanging, He
persists as the incorruptible overlord of the process,
destining with Hiss character of Spirit He is, the unfolding of
nature.

127



COMPLETE WORKS OF Dr. K.C.VARADACHARI VOL VI

By combining both these views, Ramanuja seeks to
make Brahman both the immanent cause, according to the
first view of the totality passing into another condition, as
also the transcendent cause as illustrated by the second
view, of the whole creation. He finds sufficient reason for
maintaining that at the beginning ‘He alone was’, because
no one can distinguish, not only historically in the beginning
or cause the distinguishing of names and forms, but even
logically, no one ought to disjunct the inseparable relations
(aprathaksiddha) from one another, and treat them as two
separate entities, that can be described to exist apart from
one another. For wherever there is a body, there is present
its soul, and we do not make any definite judgment, such as
‘there is a body’, ‘here is the soul or mind’, as if they are
wandering terms; on the other hand, we only judge ‘so and
So is there’, a judgment that gives the higher among them
a specific name and means by it the related both.

Brahman according to the first view, then, is Brahman
as integrally related to the jivas and the Prakrti which form
its modes, and for the reason aforesaid can be called He,
though correctly speaking, we must speak of it as “He as
qualified by his modes” alone was. In the second view,
Brahman is distinguished as the superior to every other
term, as such the most perfect, the omniscient and
omnipotent, full of perfections and auspicious qualities,
standing as the intimate self, antaryamin, of all. Also the
final end of all is he, he being the most perfect being. The
second position does not leave Brahman as merely a copy
of the God of Deism or Nyaya-Vaisesika, who is the mere
maker of the world. But God is regarded to mean the
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religious ideal, near and dear to all selves because of the
relation which subsists between God and the modes which
constitute the Jagat which relation is not such a slender one
nor even a dispensable one. When this fact is once realised
and valued, we are at once shunted up to the first position
that at no stage of evolution, in its causal or effectual
condition, was there any separate existence for either, nor
was the relation wanting at any time, since they (God and
the universe) were bound to each other in an eternal organic
bond forming a unity existence. Atasasyavada cid-acid-
sthutaya tatprakaram brahma.

The second section describes the process of
differentiation according to the Ramanuja theory, the
monism of the theory being shown by the unity of control
and direction of substance or spirit. And the modes of such
a spirit can never be deduced from such a spirit or even
conceived to be so derived from a unitary source as do the
modern zoologist viz. Haeckel, etc. Even the biologist
philosopher, Bergson, does not find it difficult to postulate a
unitary principle such as Spirit to be the ultimate from which
matter and the rest take their source, even though their
cleavage takes place according to the three major currents
or phases of reflex, instinct and intelligence. But Ramanuja
finds it difficult to accept such a single-source derivation of
the triune entities of matter, finite intelligences and Brahman
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from any other source ' or from Brahman itself. He rather
sees that instead of taking such risks of deduction, he could
as well make the two others as not derived but as
dependent and completely subject to the Highest among
them, namely, Brahman. And with the help of the definition
he had given of what a body is, he could make all the triune
entities assume a unitary appearance or unity. The deep
concrete of his theory made it an impossible assumption
that he could ever dissolve or attempt to so dissolve, or
surrender to the siren-song of metaphysical abstractionism
of Buddhistic metaphysics or to the intellectual mores of
Pure intellectual Monism.

The real evolution or change consists in the attitudes
that primal matter assumes and the forms it takes when in
contact with the individual selves, which in turn are willed to
assume contraction of consciousness for the purpose of
action in the world. Such actions are destined by God at
the beginning of creation, so that there may be a real
evolution in the bodies of the finite individuals and a
corresponding enlargement of consciousness in them and a
beautiful manifestation of perfection in Nature. The
knowledge, namely, that they have a superior to whom they
have to be loyal, who is also at the very moment the
imponent of moral law and the intimate self of ours, is

' Cf. Yadava Prakasa’s Philosophy which resembles Bergson’s
just as Bhaskhara’s resembles Fichte’s.
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requisite to the individuals to be more able to control nature
and thus be more perfect.

This obligation to fulfil God’s will is (when understood)
the transcendent moral law and spiritual word, and when
not understood, is the fate or Karma. It is out of the scope
of the present thesis to attempt to sketch anything like a
definition of what karma means, as it is allied to the ethical
problem rather than to the metaphysical. However, it is well
to suggest here that there are two meanings for that word,
one which means action, and another which means the
result of actions and the perpetuation of cosmic justice due
to such actions or action. Fate means the latter view, which
signifies the perpetuation of such divine justice resulting
from our actions, good or evil. As to the bondage resulting
from such actions good and bad, it is, as already pointed
out, the stamp of material environmental adjustments, when
considered in the material sense; and considered in the
moral sense, the bondage is the infliction of greater
suffering on the individual who has acted irrespective of the
cosmic law, which cosmic order causes such cosmic
repercussions and reactions to effect the individual. Thus
these organs of ours are not our own make or creation, but
only the make of our actions or karma, our environment,
however, is due to the cosmic reaction and make-up
accordingly. These organs are not self-determined, but
they are rather determined by the actions that have issued
from us in this or prior life or lives, which have been motived
towards selfish ends and by desires equally egoistic and
selfish.
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The differentiating take s place in the Sankhyan order till
cosmic elements are formed in order, and in their
combinations is paced the cosmic seed, which contains all
the bound selves under the cosmic governance of Brahma
or Hiranyagarbha (as he is the first to issue from the cosmic
eff). Then the gradual unfoldment of animals, plants, men
and gods etc take place as also the panchekarana-prakriya
or intermixture of elements in specific proportions to form
the various actual elements and things.

The third section defends the realistic thesis that
substance is no bare being but is always substance as
qualified by qualities and modes or relations. It is not mere
consciousness, nor experience devoid of distinctions of
subject and object. It defends the thesis that subject and
object are coeval and one cannot be merged or derived or
surrendered in reality, so as to lose self-identity of its own
nature. They are a Unity in distinction.

Consciousness is the function of the ego and cannot be
treated as the ultimate of which the ego is a centralisation
or focalisation. The ego is the spirit or intelligence;
consciousness is the activity of the cognising subject and is
found whenever the subject cognises. It is the sphere of
consciousness that is limited, as has been more than once
hinted at, and never the ego itself, if it be limited by the
overlaying of Maya, in case it be mere consciousness. The
range of consciousness is the experiential limit of the
subject, and it has got potentiality of infinite extension or
knowing capacity.
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From the considerations such as the above, it follows
that the substance is characterised by two properties, ie.,
modes and qualities. Modes are the relationed terms of a
substance, dependent on the substance for very being.
These predicates or ‘modes’ are distinguished from the
qualities by their having in turn qualities or gunas, which
might be the same in kind as that of the substance, or of
quite a different kind. These modes, prakara as Ramanuja
calls them, are mode because they are dependent on
another and are not independent in behaviour though they
and independent in existence. Or more correctly, a mode
has a specific individuality in existence, a certain
distinguishable character, it is an entity (dravya) making it an
other though inseparable existence. The definition of mode
is its lesser perfection as a thing and dependence which
follow such a lesser perfection, making it the mode of such
an entity as can control, and direct, and guide, because of
its inherent superiority of character over its “others” or
modes. Quality is this inherent determiner of character of
superiority or inferiority of the terms. It is that which is the
measure of perfection, or grade of attainment. The qualities
of Brhatva, omnipotence, and omniscience determine the
superiority of Brahman over the modes viz., finite selves and
matter (Prakrti), the former, because it cannot compete with
Brahman, so far as the cosmic controlling power is
concerned, which power is the special prerogative of the
Highest or Brahman, a fact that determines Brahman’s
greatness; the latter, as it is by essential nature unintelligent,
as such exists to be utilised by God, or Spirit or Intelligence,
the Supreme Person.
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This same fact also determines its wholeness and
indivisibility, akhandatva, because a part, considered
spiritually, is merely the extension of the spirit and not cut-
out portion of the spirit. It is merely a specific function or
focus of activity of the spirit in its self-manifestation. The
part is thus an absolute dependent of the whole, and not
necessarily a piece of the whole, as in he case of material
portions of material whole. This explanation gets the
advantage of not being culpable of the injustice against
matter by dematerialising it or against spirit by materialising
it. It secures the general principle, that matter can be at
once a part, amsa, of spirit and yet can exist as itself i.e, as
matter.

Thus the identity expressed by such clauses as ‘The
world | He are founded on the principle that Brahman or
Vishnu pervades the world as its self, in the character of its
inward ruler; and is not founded on unity of substance
(vastu or dravya) of the pervading principle and the world
pervaded1. For one substance (dravya) cannot pass over
into the nature of another substance’.

! Jagaccas idam ca tadatmyamantayaumirupena matyamyarthi
krtam na tu vyayapyayapkaryeva krtam

2 Paramatmatmanyogah paramarth itisyate | Mityet dhanya
hamya hi naiti tadhanya tayat ||

134



METAPHYSICS OF SRI RAMANUJA’S SRI BHASHYA — CONCLUSION

II

In concluding and evaluating the philosophy of Sri
Ramanuja, we have to analyse the method and the
positions which Ramanuja holds.

The method of Ramanuja is ontological and not
epistemological. It does not start from the question of a
theory of knowledge, but only from the character of the
Existent. Neither does it hold that what is perceived only
exists, but what exists is perceivable, and the character of
the existent is not something added, conditioned, or
manufactured by the knowing subject. Nor is it a method
that thinks that subject-object relation is the starting point in
any ontological enquiry. The epistemological conclusion is
only a portion of the ontological and supports the
ontological.

Ramanuja is an idealist in the sense of accepting Spirit
to be the ultimate substance, and not in the sense that Idea
is the ultimate. The “Absolute Idea” theory suits the Neo-
Hegelian writers, and the Transcendental Idealism suits the
epistemological mind of Kant and Sankara perhaps.

Ramanuja accepts no triadic synthesis of the Hegelian
system, And one can confidently assert that no system of
Indian Thought accepts such a thesis, antithesis, and
synthesis movements. But he independently accepts the
theory of distincts of Signor Croce, though it is also quite
apparent that there is no such circular ideal progression of
the distincts. There is implication without transition and
ascent maintained, though one must not | think in an
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epistemological or logical enquiry as that of Croce, refuse
such an ascent or transition in thought as well as life.

The substance Ramanuja accepts, is the substance of
ordinary conception, a “thing” different though never apart
from its qualities, even the aggregate of qualities, which
form its “nature”, since qualities as qualifying in turn
qualities would lead to infinite regress, which is the case,
even in the case of relations where the terms of the relation
are reduced to relations. The qualities in the aggregate
define the “nature of the thing” (Svarupa) though we must
definitely hold that the “thing” is the substance which is
related in quite a different, perhaps, more definitely
immanent way than the relations. There is no substance
which has not qualities and relations. And as relations are
“between” things, atleast between two things, there follows
that there are bound to be many substances. But the
Monism which Ramanuja achieves is peculiar to his system
alone as it reduces all the many substances to the level of a
unitary existence called the Brahman in which they move,
and live and have their Being. The relations which
characterise Brahman is “with” his modes, which form with
him the unitary reality or Existent. And for the reasons
adduced already, with the help of implication of distincts
under the superior, the Higher among them is called the
Truth, which means also the reality and truth of the lower as
existing with the Higher as its mode, amsa or Prakara, or
Viseshana or Sarira.

Unlike Berkeley, Leibniz, and McTaggart, Ramanuja
holds to the reality of Nature or Matter more definitely
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though he is cautious enough to assert, and herein is his
best known and cardinal point of his system—that the
relation between the Absolute Spirit and Matter is one of
sould and body; the Pervading and the Pervaded stand in
the relation of “Sariri-Sarira bhava” or Soul-body relation,
which relation is never absent at any time. It is this relation
and the qualities of pervading, sustaining and enjoying and
other infinite derivative characteristics of omniscience,
omnipotence issuing from the characteristic of spirit, which
is Truth, Inteligence and Eternity, Satyam, Jnanam,
Anantham, that make Brahman really Existent as
substance. Therefore is Brahman Saguna and Savisesha,
where characteristics of relation and qualities are in force.

Therefore the whole trend of Ramanuja’s enquiry is
founded upon the character of the existent which is reality,
and not a something called Reality, achieving or self-fulfilling
or self-fulfilled at an end. The ultimate is spirit as controlling
supporting and enjoying matter and individual selves, and
as the existent is never anything without this relation, it
stands to argue that spirit is the soul or substance whose
predicates are the worlds and selves. The relation thus
becomes an immanent relation not convertible into quality
by any means but absolute all the same. The relations as
between the different individual selves (which are
substances also) and matter are external relations.

But the method is not inductive essentially as might be
seen, it is a priori, meaning by uch an assertion, that the
initial belief starts from the Sabda or the Scriptures which
include all the range of mythical and Philosophic lore and
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the Pancaratra agama, too. The meaning of the priori then
is not western in any sense as before experience, though
that too forms a portion of the way of inquiry. But the
ontological method seeks help or refuge or verification from
the “Character of the Existent”, and therefore Ramanuja
whenever he asserts the reality of experience, of relations
and qualities, calls upon the enquirer to look to perception-
date and sense-date and even goes far enough to assert
that whenever there is a hopeless rift between our
experience in its purity and that of the Scriptural statement,
it is our experience that ought to count. But all the same,
he is content to affirm that the Scriptures are not
contradictory to experience at all, if only one interprets them
naturally.

I1I

In evaluating any philosophic system that claims truth, it
is necessary that we should pay less heed to its special
theological views, which may be true or false or merely
fantastic and imaginary, whilst they may interest us by their
novelty or freshness as such. Our aim consists in evaluating
its logical satisfactoriness. But this initial statement is not
meant to mean any thing against the religious and ethical
ideals that, in fact, form the bed-rock of life, and without
which there can be no endeavour towards logical
reconstruction of experience at all. Far from such an
obnoxious limitation of the sphere of philosophising to mere
consistent intellectual formulation of partial phases of reality,
as defined by the causal sequence, and evolution, and
ontological status of Being, and whilst never forgetting to

138



METAPHYSICS OF SRI RAMANUJA’S SRI BHASHYA — CONCLUSION

value a truth for its truth-claim, we should always correct
our truth-valuation by its ethical and religious results and
consequences, and seek to satisfy those demands of the
soul, more demanding, indeed, than even truth. For as
Lotze says, “the beginning of metaphysics is not in itself but
in ethics”.' Consistency every or any system may have, but
consistency is not everything either in logic or in ethics: for
whilst a theory may be a consistent formulation as far as it
goes, it may not be true, though it is certainly true to assert
that truth is and should be consistent. So also everything
that is useful is not true though truth must need be useful.
Truth must satisfy, and has an intrinsic character of
satisfaction. Value is the corrective to Truth. In such
relative degrees as any philosophical system achieves the
world-view in al its diverse real phases, and formulates its
theory consistent with such a world-view, it approximates to
reality. And further, as Sri Vedanta Desika somewhere”
very finely puts it, no system can claim reality or truth
because it a view or belief that has been prevailing from
time immemorial, and deride another view because it is a
thing of yesterday; the only test that can determine truth is
when it has stood the test of experience, just as gold when

' “There is nothing more real than what comes in religion ....The
man who demands a reality more solid than that of religious
consciousness knows not what he seeks”. Appearance and Reality.
Bradley. P. 449.

2, Yatiraja Saptati 57 Sloka.
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rubbed against touchstone proves its purity from other
alloys.

Reality in its manifestation revels its potential beauty and
goodness and sustains itself by its truth-character. Reality
manifests itself because, to be is to manifest. It manifests
not on account of any want of perfection which it seeks to
attain, nor in the way that evil and falsity make themselves
commendable and appreciable. Evil and falsity have a
borrowed and disguised character which by an ‘effort” seek
to attain a dignity they essentially hgave not. Reality, on the
other hand, does not seek by an ‘effort’ to be; it self-
realises itself, it appreciate itself in its own manifestations.
Its existence cannot be challenged, nor can its self-
appreciating process, which the universe of manifestation
is. Its appreciableness and commendability, its truth,
beauty, and goodness, is its very positive character; its
value consists in itself. Reality thus having such character
of intrinsic value, cannot be said to have no effective
existence. But to have an effective existence is to be self-
manifest. Evolution is this outward and extended character
of reality in its self-manifestative activity. Its living is its
evolution or manifestation of beauty and goodness. Thus
value, or intrinsic value, is the fire-test that truth has to
stand, before it can claim truth. Truth and value are
intrinsically bound together. Virtue is knowledge, said
Socrates, and Ramanuja agrees with him in holding that not
only is knowledge virtue, but that knowledge is power.
From being to expression, from truth to goodness, from
knowing to activity, is the inevitable transition. To gain
knowledge is to give to activity a divine positive intrinsicality
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of truth-character, namely, goodness. The practical
expression of a theoretic truth may be defined to be
goodness.  The attempt at the knowledge of reality
(Brahma-jijnasa) is made, not only because such an effort is
intrinsically valuable as throwing open to us new vistas of
experiences, but also because, it is the only way by which
one is enabled to live a good life, a life in tune with the
infinite reality, its purposes, and infinite ends. (I. i. 1.)

A denial of life and its values or value, involves a denial
of reality and its life, and such a denial is not only a self-
contradiction but a self-stultification. It is based on an
increasing anxiety to get rid of life, a tendency towards
morbid quietism. It is a moral revulsion which over-
emphasized translates itself either into sceptisism or nihilism
or mysticism or all of them in quick succession, because
thought cannot rest content in any or all of these. Such is
the transition and evolution of Buddhistic thought which ran
through all these above phases culminating in Advaita, its
last phase and logical product. It is thus life that in its
movement leads to such typhoons in the thought-sphere. It
reveals how far the practical revulsions may determine the
logical, and defeat its purposes, but that does not imply the
non-utility of truth or the unreality of the practical.

Any theory that doubts the truth or reality of the life of
spirit, or its worth, treating them to be either as unreal or
phenomenal or subjective and imaginary, firstly, has
involved itself in self-contradiction, because it is an
affirmation of the impossibility of knowledge, which
affirmation is itself an affirmation of the knowledge about it;
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secondly, has involved itself in self-stultification, because it
is an affirmation of the unattainability of real goodness or
worth, which evaluation is itself a valuation. Thus once we
grant that thought (our thought) can know reality as it is in
itself and does not make it or distort it, and that reality is
expressive, because of its fullness, and for the self-same
reason, exhibit or self-manifests itself to itself through selves
or minds; and once we grant also that truth has got intrinsic
value, which means a value not dependent on any one
mind, nor many minds, that I, neither individual-subjective
nor social-subjective, but universal or general-subjective, as
valuable in its own merit, and that the effectivity of truth is
its capacity to aid a greater realisation of ourselves, and that
Truth is not only achievable but worth achieving, since it
gives a positivity to activity, and power to the act or volition,
then we steer clear off the clogging channels of scepticism
and self-contradiction.

Activity binds only when it is done through ignorance of
the laws of the world, through ignorance of God and his will.
As the famous Isha Upanishad verse runs ‘action cling not
to man, na karma lipyate nare and one should seek to live a
hundred years doing action. Kuvarmvéha karman jijivisetu
Satasamah And later on, the same Upanishad goes on to
sy that through Avidya (meaning by that action) one crosses
over death, through Vidya he gains immortality. There is
nothing that should make us shirk from action. Action, not
knowledge is the final effort. Knowledge leads to perfect
action, and action directed towards knowledge gives
perfect knowledge. They are mutual dependent, forming an
ideal circular progression leading to the actual spiral ascent
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of individual life leading to perfect knowledge, and therefore,
perfect action. Yogah, Karmésu Kausalam

Such considerations as the former, lead to the view that
a pure monism such as the static Absolute of Advaita is
unmeaning and contradictory of experience, since all
process | rules out as unreal and fictitious, and all activity,
even of manifestation of itself and its perfections, is
declared to be an activity of egoism, as such upadaic and
unreal, and cannot and ought not to be predicated of the
Absolute. But wherein lies its worthiness or commending
character? It cannot commend itself to itself, since it
cannot commend itself except by its ‘expressing’, the
which it does not ; nor is such an Absolute commending to
me, because do not know it at all, because all attempts at
knowing it are unavailing and distorting. Perhaps one can
as well ask who is to see and who is to know? Advaita
which denies life of the Absolute, or in other words, denies
manifestation of the reality except under the condition of
distortion and imperils very life, it s value and the value of
the moral striving and religious realising of the individuals.
All true activity, as is the manifestation of perfection or
potential capacity, as seen even in the case of an artist or
sculptor or poet, is an activity of self-appreciation, or if we
remove the sting behind the word, is an activity of self-love.
The relation between Being and manifestation is further an
organic one, and intrinsic. That being the case, to deny this
organic bond between manifestation and manifestor, or the
relation between the universe and God, in order to
accentuate he contrast of the Brahman’s worthiness with
that of the world or Jagat, and to deny the worthiness and
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reality of the universe whilst recommending the knowledge
of God, is to ask us to appreciate that which has no intrinsic
character of appreciableness or self-commendability. A
monism achieved through such a simple method of denial of
reality to the world, is certainly not a real monism but a
mere singularism. Such a singularism which the identity
implies, is absolutely uncommending and untrue. Unity
does not mean singularism or inerlia.

Truth has got value, and value is the corrective to
abstractionistic Absolutistic biases. That is on criterion of
truth.

Thought can know reality and can represent reality in
terms of thought. That is a position that all real idealism
accepts and all realism ought to accept if it should escape
the solipsistc and sceptical alternatives. Knowledge is not
any thing unconnected with experience but is what which is
true to experience =@eRUpET IEVH.  Ramanuja takes his
stand firmly on experience as we know it and does not go
beyond it, except when called for by the scriptures, which
along with the orthodox schools he fully accepts. But whilst
accepting them, he yet thinks that the texts must be
interpreted in a way that is consonant with the experience
that we aware if, and in the way which reason could accept.
And if scriptures are trust worthy, they must, inspite of
temporary ex-aggerations of unity and muiltiplicity, express a
fundamental synthesis of both, and any interpretation worth
its name should conduce to express the synthetic view
which must be at once rational and real. Such a synthesis,
Ramanuja achieves by his strict logical method.
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Ramanuja could not understand how knowledge could
drive out activity, or even that activity is inferior to
knowledge, for in the one case, it is precisely knowledge
that gives power or worth to activity, and in the other case,
knowledge is organically united to activity. The intellectual
impotency to grasp the essential synthesis of knowledge
and activity, of gnana and karma, leads to the Sankarite
dualism or rather contrarism between them, which
postulates that to ‘know’ truth (®g) were to sublate activity
or to cease functioning. Experience reveals on (a priori)
synthesis which is characterised by the dualisms of spirit
and matter, minds (souls) and bodies, unity and multiplicity,
etc., which when accentuated into clear-cut distinctions of
disparate character, leads us to treat them because of their
disparate character, as opposites rather than as distincts,
yielding thus, as Hegel sketches, a triadic movement rather
than a dyadic ideal transition. But Sankara and Kant do not
ask us to abandon “our conceptions of the natural world,
nor even, in our daily, life cease to believe in it; we are to be
idealists only north-northwest or transcendentally; when the
wind is southerly we are to remain realists...... ”as
Santayana remarks.

v

The principle of Negation in Sri Ramanuja’s Philosophy.

To Ramanuja more than to Sankara, one must believe
from their works, the full meaning and implications of the
Principle of Negation was very clear. In the consideration of
the principle of negation, which is a very vital problem in
knowledge as Bradley and Bosanquet in recent times have
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shown, we have to take note of contradiction and
contrariety. “All determination is negation,” and <“all
negation is determination”. The Spinozistic axiom as well
as the Hegelian corrective dictum are true. To negate
certain determinations is to assert or affirm their contraries.
Bare negation is meaningless1. The defect of Spinoza as
also of Sankara lies exactly in this, that by denying all
determinations to Being, they intended to make Being all
perfect. Unfortunately the Hegelian principle did not appeal
to them. What Hegel was to Spinoza, Ramanuja was to
Sankara. But this comparison between Hegel and
Ramanuja holds only so far as this particular proposition
holds, and | must think it breaks even a few steps later as
we shall show, that whilst Hegel resembles Sankara in
merging activity and though in a final synthesis by treating
them as opposites, Ramanuja resembles Signor Croce by
adopting them to be distincts and reals. But to proceed,
Spinoza did not see that determination of character does
not always mean to limit the perfection of the thing so
determined. Instead, to define being is to establish its truth,
is to make it be what it is, and that certainly is not to make it
imperfet.

B ....being of nature of opposite to non-intelligence and so

on be not admitted as attributes of consciousness (anubhuti)}—
whether of a positive or negative kind—in addition to its essential nature
it is altogether unmeaning proceeding to deny to it such qualities, as non-
intelligence and the like, Sri Bhasya I. i. pp. 55.
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Our thought, says Croce,' in investigating reality finds
itself face to face not only with distinct but opposite
concepts. The latter cannot be identified with the former.
The logical category of distinctions is one thing, and he
category of oppositions is another. Where one enters the
other disappears. The opposite concept is slain by its
opposite eg., fancy and intellect, true and false, activity and
passivity, life and death, being and non-being etc. It is
impossible to confuse the two series, so conspicuously do
they differ.” ... “The opposites are abstractions, the
distinct are real.” The unity of distinct is as much a reality
as the unity of opposites. The distinct that in order
supersedes that below it, is implied in the existence of that
under which it is subsumed, indeed, the higher organically
implicates the latter’s existence within its own being. The
utterance of truth implicates the intuition which gave birth to
it. Truth does not slay its existence or ballast it; it raises,
lifts it to the logical status. Likewise when we speak of spirit
we have inevitably implicated matter which is possessed by
it./ Matter or presentation is passive, but surcharged with
spirit, it is truth and activity at the same time.

If follows that in every negation, two ideas may be
involved, (1) either the abstraction of the same, or (2) the
affirmation of every thing except this or other than this.
Thus when we speak of non-truth, it may mean, firstly,

' What is living and what is dead of the Philosophy of Hegel.

(pp 8-32) and Logic Part-Il.
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falsity (an abstraction), or secondly, practical activity, or
even feeling or intuition. Thus we see that to deny truth
essentially does not mean to affirm falsity alone. It may
mean assertion of its being of quite a different order of
existence, as beauty, or intuition, or goodness, or
usefulness. Croce, in criticising Hegel for confusing the two
un-confusable series, says that in all definition of truth,
intuition or representation is organically implicated, and this
implication is not of the kind of implication of an abstraction
which is an ‘overcoming’ and slaying of falsity, but an
implication of a real thing within itself. No knowledge can
airse without an objective presentation or intuition. Only
after such an experience had taken place, can its truth be
as much as questioned, and the minute the truth-value of
the same be questioned, the aesthetic intuition is lifted to
the logical status of a truth. Here the intuition is a real
existence as much as the truth which implicates it and
organises it. And all activity of the practical, viz of utility and
morality, is poised on this knowledge or truth, distorted in
the former case, and true, in the latter case. It would follow
that there is an ideal history of implicative process of real
experiences and things under higher ones, a circular
movement as it were from aesthetic intuition to logical truth,
and from truth to activity, and back again to the aesthetic
which is thus grasped and used.
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To Sankara, the world is a hallucination, a world, it is
unreal, (let us not make much of its ‘phenomenal reali‘[y’)1
and will be slain when truth is known and reached; indeed
having no worthiness the world has nothing of value; and
though it is sometimes held that the world without Brahman
is alone treated to be unreal, yet the main stress is always
about its unreal nature. There would be no quarrel if it were
held and that consistently, that without Brahman the world
cannot be, for that exactly is what Ramanuja seeks to make
clear by his analysis of experience and by his peculiar
conception of the relation and metaphysical unity of
Brahman and the world as soul and body (Sarira-
Sarirabhava). But Maya of Sankara is founded on
ignorance, as such is overcome by true knowledge, in
which case, the world of names and forms would pass
away as some far-off dream, dreamt in moments of
ignorance (avidya) and when under the influence of avidya
(prakriti). Matter, Maya, avidya, which all signify the same
thing, would all vanish at the rising of knowledge, and would
be completely annihilated so far as that person is concerned
who has achieved the highest knowledge or Unity leaving
only pure consciousness which alone is real and eternal.
The former are all eternal unrealities because, absractions,

Al mystics which sankara, Ramanuja and others are, are very

much more concerned about the value of the world as against their
idea of value. The world is to them of insignificant value. It is a
question of value that makes the problem of Maya efficient but it also
is not the question of reality.
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though real phenomenal entities, functioning from eternity
(fremd w=rae:) and slain by truth, yet persisting because
mysteriously involved, and existing in the shadow of reality.
They certainly are not related to truth in any way, not only
because they cannot continue except as false impotent
existences, but also because, for Sankara, relations can
obtain only between real entities and there is only one such
real entity; and further, relations themselves are inexplicable
and lead to infinite regress, the other entities must therefore
be unreal yet existing entities,

To Ramanuja, however, the world is real, but its reality is
subsumed and organically implicated in the existence of
God or Absolute Spirit, just as the body is originally
implicated in the existence of mind or spirit, and is
dependent upon it, and without that dependence nothing
could be. They are mutually dependent, but the higher
distinct is truth and is one only and is Spirit, as such the
dependence is of the lower on the higher. The relation being
between real entities and a unitary conception being made
possible, Ramanuja sees no reason why any trouble should
arise, and why reality should be denied to any real entity.
‘What is, is real, because it persists.’ " This mutually
dependent relation between truth and intuition, spirit and
matter, knowledge and activity, is fully stressed by
Ramanuja. To make it still more clear that Ramanuja does
not confuse the ‘two unconfusable series’ as Sankara

'. &riBhasya. I. i. 1.
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seems to have done, and that the full implications of the
principle of negation were completely appreciated by him, it
is necessary to point to certain passages in the Sri Bhasya

Avidya is interpreted to mean ignorance by Advaitins in
the already quoted famous Isha text. But the text would be
meaningless if t were interpreted in that wise. By ignorance
one cannot cross over death. Ramanuja on the other hand,
claims that such a interpretation would be not only
meaningless and absurd, it would contradict every other
text. “Whether we view non-knowledge (avidya) as a
positive entity, or as the antecedent non-knowledge
(abhava) of knowledge, in either case, it comes out as
wheat the word indicates, viz. non-knowledge (avidya).
Non-knowledge means either absence of knowledge, or
that which is other than knowledge, or that which is
contradictory to knowledge; and in any of these cases, we
have to admit that non-knowledge presupposes cognition of
the nature of knowledge. Even though the cognition of the
nature of darkness should not require the knowledge of the
nature of light; yet when darkness is considered under the
aspect of being contrary to light, this presupposes cognition
of Iigh’[.”1 Ramanuja after sketching the above meanings
and implications of the word Avidya, proceeds to explain
that, that in the Isha text the word “avidya” means only
works (niyamita karma). “The non-knowledge of which this
passage speaks as being the means of overcoming death,

. SriBhagyal.i. 1. (pp 110. Trans.} of (p. 71)
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can only mean that which is ‘other’ than knowledge, viz.
prescribed works.' Thus Ramanuja treats works as ‘other’
than knowledge. Further he goes on to say that
“knowledge doe not destroy a real ‘[hing”,2 because it is
absence of knowledge or the wrong knowledge that is
destroyed by knowledge. And criticising Advaita which
holds that ajnana is a positive entity, he adds that “ajnna
which is a positive entity cannot be destroyed by
knowledge; just because it is a positive entity like jars and
similar things”. °  Further he does on to suggest, that
knowledge is incapable of destroying the emotions and
affections. “Fear and other affections are not destroyed by
knowledge; they rather pass away by themselves being of a
temporary nature only, and on the cessation of their cause
they do not arise again. “* Thus he holds that ajfiana as
contradictory to knowledge cannot be a positive entity, and
it is a positive entity only when interpreted to mean other
than knowledge or works.

So far the direct references in the Sri Bhashya itself.
We can now safely refer to the other work of his, equally
important as Sri Bhasya, for further substantiation of the
view we have expounded as being the real view of
Ramanuja. In commenting on the 17" and 18" verses of

Ibis (p. 18) cf. Vedrtha Samgraha of Sri Rmanuja.
lbid (116p)

lbid (114p)

. Sri Bhasyal.i. 1. (116.)

AW N =
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the IVth chapter of the Bhagvad Gita, Ramanuja means by
the three terms, Karma, Vikarma and Akarma, action,
manifold duties of life (vividha karma) and Gnana. In the
former instance of the Isha text avidya is interpreted to
mean vidyetarat; now in the Gita passage akarma is
interpreted to mean karmetarat (other than karma). One
should take that whenever the term is used as contradicting
or negating a particular concept, it does not essentially
follow tht the negation means the opposite. In every case
the immediate needs of the passage (prastuta) must be
consulted. It is, however, the special way of interpretation
which no other commen’[a’tor,1 either ancient or modern has
followed. Bal Gangadhar Tilak in his Gita Rahasya means
by akarma, naishkama karma or karma that has lost its
egoistic craving force.” Sri Arvinda Ghosh® translated in his
Isha Upanishad, Avidya a Ignorance, which is a
consciousness  of multiplicity merely, without the
consciousness of unity underlying the multiplicity. I
personally think the interpretation of Ramanuja beings with
vivid force the nature of negation, and also that wherever a
negation is used between two real entities, there is no other
way of interpreting a text except in the way of recognizing it
to be a district. In which case, the principle of distincts

' It is true that Sri Sankra means in the Isha passage by
Avidhya. Karma, but he does not explain so clearly, and further his
Karma is due to Ignorance.

. Git Rahasya (telugu edition. Pp 929-930,)

%, Isha upanihed Ist edi. Pp. 33.
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would lead to a subsuming process by the higher of the
lower yielding synthesis of distincts.

Ramanuja is a anakarmasamuchayavadin, it may be
claimed, and there is no reason for us to deny uch a
characterisation of his philosophy of life and conduct. But
unlike Bhaskara, who is pre-eminently the anakarmasamu
chayavadin, he holds to a personal theism, and as his
commentary clearly shows, he holds that in the unity of
these two, ana and Karma they somehow transform
themselves into Bhakti or Love, and that is the highest
achievement of Unity with the Brahman and is the Goal of
the wmg.

We have shown thus far that this system has almost
analytically soled the problem of Philosophy by its clear and
lucid explanations of the moot points in logic and
epistemology, idealism and realism and the problem and
meaning of negation, and perfection and reality and their
infinite grades, and the inseparable synthesis of life and
knowledge. In a word, the problem of the one and the
many that masquerades in an immensity of colour and
variety is solved by the acceptance of the synthesis in life of
mind and body, matter and spirit, in the fusion of
experience, not that experience is the ultimate thing or
entity, but that these two, matter and spirit, mind and body,
find in the activity of creation a fusion that is inseparable
and at once involved in the higher fruition of experience and
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enjoyment for both the entities.” The philosophy of
Ramanuja is at once realistic, empericistic, idealistic, and
pragmatistic. It is founded on the bed-rock of religious
craving and logical knowing. Even if we remove the mass of
scriptural evidence that Ramanuja marshals to prove the
validity of he theory and the orthodox character of his
system, yet there is substantial ground for recognising the
truth-value of his system to be very high. This is an
appreciation as much as one could grant. If one who is
impatient of the views expressed of the future of the soul
after death and release which the last adhyaya of the sutras
and most of the Vedantic writers suggest, would but turn to
the former chapters of that work and focus his attention on
Ramanuja’s criticism of the theory of consciousness, and
his distinction between attributes and qualities, and his
spiritual explanation of the relation between whole and part,
as also the relation between matter and spirit as soul and
body, and his appreciation of the Theory of Distincts, these
facts are enough to grant to the author a very high place in
philosophy for all time. The method of the author is very
vigorous, synthetic, and finely alive to the wholistic view of
reality. It ballasts not existence from life or “reality,”
countenances no quietistic life nor denies the manifold
experiences of real life and its functions that need fulfilment,
and that much is enough to grant it the palm in philosophy.
The worship of the “God of religion” is the “intellectual love”

Rahasyatraya Sara of Sri Vedana Desika
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of the Being that Spinoza so rapturously spoke about, and
the “intellectual sympathy” with reality. It is this kinesis of
feeling, religion, and thought, that all real existence
demands. To understand in thought, to feel it in the soul, to
act it in body in all their intimate triple unity is the action of
the highest, and that is what the finite wants to grow into,
and that is the goal and the ultimate destiny of the individual
personality. After all, the goal of evolution is the realisation
of the highest type in the lower, the ascent of the lowest to
the highest, the descent of the highest in the lower, the
release of the lower into the higher worlds of realisation (for
God is the bridge, setu, as also the goal), he is the means
as also the end of the evolution of the individual, as the
Sutras suggest. The highest self may be viewed as being
itself a means towards itself being realised; “the self cannot
be reached by the Veda, and so on; he whom the self
chooses by him the self can be reached or gained” (ll. ii.
34). The goal of knowledge, of all striving after truth is a
realised Individuality, it is not a mere stereoscopic
presentation of the totality of the universe or World’s, like
the vision of Arjuna as in the eleventh chapter of Bhagavad
Gita, though that might be incidental (As it was incidental) in
the experience of the conscious individuality of ourselves. It
is the constant power to act like Gods, the fulfilled
individuals, to remain the free expressions of the Highest
truth or reality or Spirit, call it what you like, as possessors
of a power of reflection and insight which would enable us
to realise our place in relation to their beings, and to grasp
their meaning by the free activity of thought. In a word, the
aim is to be perfect conscious channels of force, and of the
activity and will of God, the Highest Brahman. To know in

156



METAPHYSICS OF SRI RAMANUJA’S SRI BHASHYA — CONCLUSION

that sense Brahman is to become Brahman, to become at
one with him, at unity with his will. This is the destiny of
knowledge, this is to know, and to become Brahman, where
knowledge, and achievement are unified in a vital
experience. This is truth and being, logic and metaphysics,
finding solace in the bosom of reality recognised as a vital
experience.

APPENDIX

On the concept of ‘Species’ and ‘particulars’ and the Concrete
Universal in Ramanuja’s Sri Bhasya.

The idea of species or genus or concept, and intuition or
individual or particular, have been the moot point in all
philosophies in the East as well as the West. Towards the
unravelling of this problem so far as the Sri Bhasya is
concerned only slight hints are thrown out, and those
scanty hints are enough to reveal to us, the real opinion of
the author regarding this problem.
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To trace the history of the ‘concept’ in the West, we
have to start with Plato, to whom the concepts or ideas
have a real but non-existent character, or more truly, the
ideas for Plato are the archetype of the individuals and
have a one-to-one correspondence, living elsewhere from
the actual. They are more real because less pliable to
change, that is, to put it more bluntly, less existent, and
more universal because absorbing or rather subsuming a
very great, if not all intuitions within it or under it, as the
‘idea’ God does. Further, from this idea, the actuals take
existence. Plato had treated ideas a causes of things and
the highest of them as the ultimate cause of all reality and
of all knowledge1.

Aristotle had made the idea or concept the ‘form’, and
the individual the ‘matter’, and rightly opposed the separate
existence of ‘form’> somewhere else as Plato had done,;
the existence of ‘form’ is no where else than in the ‘matter’
and there is no ‘matter’ without ‘form’, though here he
falters just like Bergson, as he maintained quite unjustly to
logic, that Absolute ‘form’ or God could exist without
‘matter’, or ‘spirit” without matter.

When we come to Scotus Erigena, we find that he
postulates that ‘God is the supreme unity and that by a
process of evolution from the general to the particular, the
individual things were produced by him. First come forth

Pheado 96 et sqq.
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the highest genera, then the lower and finally individuals.
God alone truly is; he is the essence of all things; they do
not exist outside of him, but he is their very substance'.’

Spinoza’s ‘fixed and eternal things’—the idea—are
universals, abstractions, but universals treated as though
they were in some sense concrete things, (Spinoza’s view
was that Being is the highest concrete entity, for out of
abstract the concrete can never arise) and are real causes.
The highest universal being that from which every individual
character has been deprived was of highest perfection,
because least limited in universality. To be limited means,
to be limited in universality to the exclusion of some qualities
(even negative) which a true universal must subsume. This
line of argumentation culminates in giving rise to a Being
that is an abstraction.

The concrete Universal and abstract Universal.

The identification of concrete universal with an abstract
universal no one should tolerate. | agree with Prof. Fullerton
when he says that ‘the attempt to make universals
(abstract) causes, yet, keep them universals (abstract) has
been the source of much vague and loose reasoningz’. I
also agree with him when he says that “it is simply the
attempt to make them concrete and abstract at the same

Ueberweg’s Hist of Philosophy Vol.1 sec. 90
Spinoza; Prof Fullerton’s trans. (brackets my own)
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time.” Causes are always concrete, and can never be
abstract, and the so-called universals or ideas or thought or
generic characters are not concrete at all, being so, how
could they act as ‘causes’ of individual concrete existence?
To make generic quality or even thought or concept, the
cause of the actual individual is simply meaningless. When
a ‘form’ is said to be the cause of ‘matter’, thought said to
be the cause of intuition, we are left with a doubt whether
these reasoners could not derive the impossibles from the
absolutely non-existent or sunya. To produce a concrete
existence, a concrete alone could be capable; to even will a
concrete existence, only a concrete existence would be
capable. This ‘ideas’ as Aristotle clearly understood, are
not anything but the ‘form’ coincident and inseparable from
‘matter’; they are the specific ‘forms ¢ of the individuals,
and there could be no causal relation between ‘form’ and
‘matter’, species and individual, for the attempt is to make
‘form’ or species something concrete which they essentially
are not, the which they must be, if they out to the causes at
all. It is meaningless to speak of ‘causing’ as if there is an
actual ‘evolution’ as Scotus Erigena definitely suggests,
between ‘“form’ and matter, or even between spirit and
matter, except in the sense indicated by the first chapter,
viz. the conditioning relation or inseparable (aprathiksiddha)
relation of dependence between the higher and the lower
distinct in the relation, for they belong to two distinct orders
of existence. Concepts belong to the sphere of ‘thought’,
the particulars to the sphere of ‘fact’, in spite of the fact
that thought or concept finds its ground no where else than
in the ‘fact’, the species in the individual, and no true logic
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should attempt to keep them resident elsewhere than in the
fact or sensum. Benedetto Croce realised this fact so
clearly that the concept is, he maintained1, resident in the
fact, as such only is it concrete; it is universal, because
being in each and every ‘representation’ it is not exhausted
by any one of them.

But such a concreteness and universality is due to
either the inseparable residence or immanence in the ‘fact’,
and such a residence or immanence is merely an organic
bond, or rather, it is the nature of the fact itself, as Croce
would maintain and as Aristotle suggested, and that is
merely nothing. Laws or the body of truths, called
mathematical laws, and now, perhaps, we may add the
physical laws of the world, despite the relativity theory of
today, are “recalcitrant to such a mode of treatment as
connected with concrete reality” and cannot be ‘“confined
to brute fact”, for they “are completely and unconditionally
true, independently of their place in this or that particular
mind..”, though “truth is not truth if it be not real.” And
though “they are brought into some sort of relation to and
bearing upon reality.”2 In a sense and in a very concrete
sense, being independent of particular minds and things,
they are truly abstract, and only concrete in this sense of
always in function as ‘form’> of all things. To give
concreteness in a sense, is to take away the implicate of

Logic part I. sec. Ill.
2, Philosophical Problems, Lindsay.
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universality in some sense or other, and to give them the
universality is to tinge them with the air of an abstraction of
thought. All the same, it is concrete, that we can admit.
Let alone the concepts of Pure Mathematics, even the very
Crocean concepts of time, space, quality, development,
final cause etc., are eternally necessary for anything to be or
to exist. They, like the Kantian categories, are very
necessary for the world of experience to be. In a word,
these are ‘formal’ categories that have to be eternally and
cannot exist elsewhere than in the things for them to be.
Neither could they themselves be considered apart from the
world which they form, (I dare not put in the word ‘manifest’
as that would mean more than what one could grant), for
ballasted from existence they could not be, not to speak of
being true concepts.

Thus the Crocean ‘concept’” does not escape the
‘formal’ character, though to do justice to his concept,
formal character is not limited to cow, horse, etc., and such
like generic ‘ideas’, but is truly universal and immanent in
the real and in A Priori Synthesis with the intuition. In the
formal constituent of reality, it resembles the generic
character, which character is a surface similarity. The
‘concept’ is a fundamental universal formal character; the
generic character is a similarity of ‘Form’ between a large
number of particulars. In either case, they being merely the
form of the individual, are not concrete. In fact, the
concreteness of the concept is a borrowed character,
because of residence in the fact and not in itself though
Croce would stoutly oppose such a characterisation of his
concept. This is what Ramanuja says, when he defines, or
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rather accepts the definition, that ‘species if the form of the
Individual,” and does not “manifest” the individual as the
absolutists and Platonists suggest. Therefore in the last
resort, the universality of the concept is not and cannot
claim the concreteness that is claimed by its votaries; it is
an abstract character, and the attempt to make it the
‘cause’ of the individual is justly condemned by Prof.
Fullerton.

Spirit or intelligence is no abstract entity; it is concrete to
its core and inmost essence. Its universality is a universality
that goes along with its concrete character. It is no
borrowed character. And how?

Existence has different meanings according as to
whether we predicate it of the body or mind or spirit.
“When we say that a body exists, we mean that it adversely
occupies space, during some intervals of time, when we say
that a ‘mind” exists we mean that it is an activity enduring
through continual change. There are no spatial outlines
which limit minds and prevent their interpenetra’[ion.”1

Thus spirit has the pervasive character or the
interpenetrative capacity, which is the same as the capacity
to utilise, to subsidise every material entity, it knowing no
spatial outlines and temporal barriers. The spirit, or “mind”
(to adopt the western terminology) is the active principle, be

' Prof. W.Carr: The Theory of Monads.
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it ever so much as an active pacific principle (as it is in the
case of withdrawal from activity), which endures through
all the changing directions or contents, never essentially
undergoing transformation of character or annihilation of
itself due to absorption in matter. Change in substantial
character it never has, as is the case with matter, for its
nature is to inflict its purposes through all the changing flux
of experience or matter as it evolves in time. Thus it has
been said by Ramanuja that “the origination and so on are
the characteristics of the material objects and do not belong
to the subjects” or souls (which are the spiritual entities
which have the pervasive capacity) and “the latter are
eternal”. Spirit or intelligence is thus characterised by
activity in its own nature, and in its direction, it is intelligent.
This character of the spirit determines its pervasive
‘presence’ or existence is that of an entity rather than of a
concept; its residence in ‘matter’ is not like its ‘form’,
which ‘“form’ is an idea, a volition of the intelligence itself
and these ‘forms’ or species may be as many as there are
things, and we have said also that there are a few ‘forms’ to
which everything in existence must conform and they form
the body of ‘true concepts’ or ‘categories’, universal in
range as distinguished from the species or generic ‘ideas’,
The concreteness of spirit is not mainly in its residence but
in its power to use, to change, to construct and to manifest
itself, in matter, or existence or intuition. The concreteness
of the species or concept is only its ‘presence’ as against
‘manifesting’ of the spirit. Mere ‘form; is certainly not
capable of “manifestating” the individual; on the other hand,
spirit is capable of ‘manifesting’ the ‘form’ in matter. Whilst
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it may truly be said that the individual soul is incapable of
“manifesting” ‘forms’ in matter, in its released state it may
do that with the help of the will of God. The supreme spirit
is that which ‘manifests’ the ‘forms’ and through them his
own purposes; it is that which is called the creative activity
of evolution. And his pervasive capacity as Antaryamin of
everything that exists determines the concreteness to an
extent that is not merely ‘formal’ but supremely organic.
God or spirit pervades the individuals, persons and things,
in the same way as the metaphor goes as ‘oil pervades the
seed’. From Brahma to a blade of gr